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ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHER KNOWLEDGE
SHELTERED INSTRU(?'FION METHODOLOGY
IN SERVICE TO ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS:
A MULTI-CASE STUDY
Uzziel Hernandez Pecina
Dr. Sandy Hutchinson, Dissertation Supervisor
ABSTRACT

This study examines self reported survey evaluations and interviews of full-time
elementary school teachers in regards to their use of sheltered instruction techniques when
serving the English Language Learner (ELL) population in the Midwest. Many teachers are not
equipped with adequate information about ELLs and about what comprises effective instruction
for the ELLs. This study surveyed 161 Missouri certified, K-6, full-time public school teachers
from urban, suburban, and rural school districts, and interviews were also conducted with 11
Missouri certified teachers located within the western mid-central region of the State of
Missouri. Teachers were provided with self reported evaluations as to their use of sheltered
techniques, as described by the Sheltered Instruction Observational Protocol (SIOP) Model
(Echevarria, 2006; Echevarria, et al., 2008), in their regular classroom environments.

Research Question 1 asks, “How do practicing elementary school teachers perceive their
level of preparation in sheltered instruction methods/strategies?,” results indicate that the
representative sample of Missouri certified, K-6, elementary public school teachers perceive
their preparation in sheltered instruction methodology/strategies to be inadequate at all levels of
professional development and training when in fact many teachers are actually prepared with

“good teaching strategies” to teach ELLs, but they are just now aware that they already possess

the necessary skills to serve ELLs with their academic growth.



Research Question 2 asks, “How do practicing elementary school teachers use sheltered
instruction techniques in mainstream classrooms?” teacher surveys demonstrated a very good
knowledge base of sheltered instruction techniques based upon the SIOP Model (Echevarria,
2006; Echevarria, et al., 2008) of teacher evaluation in sheltered instruction to ELLs. Most of the
teachers surveyed used the sheltered instruction techniques necessary for advancing ELLS
academically. Teachers have the basic requisite skills that can be nurtured by professional
development in sheltered instruction techniques in service to ELLs and improving academic
success among Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLCs), but for some reason were never
informed as to the valuable use of the those good teaching skills in service to ELLs in their
classrooms.

The researcher believes more must be done at all levels of teacher preparation, to include
university teacher preparation, graduate teaching programs, and school districts to provide
quality, research based instructional sheltered instructional techniques in service to the academic

advancement of DLCs in the U.S.



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
Successful academic progress, specifically those skills related to English
proficiency of English Language Learners (ELL) in public schools in the United States of
America (U.S.), is dependent upon parents, school district teachers, instructional leaders,
and principals’ utilization of effective instructional practices that address the needs of all
students (Dong, 2004; Echevarria, 2006; MODESE, 2006; NCLB, 2007; SREB, 2001).
Opportunities for learning English and content related material decreases if instruction is
not made accessible and comprehensible to ELLs by quality certified teachers trained in
ELL methodology (August & Hakuta, 1997; Cummins, 1981; Dong, 2004; MODESE,
2006; NCLB, 2007). For many districts in the U.S., the enrollment of ELLs has made a
significant impact on local communities, school culture and climate, staffing, staff
development, academic achievement, and most of all, funding (Morse & Ludovina,
1999). School districts in the U.S. have had major challenges in addressing the needs of
ELLs in learning English at a proficient level (August & Hakuta, 1997; Garcia & Cuellar,
2006). Teachers are inadequately trained and ill prepared to serve linguistic and academic
needs of ELLs in the U.S. Teachers have self disclosed the need for training in ELL
methodologies and strategies that can best serve ELLs and make connections with their
families and communities (Augusta & Hakuta, 1997; Cartiera, 2007; Darling-Hammond,
2000; Echevarria, 2006; Echevarria et al., 2008; Jones, 2006; NCES, 2002; Zehr, 2007).
The 2000 U.S. Census reported that there are approximately 47 million
(46, 951,595) individuals 5 years of age and older, who speak a language other than

English in the home. Of those 47 million, 10 million (approximately 22%) speak English



well (U.S. Census, 2006) compared to English Language Learners that do not speak
English in their home environment, which number 3 million or approximately 7.2%
(Garcia & Cuellar, 2006; U.S. Census, 2006). Garcia and Cuellar (2006) also noted that,
“This is a significant 47% change from 1990 levels,” a change that was experienced in 47
out of the 50 states, especially California, Arizona, and Texas (p. 3). Garcia and Cuellar
(2006) also mention the surprising growth that occurred in the southeastern states of the
U.S. which experienced over a 100% increase in their population of ELLs. According to
Crawford (1999) and Garcia (2001b) the linguistic diversity in the U.S. will more than
likely continue to grow within the next 10 years.

According to the National Center for Education Statistics (2003) there were close
to 4 million students nationwide that were classified as ELLs in the school year 2001-
2002, a 30 percent increase within a decade. For many school districts in the U.S, the
enrollment of ELLs has had an intensely strong impact with regard to funding, staffing,
and academic achievement (Garcia, 2006) and there has been an increasing body of
knowledge that has drawn attention to teacher preparation in regards to teaching ELLs in
mainstream content specific courses (De Jong & Harper, 2005). The need to provide a
quality education to ELLs has led the U.S. Federal government to standardize its
expectations in advancing ELLs academically in the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.
According to No Child Left Behind (2001):

Each State plan shall demonstrate that the State has adopted challenging

academic content standards and challenging student academic achievement

standards that will be used by the State, its local educational agencies [LEAs],

and its schools.

No Child Left Behind (2001) continues by expecting the same academic standards to be

applied to all children and schools as suggested by the plan requirements set forth by the



U.S. Federal Government, and it is expected that teachers be prepared to teach ELL
students with the same academic rigor and high expectations as the non-ELL population
(De Jong & Harper, 2005; Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2004, 2008;). According to NCLB
(2001), the following subjects that must be included in a rigorous state curriculum are
mathematics, reading or language arts, and beginning in 2005-2006, science. Not only are
the content subjects required to be challenging, there must be a mechanism or assessment
tool in place by each state to insure accountability, adequate yearly progress (AYP), and
that the assessment data must be statistically valid and reliable (NCLB, 2001). Federally
funded U.S. schools are required to show academic rigor and growth among their student
populations in order to continue to receive federal funding, expecting quality trained
teachers to meet these standards for their students.

Measurable adequate yearly progress (AYP), as suggested by NCLB (2001), must
include the achievement of economically disadvantaged students, students from major
racial and ethnic groups, students with disabilities, and finally, students identified as
English Language Learners (ELLs). Key subjects, according to NCLB, will be assessed
at least three times during pivotal years in a student’s development. No Child Left Behind
also recommends that students be assessed during grades 3 through 5, grades 6 through 9,
and grades 10 through 12, in mathematics, reading, and language arts. States were
required to administer an assessment for science beginning no later than school year
2005-2006 (NCLB, 2001).

The No Child Left Behind Act (2001) did not exclude students with disabilities,
nor did it leave out students with limited English proficiency (LEP), although there have

been accommodations suggested by NCLB in administering state assessments to LEP



students (MODESE, 2006). Those suggestions include states’ abilities to make
accommodations as necessary to produce an accurate and reliable assessment with regard
to ELLs. This includes possibly giving state assessments in a student’s first language that
will provide accurate and valid data, although this accommodation as mandated by
NCLB is not to exceed more than two consecutive years. According to NCLB a student
may receive these accommodations as long as he/she has not reached a level of
proficiency in the English language which, by linguistic expert standards is usually
achieved through between four to twelve years of structured integrated content and
language instruction (Anderson, 1995; Carrasquillo, 1991; Crawford, 2004; Echevarria et
al., 2008; Garcia, 1993; Gollnick & Chinn, 2006; Krashen, 1996; Marshall, 2002; Sherris,
2008; Sleeter & Grant, 2007).
Statement of the Problem

The literature reviewed suggests that ELLs are not being accommodated as
suggested by NCLB (2001) and that many are failing when it comes to state academic
achievement assessments (Catiera, 2006; Echevarria, 2006; Lesaux, 2006; NCES, 2003,
2004; Zehr, 2007). The problem the researcher will address in this body of research is
pre-service and current classroom teacher preparation and training to teach ELLs
(Augusta & Hakuta, 1997; Cartiera, 2007; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Echevarria, 2006;
Echevarria et al., 2008; Jones, 2006; NCES, 2002; Zehr, 2007). As previously stated,
according to NCLB, states are required to assess mathematics, reading, and language arts
at critical intervals of students K-12 academic careers. How are ELLs and their families
expected to reach challenging and rigorous goals set forth by NCLB if states are failing to

reach and teach ELLs with few resources and not enough certified English as a Second



Language (ESL) instructors or districts committed to fully funding ESL programming?
Students may rise to expectations set by expert, certified, motivated, experienced, and
caring teachers who are willing to go the extra mile for their students (Tornatzky, Pachon,
& Torres, 2003; Zarate, 2007). It is this expert, caring, flexible, multilingual, culturally
competent, and qualified/certified teacher that is lacking in many classrooms that serve
ELLs (Echevarria, 2006; Cartiera, 2007; Tornatzky, et al., 2003; Verdugo & Flores,
2007; Zarate, 2007). Unfortunately, administrations and district officials have been
unable to find and retain enough qualified ESL teachers or have ignored responsibilities
in serving ELLs within their schools (Cartiera, 2007; Echevarria, 2006; Verdugo &
Flores, 2007; Zarate, 2007). According to Carrion (2006) and Glenn (2003), states and
school districts need to seek funding and assistance from federal grants that promote the
establishment of effective language instructional education programs ensuring that ELLs
attain English proficiency while “meeting challenging state academic content and student
achievement standards” (Carrion, 2006, p. 66).

According to Smith (2004) and Zarate (2007), differences exist in an ELL’s level
of prior educational experiences and opportunities that have assisted in developing high-
level language and literacy acquisition in the home language. Smith and Zarate mention
that “family backgrounds also differ in socioeconomic status, conditions under which
they emigrated, degree of contact with [the] home country, and parents’ expectations for
their child’s academic achievements” (Smith, 2004, p. 46). In September 2006, the U.S.
Department of Education amended the No Child Left Behind Act (2001) in regards to the
regulations that governed programs administered under Title I, Part A of the Elementary

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). This amendment is related to the



assessment of academic achievement of recently arrived and former ELLs. The
regulations basically allow state and local educational agencies (SEAs and LEAs) and
schools more flexibility in assessment and accountability of ELLs and the scores
calculated in the AYP reports generated to the federal government. The Office of
Elementary and Secondary Education, U.S. Department of Education, sent out a non-
regulatory guidance memo in May 2007 in regard to assessment and accountability for
recently arrived and former ELLs which stated:

In supporting State and local efforts toward the national goal of having

all students achieve at proficient levels, the Department [of Education]

recognizes that LEP students bring with them unique challenges

from past educational experiences and circumstances. In a diverse nation,

State, districts, and schools educate students from many different countries,

and LEP students who have recently arrived in the United States generally

need some time to adjust to their new surroundings and become proficient

in English. (USDE-OESE, 2007, p. 3)
It is observable that states, LEAs, and schools have had problems providing assistance
and making accommodations for ELLs within their boundaries as suggested by the
NCLB memo of 2007. Most of the problems have stemmed from students not making
adequate yearly progress due to the lack of academic rigor or grade equivalency content
subject matter in the ELL’s course work (Garza, 2006; Perez, 1995) and moreover the
lack of training and preparation teachers have received in teaching ELLs (Augusta &
Hakuta, 1997; Cartiera, 2006; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Echevarria, 2006; Echevarria et
al., 2008; Jones, 2006; NCES, 2002; Zehr, 2007). English proficiency has been the
mandate of the day rather than an inclusion of academic rigor within ESL and regular
education classes that take into account ELLs. Until recently, the federal No Child Left

Behind Act (2001) favored English proficiency approaches to academic achievement and

raising test scores, but there is much more to learning how to speak English proficiently



and performing at a rigorous academic level and much of it depends on the preparation of
the classroom teacher for such a challenge.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this mixed design study is to examine self reported evaluations
and interviews of full-time elementary school teachers in regards to their use of English
language acquisition techniques known as sheltered instruction (Echevarria, 2006;
Echevarria et al., 2008) when serving the ELL population in the Midwest. Today there
are many teachers not equipped with adequate information about ELLs and about what
comprises effective instruction for the ELL population of students (Augusta & Hakuta,
1997; Batt, 2008; Cartiera, 2006; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Echevarria, 2006; Echevarria
et al., 2008; Hite & Evens, 2006; Jones, 2006; NCES, 2002; Zehr, 2007). This mixed
design study surveyed 161 Missouri certified, K-6, full-time public school teachers from
urban, suburban, and rural school districts and conducted interviews with 11 Missouri
certified teachers located within the western mid-central region of the State of Missouri.
In addition, teachers provided self reported evaluations as to their use of sheltered
techniques, as described by the Sheltered Instruction Observational Protocol (SIOP)
Model, in their regular classroom environments (Echevarria et al., 2008).

ELLs need guided reading and writing support or scaffolding while developing
proficiencies in English (Echevarria et al., 2004, 2008; Lucas et al., 2008) beyond that of
language arts classes. Reading and comprehending academic English is challenging
enough for ELLs and content area teachers cannot wait until ELLs acquire the grade level
skills necessary for academic achievement (Brown, 2007). Teachers are encouraged to

make modifications to instruction and guide the ELL learner in the content area



specifically being studied or taught (Augusta & Hakuta, 1997; Batt, 2008; Cartiera, 2006;
Darling-Hammond, 2000; Echevarria, 2006; Echevarria et al., 2008; Hite & Evens, 2006;
Jones, 2006; Zehr, 2007).

The SIOP Model was developed from a sheltered instructional model developed
in the 1990s under a research project conducted for Research on Education, Diversity and
Excellence (CREDE), funded by the Office of Educational Research and Improvement,
U.S. Department of Education. The SIOP model currently is the only empirically
authenticated instructional approach for English Language Learners to date and is most
commonly used in school districts needing a research based staff development plan for
content area teachers serving ELLs and their academic needs (Echevarria, Short, &
Powers, 2006; Echevarria, et. al, 2008; Honigsfeld & Cohan, 2008; Guarino, Echevarria,
Short, Schick, Forbes, & Rueda, 2001; Thomas, 2008). For example, teachers in
Freemont Public Schools, on Long Island, NY, were given professional development
opportunities to use Lesson Study (Fernandez, 2002; Lewis, 2002; Staples, 2005) and
SIOP models of instruction that lead to collaborative, self reflective, efforts to improving
their delivery and instruction to ELLs in their classrooms. The fusion of these techniques
resulted in greater collaboration of teachers in content lesson planning and peer
observations. Ultimately, meaningful discussions of their own critiques, personal
reflections on SIOP techniques, and teacher generated lesson study reports of their impact
on student learning were a result. The study concluded that in order for professional
development to make an impact and be effective, time and administrative support is
necessary for teacher success in improving their service to students (Darling-Hammond,

2005; Fernandez; Honigsfeld & Cohan, 2008; Lewis; Staples).



According to Echevarria et al. (2008), accomplished teachers of the SIOP Model
are able to adjust their level of English used within the classroom among their students,
eventually making content comprehensible using a variety of techniques found in high
quality non-sheltered teaching for English learners. Techniques used in the SIOP Model
range from using visual aids, modeling, demonstrations, graphic organizers, vocabulary
previews, adapted texts, cooperative learning, peer tutoring, and native language support
(Echevarria et al., 2008; Guarino, et al., 2001; Tomas, 2008).

It is the intent of the researcher to investigate how Missouri certified, K-6, full-
time public school teachers use sheltered instruction techniques based upon the SIOP
Model (Echevarria et al., 2006, 2008). The triangulation of data will consist of the
literature review, a survey of Missouri certified K-6, full-time classroom teachers and
follow-up interviews with self identified survey participants. The research study will
include ELL academic achievement and English proficiency data and policies related to
certification requirements based upon Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education (MODESE) and the expectations set by NCLB (2001) in regards to academic
achievement and English proficiency of ELLs. The data analysis will include
questionnaire responses from full-time elementary classroom teachers and personal
interviews. This study will impart information regarding the knowledge base of Missouri
certified K-6, fulltime elementary school teachers, in regards to sheltered instruction
methodology specific to language and content instruction in service to ELLs through self

disclosure.



Significance of the Study

There has been an increasing demand for educators to understand issues related to
second language learners and their inability to reach academic success in U.S. schools
(Echevarria, 2006; Zehr, 2007). This study will provide State Educational Agencies
(SEAs), Local Educational Agencies (LEAs), and universities data related to reaching
and teaching ELLs in the efforts to educate them to the highest standards as requested by
NCLB (2001). It is not only teaching ELLs the English language for proficiency, but to
do so while challenging the students at the appropriate level for academic success that is
the challenge for states and school districts (Echevarria, 2006; Tornatzky, et al., 2003;
Zehr, 2007). The questions SEAs and LEAs ask themselves are the following: Are ELLs
making academic and English proficiency gains in efforts to earn a quality education that
may lead to post-secondary educational success? Are ELLs ready for the post-secondary
academic rigor that awaits them and have they met the high standards expected of them
while in public schools, and if not, how do we make those academic gains with ELLs?

Research Questions
The primary research questions guiding this study are:
1. How do practicing public elementary school teachers perceive their level of
preparation in ELL methodology?
2. How do practicing public elementary school teachers use ELL sheltered
instruction techniques in mainstream classrooms?

According to Carrion (2006) and Garica and Cuellar (2006), states reported serving
4,017,657 ELLs with a projected immigrant high school enrollment of 15% within this

decade, thus amplifying the need to serve language minority students adequately to meet
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the high standards of academic achievement required by NCLB (2001). It is now up to
State Educational Agencies, Local Educational Agencies, and teacher preparation
programs to adequately train pre-service and regular classroom teachers for the challenge.
Conceptual Design

The following is a conceptual design to provide the reader with a better
understanding of the phases and organization of this mixed design study. The researcher
accessed state educational data to retrieve essential data to gain information regarding
academic achievement and English reading proficiency among ELLs within the mid-
central part of the State of Missouri. The researcher conducted the study within four
small to mid-sized school districts with pupil population sizes ranging from 10,000 to
18,000 students. The researcher surveyed 161 Missouri certified, K-6, full-time, public
school teachers and interviewed11 Missouri certified, K-6, full-time, public school
teachers. The data produced by this survey can potentially serve the Federal Government,
State Educational Agencies, Local Educational Agencies, and give insight into teacher
preparation in ESL methodology and the possible impact ESL teacher preparation has on
ELL learning and academic achievement.

Theoretical Sensitivity

This researcher has been an educator for the past nineteen years. The first five
years of professional teacher service was as a Spanish/Cultural Arts Instructor, eventually
taking the position as principal at an area alternative high school. Currently, the
researcher is an Assistant Teaching Professor at an urban, mid-western university,
teaching in the school of education. The researcher has taught Cultural Diversity in

American Education and Advanced Foundations of Education courses to pre-service
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teachers. The researcher believes that this study is important to pursue for teachers of
students from diverse language communities, ESL teachers, school districts, communities
in general, and citizens committed to reaching out to language minority populations that
have existed in this country since its inception. Considering the data provided by
MODESE (2006), and the improvement of standardized testing for achievement, the
researcher is allowed to incorporate his personal depth and experience into this research
to determine how academic achievement data among the language minority population
can be used to serve English Language Learners (ELLs). The current research study will
allow the researcher an opportunity to utilize current literature on best practices for ELL
academic achievement and allow time for reflection and an opportunity to analyze current
studies and data related to academic achievement among the ELL population.
Furthermore, this study will provide an opportunity to help school districts with
significant ELL populations to align their instructional practices, strategies, professional
development, and related services with best practices to the non-English speaking
community of learners.
Theoretical Framework

The researcher used tenets from both Critical Race Theory (CRT) and Latino/a
Critical Race Theory (LatCrit) as a lens for educational research from which this
dissertation will be framed. Critical Race Theory and LatCrit in educational research can
be defined as frameworks that questions the dominant conversation on race, gender, and
class as it concerns education by examining how educational theory, policy, and practice
marginalizes certain racial and ethnic groups (Bernal, 2002; Solorzano & Delgado-

Bernal, 2001; Solorzano & Yosso, 2000). Latino/a Critical Race Theory and CRT are

12



conceptual frameworks resulting from legal studies that assist in improving
comprehension of issues related to social justice and racial inequality within U.S. society
(Crenshaw, Gotanda, Peller, & Thomas, 1995; Delgado, 1995; Matsuda, Lawrence,
Delgado, & Crenshaw, 1993; Villalpando, 2004). Latino/a Critical Race Theory and CRT
also derived and expanded an array of literature that is often expressed as critical theory.
William Tierney (1993) defined critical theory as “an attempt to understand the
oppressive aspects of society in order to generate societal and individual transformation,”
(p. 4) as he paraphrased Brian Fey (1987) in his research on critical theory.
Correspondingly, Mari Matsuda (1991) viewed critical race theory as:

The work of progressive legal scholars of color who are attempting to

develop a jurisprudence that accounts for the role of racism in American

law and that work toward the elimination of racism as part of a larger goal

of eliminating all forms of subordination (p. 1331)

Latino/a Critical Race Theory is similar to CRT according to Solorzano and
Delgado-Bernal (2001) meaning that LatCrit is concerned with a progressive implication
of coalitional Latino/a pan-ethnicity and speaks to issues often overlooked by critical race
theorists such as language, immigration, ethnicity, culture, identity, phenotype, and
sexuality (Espinoza, 1990; Garcia, 1995; Hernandez-Truyol, 1997; Johnson, 1997;
Martinez, 1994; Montoya, 1994; Valdez, 1996). According to Villalpando (2004), both
CRT and LatCrit allow researchers to recognize and analyze patterns, practices and
policies of racial inequality and exclusion that continue to exist in more subtle and
clandestine ways. CRT and LatCrit are increasingly being used by education scholars
interested in using the K-12 education process (Ladson-Billings, 1998; Ladson-Billings

& Tate, 1995; Parker, Deyhle, Villenas, & Nebecker, 1998; Solorzano, 1997; Solorzano

& Bernal Delgado, 2001; Solorazano & Yosso, 2001; Tate 1997; Villalpando, 2004) in
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analyzing racial barriers constructed against people of color. Villalpando (2004) also
suggests that CRT and LatCrit assist in exposing avenues in which race-neutral
institutional practices and policies propagate ethnic or racial subordination.

Using both Critical Race Theory (CRT) and Latino Critical Race Theory (LatCerit)
allows for a culturally sensitive lens from which to analyze educational experiences of
immigrants from multilingual and multi- faceted identities and can address the
intersecting issues related to racism, sexism, heterosexism, classism, and other forms of
oppression against immigrants or people of color (Solorzano & Yosso, 2001;
Villalpando, 2004). LatCrit specifically gives us a lens through which to view
immigrants’ identity at the crossroads of immigration, migration, human rights, language,
gender, and class (Hernandez-Truyol, 1997; Villalpando, 2004).

The following are the five tenets or defining elements that form the basic
perspectives, assumptions, and pedagogies of CRT and LatCrit as it relates to educational
research (Matzuda et al., 1993; Solorzano & Degado-Bernal, 2001; Tate, 1997;
Villalpando & Delgado-Bernal, 2002):

1. The importance of trans-disciplinary approaches. CRT and LatCrit trans-
disciplinary approaches challenge educational researchers to utilize strengths
and research methods from various disciplines (i.e. ethnic studies, women’s
studies, sociology, history, law) in understanding and improving the
educational experiences of students of color (Solorzano &Yosso, 2001).

2. An emphasis on experiential knowledge. Experiential knowledge of students
of color has been viewed as deficient or disadvantaged in formal educational

environments. CRT and LatCrit value experiential knowledge and underscore
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the need to understand how the identities of people of color can actually
nourish and empower their personal and academic success in educational
settings (Villalpando, 2004).

. The commitment to social justice. CRT and LatCrit in education are theories
that have a fundamental commitment to social justice and offer a
transformative or liberating response to racial, gender, class (Matsuda, 1991)
generational status, sexual preference, linguistic (Villalpando, 2004) and new
immigrant oppression. This is an especially relevant tenet for teachers and
higher education faculty who already share a deep commitment to an ethic of
caring (Noddings, 1984) and service (Villalpando, 2004).

. The centrality of race and racism and their intersectionality with other forms
of subordination. Race and racism are endemic, permanent and defining
qualities of American society and by augmentation are embedded in the
policies, structures, and discourses that guide daily practices in school, and
universities (Taylor, 1999; Villalpando; 2004). According to Russell (1992),
race “[is] a central rather than marginal factor in defining and explaining
individual experiences of the law” (p. 762-763). Race and racism is at the
center of CRT and LatCrit analysis, but it is also viewed at their intersection
with other forms subordination such as class and gender discrimination
(Crenshaw, 1989: 1993; Solorzano & Yosso, 2001). Villalpando (2004) and
Solorzano and Villalpando (1998) suggest that class, racial, and gender

oppression do not operate in a vacuum but rather educational researchers must
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consider how multi-dimensional identities of people of color might also be
subject to varied or additional forms of marginalization or discrimination.
5. Achallenge to dominant ideologies. CRT and LatCrit give meaning to the
creation of cultural and linguistic relevancy and varied constructs of
knowledge and understanding and to the value of rethinking traditional claims
of what counts as knowledge. Delgado-Bernal (2002) suggested that power
and politics are at the center of all learning and teaching, and that the
application of household and cultural knowledge to events outside of the
home can produce a creative process that challenges the dominant ideologies
and knowledge that is assumed official and true.
These five defining tenets of CRT and LatCrit work together to offer a distinctive
way to approach educational research and to transport educators and researchers into a
realm of critical and moral practice for all children (Delgado-Bernal, 2002). Critical Race
Theory and LatCrit also allow for unique approaches to understanding and meeting the
needs of ELLs in K-12 educational settings (Villalpando, 2004). Finally, the researcher
will use CRT and LatCrit to guide the development of this study as it relates to the
development of subsequent chapters, the instrument of analysis, and the eventual analysis
of the data as it relates to perceptions that Missouri certified, K-6, public school teachers
have in regards to their personal preparation in sheltered instruction techniques in service
to ELLs in their schools and classrooms.
Limitations of the Study
The researcher took into account the following limitations to the study. The

limitations included: 1) the data of metropolitan mid-western urban, suburban, and rural
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school districts in one Midwestern state; 2) a modified survey/ questionnaire was used to
determine full-time elementary school teacher (K-6 grade), self disclosure of ELL
methodology preparation for academic success among ELLSs; 3) results can only be
generalized to a Midwestern state, school districts and their population size; 4) the data
collected will be post-NCLB (2001) and the amendments to NCLB of 2007; 5) the
interview participants were self-selected; and finally 6) possibility of researcher location,
employment, cultural, and professional bias may exist must be taken into consideration.
Assumptions

The researcher determined that the following assumptions to the study needed to
be taking into consideration: 1) data collected by MODESE (2006) is accurate and up to
date; 2) teachers surveyed in this study are fulltime, Missouri certified, elementary school
teachers; 3) the quantitative and qualitative analysis will reveal truths about the best
practices set forth in policy and teacher certification for academic achievement and
English proficiency among ELLs; and 4) researcher bias will not affect qualitative
findings.

Parameters of the Study

This study will be conducted during the 2009-2010 calendar school year. During
the summer of 2008, the researcher began the literature research and review and
presented the proposal for the study to the dissertation committee for approval, which
was granted December 17, 2008. The researcher gained permission from University of
Missouri-Columbia Institutional Review Board June 17, 2009, authorizing the
implementation of the questionnaire surveys and to conduct interviews in the public

schools and school districts where approval was given.
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Definition of Terms

According to Frankel and Wallen (2003), the definition of terms are necessary for
clarity and optimal understanding within research and are an integral part of any research
study regardless of methodology. Therefore, the researcher has provided the following
definitions and acronym descriptions to ensure consistency and understanding of these
terms throughout the study.

Academic success: For the purpose of this study, academic success is defined as
scoring Advanced or Proficient on the Missouri state exams (MODESE, 2006).

Accountability: Accountability concerns the obligation of comprehensive school
improvement planning, reporting, explaining, or justifying standards, making them
responsible, explicable, and answerable.

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): One of the foundations of the No Child Left
Behind Act (2001). States must develop target preliminary goals for AYP and raise the
expectations in gradual increments so that 100% of the students in the state are proficient
on state assessments by the school year 2013-14. AYP applies to each district and school
in the state; NCLB sanctions schools that do not make AYP for two years or more in a
row, and it only applies to districts and schools that receive Title I funds.

Assessment: This term refers to any test instrument or other student achievement
evaluation method used to measure student learning and performance.

Bilingual maintenance programs: Generally consist of non-English speakers and,
like two way bilingual education programs, place equal emphasis on maintaining

students’ primary language and developing their English proficiency.
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ESL pullout: This program supplements regular mainstream classroom instruction
with instruction in a small group setting outside of the mainstream classroom and is
aimed at developing English language skills.

English Speakers of Other Language (ESOL): a synonym of ESL, but more
current because students often speak multiple languages.

English language learner (ELL): Students whose primary language is not English
and who lack English language skills, according to state approved assessments that are
necessary to succeed in the school’s regular instructional programs. The terms “limited
English proficient” and “English language learner” are synonyms for “English learners”
(Augusta & Hakuta, 1997).

National Association of Educational Progress (NAEP) Achievement/Performance
levels: This term is used to refer to the levels of student achievement on national
achievement examinations. A description of levels are as follows:

Basic: denotes partial mastery of the knowledge and skills that are
fundamental for proficient work a given grade.

Proficient: represents solid academic performance. Students reaching this
level have demonstrated competency over challenging subject matter.
Advanced: signifies superior performance (NEAP, 2007)

Professional development: This term refers to a coordinated set of planned
learning activities for teachers and administrators that are standards-based, and
continuous. Ideally, quality professional development would result in individual, school-

wide, and systemic improvement. Approved professional development activities would
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be linked to the school improvement plans, demonstrate research-based best practices,
and be subject-specific, and site-specific as often as possible.

Scaffolding: Scaffolding is the process a teacher uses to support the student who
is not able to accomplish a task independently. It is used to aid in the completion of a task
and is eventually removed.

Sheltered English Immersion Observational Protocol (SIOP): a model of
sheltered instruction for ELLs where the focus is on concurrent teaching and learning of
both language and content (Vogt & Echevarria, 2008).

Sheltered English Immersion Instruction: All students in the class are beginning
English speakers and have an ESL endorsed teacher. Instruction is mostly provided
entirely in English, but in a self contained classroom consisting of only English language
learners (ELLs).

Sink or swim method of instruction: this approach provides mainstream classroom
instruction with no help or scaffolding.

Transitional bilingual education: Transitional bilingual education initially
delivers instruction and develops student literacy in the native language, but puts a
priority on developing a student’s English language skills.

Two way bilingual education: also known as Two-Way Immersion. It is designed
to develop fluency in both the student’s first language and the second language; teachers
deliver instruction in both languages to classes consisting of both native English speakers

and speakers of another language (mostly commonly Spanish).
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Organization of the Study

The review of the literature can be found in Chapter Two. The review of the
literature presents an overview of research-based studies and methods that are successful
with English language learners. In addition, literature was reviewed that summarized
successful professional development programs and best practices to help ELLs achieve
academic success in school. Chapter Three will outline the methodology of this mixed
design study, which will include a timeline for the research, MODESE and district data
analyzed and the instrument used to analyze the data provided. Chapter Four will provide
the findings and Chapter Five will outline the discussion, conclusions, suggestions, and

recommendations for further studies.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

The United States (U.S), as recently as the mid-1990s, has had an increasing
number of ELLs entering public schools (De Jong & Harper, 2005; NCES, 2002; Vogt &
Echevarria, 2008). Public school educators, particularly ESL and bilingual teachers, have
been receiving in-service and professional development related to educating the recently
arrived immigrant student whose first language or home language is not English (Batt,
2008; Coleman & Goldenberg, 2009; Honigfeld & Cohan, 2008; Vogt & Echevarria,
2008). According to the National Center for Educational Statistics (2002), 42% of
teachers surveyed indicated that they were serving ELLs in their classrooms, while the
same NCES data showed that only 12.5% of teachers nationally had more than 8 hours of
professional development related specifically to ELLs. Teachers often do seek best
practices to improve their effectiveness in serving ELLs, but often fall short due to time
constraints and lack of support from school district administrators (Coleman &
Goldenberg; Honigfeld & Cohan).

In the U.S., only 30% of all secondary students read proficiently (Echevarria,
2006; Echevarria et al., 2008; NCES, 2005) whereas students of color fare worse
according to Perie, et al., (2005) where 89% of Latino students and 86% of African
American students in middle school and high school read below grade level. As for
English language learners, only 4% of eighth graders classified as ELLs and 20% of
students formerly classified as ELL scored at the proficient or advanced levels on the
reading portion of the National Assessment for Educational Progress in 2005 (Echevarria,

et. al., 2008). This means that 96 percent of the ELLs in the eighth grade scored below
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the basic level in reading (Echevarria et al., 2008; Perie et al., 2005) and that a persistent
achievement and literacy gap between Caucasian students and students from culturally
and linguistic diverse communities continues to exist (California Dept. of Education,
2004; Echevarria et al., 2008; Grigg, Daane, Jin, & Campbell, 2003; Kindler, 2002;
NCES, 2003; Nuefeld, Amendum, Fitsgerald & Guthrie, 2006; Siegel, 2002).
Demographic Changes

The 2000 U.S. Census data reported that speakers of languages other than English
number 47 million, ages 5 years and older which is a significant change from the levels
from the 1990’s, - a 47% change (Garcia & Cuellar, 2006). Students classified as English
Language Learners attending U.S. schools increased by 105% from 1991 to 2001
(Kindler, 2002; Nuefeld et, al., 2006). According to Garcia and Cuellar and U.S. Census
(2000) there has been a national trend where 47 out of the 50 states have had an increase
in their non-English speaking population, with southern U.S states reporting a 60%
increase. States where predictable increases of non-English speakers occurred were
California (103%), Arizona (75%), and Texas (51%), but the dramatic increase was in
states that typically did not have large numbers of non-English speakers such as Georgia
(164%), North Carolina (150%), and Arkansas (103%) (Garcia & Cuellar; U.S. Census).
School age ELLs (ages 5-17) have increase from 3.8 million to 9.9 million since 1979 to
2003, representing gains of 9-19% among all U.S. school age children (Mays, 2008;
Kamps, Abbot, Greenwood, Arreaga-Mayer, Willis, Longstaff, Culpepper, & Walton,
2007; NCES, 2005) where as Verdugo and Flores (2007) estimate that ELL school age

population since 2001 is 9.7%.
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Public elementary and secondary students who were identified by school districts
as ELL had an increase of 920,000 ELL students in just a six year period between school
years 1993-94 and 1999-2000. The ELL population in the Midwestern states increased by
43% with the greatest numerical increase seen in speakers whose home language was
Spanish (Garcia & Cuellar, 2006; Kamps, et. al., 2007; U.S. Department of Education,
2000; U.S Census, 2000). In the state of Missouri, according to the U.S. Census (2000,
revised February, 2006) there were 264,280 (.05% of the total population of 5.2 million
Missouri residents) individuals who speak another language other than English while
39,395 (.7%) individuals, self identified as speaking English “not well.” Those
individuals that identified themselves as “speaking English not at all” were 9,075 or 3.4%
of the limited English population of Missouri (U.S. Census, 2000, revised February
2006). The ELL population as a whole in the U.S. has shown an increasing trend within
the last decade and those numbers are leading educators and school districts to review test
scores and revise their instructional practices in order to meet the high expectations of
NCLB (2001), especially for the increasing ELL population (Echevarria, 2006; Garcia &
Cuellar).

No Child Left Behind Accountability

No Child Left Behind (2001) has set high standards to be achieved by all states by
the year 2014. Many states have been concerned with the quality of education for all
children including the ethnic minority populations of the U.S.; but ever increasingly,
states are reassessing policies, instructional practices, and procedures addressing
academic achievement of students whose first language is not English and the

expectations of academic growth and English proficiency as required by NCLB. English
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Language Learners (ELLs) are currently subject to the same academic standards as all
students attending U.S. schools and as of May 2007 in a revision of NCLB, states were
required, in accordance with Title 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (ESEA), to include limited English proficient (LEP) students or ELLs in state
assessments of academic achievement in reading/language arts and mathematics (NCLB;
OESE, 2007). States are also required to make appropriate accommodations to include,
when practicable, assessments in the home language and in a form most likely to generate
accurate data on LEP academic content knowledge and the execution of what has been
learned until they have achieved English language proficiency (OESE). Regulations
according to NCLB define a recently arrived LEP student as a student with limited
English proficiency who has attended schools in the U.S. for less than 12 months/one
year.

The flexibility permitted in NCLB (2001) with its amendments as of May 2007
includes the ability of the state to exclude or exempt a recently arrived LEP student from
one administration of the State’s reading/language arts assessment. Newly arrived LEPs
must take an English proficiency assessment in order to participate in the state’s
assessment program and to account for their progress in English acquisition. These newly
arrived LEPs are counted as participants in meeting of a 95% assessment participation
requirement for state Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) determinations for
reading/language arts (OESE, 2007). According to OESE those LEPs whose scores are
exempt in the reading/language arts assessment during their first year will be counted as
the first year of three where the LEP student can take the reading/language arts

assessment in his/her native language. LEPs according to NCLB still must take the state’s
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mathematics assessments with accommodations as necessary and as of school year 2007-
2008, LEPs are also required to take the State’s science assessment, but with
accommodations. The Office of Elementary and Secondary Education NCLB Revision
Guidance/Regulations (OESE) allows states to exclude test scores of recently arrived
LEPs from both state’s reading/language arts and math assessments for one AYP
determination cycle. Finally, states that do exempt recently arrived LEPs from
reading/language arts assessments must report publicly the number of students exempted
for such reasons.

It is interesting to note that State Educational Agencies (SEAs) and Local
Educational Agencies (LEAs) are still responsible for providing appropriate instruction to
recently arrived LEPs and in no way does the OESE (2007) revisions release SEAs and
LEAs from those responsibilities. State and Local Educational Agencies are required to
provide appropriate instruction to recently arrived LEPs so that English language skills
and content knowledge is mastered in reading/language arts, mathematics, and science
(OESE). It is left to the state to determine how this will be accomplished within the
classrooms.

Language Acquisition

Most children obtain their first language (L1) genuinely through continual
dealings with their parents/guardians or significant others (Gollnick & Chinn, 2006;
Echevarria et al., 2008; Augusta & Hakuta, 1997). Prior knowledge of the L1 performs a
vital function in the process of attaining and studying the second language (L2), as some
concepts obtained through learning of the L1 can be transferred to a L2, usually when a

comparable idea exists in the L2 (Gollnick & Chinn). Foreign languages do not always
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translate exactly into English and teachers are cautioned when attempting to find exact
translations from one language to another mainly because each language has culturally
specific nuances within their language which may be difficult in translations (Gollnick &
Chinn; Marshall, 2002). Marshall and Nieto (2004) suggested that children in the U.S
today bring to school the linguistic systems of their culture along with valuable learned
experiences. English Language Learners (ELLs) bring with them an expansive variety of
educational and cultural experiences, not to mention linguistic diversity (Echevarria et al.,
2008; Gollnick & Chinn; Hanson-Thomas, 2008; Marshall; Nieto; Verdugo & Flores,
2007). Not all English learners are alike according to Echevarria et. al., (2008): “They
enter U.S. schools with a wide range of language proficiencies (in English and in their
native languages) and of subject matter knowledge” (p. 7).

Most children who come to school understanding very little English will acquire
conversational English skills within two to three years according to Marshall (2002),
providing ELLs the ability to socialize among their English speaking peers. Marshall,
Crawford, (2004), and Cummins (1996) reported that conversational English or basic
interpersonal communication skills (BICS) are sufficient for everyday dialogue, but are
not enough for ELLs to function in a high-level academic situation within academic
settings. Marshall explained that developing proficiency in a second language takes a
considerable amount of time and that ELLs can understand a L2 more readily than what
they can reproduce verbally in the L2. BICS are considered to be “playground English”
or language used in everyday social interactions where nonlinguistic cues and context are
used for communication which may include gestures and non-verbal indicators (Marshall,

p. 217; Cummins, 1984).
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Conversational English skills according to Gollnick and Chinn (2006) and
Crawford (2004) are linguistic skills that are primarily used in social situations rather
than in academics. Banks and Banks (2005) stress that conversing in English with peers
and reciting English grammatical rules simply is not enough for academic success in high
school for ELLs. Echevarria et al., (2008) explain that individuals learn best through
linguistic experiences, and human beings express their understanding of knowledge,
concepts, or situations through the use of language. While ELLs can acquire
conversational English skills in less than two years, (Anderson, 1995; Gollnick & Chinn;
Crawford; Lucas et al., 2008; Marshall, 2002; Krashen, 1996; Perez, 1995; Garcia, 1993;
Carrasquillo, 1991) it takes an additional four to twelve years of additional schooling to
essentially develop higher levels of academic English proficiency needed in very
structured academic classroom situations (Anderson; Carrasquillo; Crawford; Echevarria
et al., 2008; Garcia; Gollnick & Chinn; Krashen; Marshall; Sleeter & Grant, 2007).

Cummins (2000) suggests that there are two reasons why ELLs struggle with
acquiring academic English. Academic language is the language of content subject
matter, prose, periodicals, and other scholarly materials, which is very different from
conversational language. Academic language is developed throughout years of schooling
by native speakers already fluent in conversational English before they ever enter schools
in the U.S. (Cummins; Gollnick & Chinn, 2006). While ELLs are acquiring the basic
conversational English skills, native English speakers are fully functioning at a higher
level of English proficiency within their classrooms while acquiring academic English
(Cummins; Gollnick & Chinn). Proficiency in academic English has been identified as an

element of “cultural capital” (Spring, 2004 p. 24) needed for success in the U.S. and
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English is often realized as the language of power among immigrants and ELLs alike
(Augusta & Hakuta, 1997; Gollnick & Chinn; McCollum, 1993).
Academic Achievement of English Language Learners

Statistics on students of color and their reading ability is dismal in the U.S.
Echevarria et al., (2008) and Perie et al., (2005) state that only 30 percent of all secondary
children in the U.S read proficiently and that 89 percent of all Hispanics and 86 percent
of middle school African American students read below grade level (Echevarria et al.;
Perie et al.). Ninety six percent of all ELLs assessed, scored below the basic level of the
reading portion of the 2005 National Assessment for Educational Progress (NAEP) report
according to Perie, et al. (2005) and ELLs have some of the highest drop-out rates; triple
the national average at 31 percent (Echevarria et al.; Latinos in education, 1999; Ruiz-de-
Velasco & Fix, 2000; Steinberg & Almeida, 2004). Several studies show that since
NCLB (2001) was enacted, there appears to be an increase in the number of ELLs in U.S.
high schools not earning high school diplomas because of high-stakes testing failure
rates, while fulfilling other graduation requirements (Biancarosa & Snow, 2004; Center
on Education Policy, 2005; Echevarria,et al.; Edley & Wald, 2002). Crawford (2004) and
Gollnick and Chinn (2006) agree that there is an additional factor to the linguistic
challenges ELLs face in regards to academic achievement and English proficiency. It is
basically the socio-cultural factor that is placed within the school environment today
where the dominant culture controls the power relations between the majority and
minority cultures. This cultural control exercises influence in academic performance
among minority children (Crawford; Cummins, 1996; Gollnick & Chinn; Spring, 2004).

Teachers need to realize that ELLs have an even more challenging task within our
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classrooms today; they are attempting to learn everything within the curriculum and
attain academic English proficiency at the same time (Baker, 1998; Echevarria et. al.;
Hansen-Thomas, 2008).

Nieto and Bode (2008), Cushner, McClelland, and Safford (2006), and Banks and
Banks (2005) comment that academic achievement of ELLs is influenced by the way
teachers and schools view a student’s L1. Good teaching, according to Nieto and Bode, is
effective classroom instruction that is almost always tied to a teacher’s ability to build
relationships with their students. Teachers must focus on honoring, respecting, and
affirming a student’s native language or L1, their families, their communities, and the
resources and experiences that they bring to the classroom (Adams & Jones, 2006; Banks
& Banks; Coleman & Goldenberg, 2009; Diller & Moule, 2005; Echevarria et al., 2008;

Gollnick & Chinn, 2006; Nieto & Bode; Ooka-Pang, 2005; Verdugo & Flores, 2007).

Marshall (2002) gives us examples of regular classroom teachers who have shown
various degrees of personal and professional commitment to the academic achievement
of ELLs within their classroom. According to Marshall some teachers with high levels of
professional and personal efficacy learn instructional and interpersonal techniques as well
as strategies that will assist them in helping ELLs and students culturally different than
themselves (Batt, 2008; Coleman & Goldenberg, 2009; Nieto & Bode, 2008). Many
teachers will take courses in Spanish or another target language or attend staff
development in-services in the attempt to enhance non-verbal linguistic cues to enhance
communication techniques in reaching ELLs (Gollnick & Chinn, 2006; Marshall). These
attempts at bi-cultural, or cultural competency create true meaningful respect on behalf of

the educator as they relate to cultural and linguistic differences that exist among their
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student population (Banks & Banks, 2005; Diller & Moule, 2005; Echevarria et al., 2008;
Gollnick & Chinn; Nieto & Bode; Ooka-Pang, 2005).

On the contrary, there are teachers who have low personal and professional self
worth that are more likely to depend entirely on outside assistance from either bilingual
or ESL teaching staff or may seek “pull-out” opportunities which may result in ELLs
missing part if not most of the day from the regular classroom environment (Marshall,
2002). These types of teachers recognize that ELLs have different linguistic needs than
the mono-lingual English-speaking students they teach, feel inadequately prepared to
teach ELLs, and would prefer that other teachers instruct, reach or even deal with them
(Batt, 2008; Nieto & Bode, 2008; Marshall).

Finally, Marshall, (2002) states that there are educators who openly display their
displeasure with the notion of ELLs in mainstream classrooms. Due to personal attitudes
or negative orientations in regards to ELLs, such teachers weaken the academic
experience for these students (Augusta & Hakuta, 1997; Banks & Banks, 2005; Marshall;
Nieto, 1999; Nieto & Bode, 2008; Ooka-Pang, 2005). A reason for such attitudes may lie
in the belief that because English is the official language of the U.S, and at a very
extreme, these types of teachers may believe that American schools should only be for
students who are proficient in the English language (Diller & Moule, 2005; Marshall).
Teachers who view ELLs as not acculturated or not assimilated enough to the American
culture may certainly have lower academic expectations and hold a lower perception of
ELLs in comparison to monolingual English speaking peers, regardless of their cultural
backgrounds (DeJong & Harper, 2005; Marshall; Masten, Plata, Wenglar, & Thedford,

1999; Tornatzky et. al, 2003). Still, some teachers of the prevailing negative attitude feel
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that an unnecessary financial burden is placed upon the school district when serving
ELLs instead of other more deserving students and programs (Marshall). All in all, such
teachers are discomforted by the presence of the “culturally or linguistically diverse”
student and have possession of these perceptions which guide their attitudes, actions, and
expectations or the lack of, toward these students (Marshall). This negative behavior and
attitude on behalf of classroom teachers ultimately affects morale, motivation, and
academic placement and achievement, resulting in the failure of ELLs in schools today
(Banks & Banks; Campbell, 2004; Diller & Moule; Gollnick & Chinn, 2006; Marshall).
Cushner, McClelland, and Safford (2006) remind us that “teachers who are working with
children whose L1 is not English must remember that each child’s language is an integral
part of that child’s personhood, and must make every attempt to regard that personhood
with respect” (p. 238).
The Role of Leadership in ELL Academic Achievement

Language is a system by which members of a community communicate or use as
a tool in the development of a person’s identity, self awareness, which provides an
avenue for academic and psychological growth (Banks & Banks, 2005; Gollnick &
Chinn, 2006; Jay, 2003). Institutional leadership plays a vital role in language acquisition
and academic achievement among ELLs in our ever increasing multicultural, multi-
lingual U.S community. The first line institutional leader within a school is that of the
building principal with the greatest opportunity to influence through her/his leadership
capacity. Barkley, Bottoms, Feagin, and Clark, (2001) define leadership capacity as using
sweat equity to elicit the same from others and that all stakeholders of an education

community play key roles in promoting academic achievement. Studies have shown that
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school-level leadership in regards to ELL instruction and academic achievement begins
with the building principal (Augusta & Hakuta, 1997; Batt, 2008; Barkley et al.; Lambert,
1998; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). At least half of the studies according to
Augusta and Hakuta name the principal’s role in as an important factor in academic
achievement among the ELL population within their schools. Baker, (1998) in an article
related to Structured English Immersion (SEI) suggests that there be a longer school day
and calendar year for ELLs when serving them in schools, giving teachers and
professional staff more time for ESL instruction or assistance. The suggestion that Baker
makes would take leadership at all levels to make happen; especially if led by the
principal, teachers, and community stakeholders. Augusta and Hakuta state:

The Principal is seen as playing a key role in many ways, for example,

making the academic achievement of ELLs a priority; providing

on-going direction and monitoring of curricular and instructional

improvement, recruiting and keeping talented and dedicated staff,

involving the entire staff in improvement efforts, and providing a

good physical and social environment (p. 173)
Leadership and leader is not reciprocal according to Lambert (1998), but rather
leadership involves a cyclical process of learning that enables individuals to develop and
negotiate meanings that lead to a shared vision and purpose of education and
achievement. Leadership leads to constructive change, is shared, is democratic, and
eventually requires the reallocation of influence and license (Bolman & Deal, 2003;
Lambert, 1998, 2003; Marzano, 2005). In addition to principals taking leading roles in
the academic achievement of ELLs, teachers are also asked to lead the way in

understanding cultural and linguistic differences that exist in our nation and to help others

recognize the value of these differences while working toward enhancing ELL’s

33



linguistic and academic skills (Cartiera, 2006; Gollnick & Chinn, 2006; Rojas & Reagan,
2003).

Teacher leadership at all levels of instruction of ELLs is asked to make personal
connections with those students, hold high expectations for them, (Banks & Banks, 2005;
Cartiera, 2006; Diller & Moule, 2005) and seek recent and relevant research related to
curriculum and instructional methods for ELL academic achievement (Banks & Banks;
Barkley, Bottoms, Feagin, & Clark, 2001). This kind of leadership among the teaching
ranks encourages self respect among ELLs, accountability to peers, teachers and
community, and promotes learning among all stakeholders at both the building and
community level. The educational community is ultimately made accountable for
academic achievement of all children (Barkley et al., 2001; Oakes & Lipton, 2007) and
teachers have the first line of responsibility to insure that ELLs learn English as quickly
as possible and at high levels to insure academic success (Coleman & Goldberg, 2009).

Parent/family diversity mirrors that of today’s student population and their
community’s uniqueness according to Banks and Banks (2005) which bring a wide
breadth of knowledge and experience sometime unimagined by schools and teachers.
Opportunities within this new century are much more expansive in today’s classrooms
with a variety of cultures, languages, and diversity more than ever before. Teachers new
and seasoned are increasingly encouraged to seek opportunities to engage parents and
communities representing their diverse student populations in recognition of the vital role
that families and communities play in the education of all children including ELLs
(Banks & Banks; Manning & Baruth, 2004; NCCTQ&PA, 2008). Teachers need to

realize that there is a direct correlation that exists between education and cultures and that
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knowing and acting upon this knowledge is a precondition to effective teaching in the 21%
Century (Banks & Banks; Manning & Baruth; Oakes & Lipton, 2007). Parents and
community members can play significant roles when making school visits and offering
their cooperation and participation. Administrators, teachers, parents and community
members must all work in concert toward influencing schools to become academically
rigorous and socially just learning communities for all children including ELLs. Studies
have proven the benefits of parental involvement on children’s academic achievement
and outcomes. Similarly, parental non-involvement has earned much of the blame when
educational efforts have not been successful (Oakes & Lipton). Educators, according to
Manning and Baruth may have significant challenges with differing languages,
misapprehension associated with the uniqueness of U.S. schools systems and the possible
reluctance of some parents to share their strengths with the educational community.
Parents of ELLs who only see Caucasian parents in school tend to conclude a
marginalization of cultural diversity issues on behalf of teachers (Manning & Baruth;
Wink, 2005). Many administrators and teachers are usually all too aware that language is
also both a product and a shaper of culture when referring to U.S. culture. Native
language and culture according to Adams and Jones (2006) must be respected in schools
and used by teachers as a foundation for second language acquisition in order to insure
academic success and a quality education among ELLs they serve. The two, according to
Cusher, McClelland, and Safford, (2006) are “inextricably intertwined” and inseparable

regardless of the language and culture (p. 226).
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Teacher Preparation and Certification in Service of ELLs

““I was completely unprepared for dealing with the poverty issues and social
issues that occur at my school.” Anonymous teacher (NCCTQ&PA, 2008c, p. 11)

As never before, teachers are asked, if not required, to ensure that all students
achieve at high levels, regardless of how varied their students’ abilities and backgrounds.
In 2008, the National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality and Public Agenda
Report (NCCTQ&PA, 2007a) suggests that leaders in educational reform review
educational systems that currently train and aid teachers that do intricate and challenging
work must adapt to the realities of the 21* century classroom. School reform and
accountability within this century has led the educational landscape of today and has been
a mainstay within the past decade. The initiation of NCLB (2001) has set into motion the
goal of holding U.S. schools accountable for the success of all of their students to a
higher set of standards, (Carrion, 2006; Echevarria et al., 2004, 2008; Nieto, 2004) which
includes ELLs. NCLB requires SEAs and LEAs to provide highly qualified teachers in
every core academic classroom, yet it does not require content teachers with ELLs to
have any additional educational background in ESL methodology or second language
acquisition theory or techniques (Banks & Banks, 2005; Campbell, 2004; Echevarria et
al., 2008; Nieto & Bode) and in the opinion of a teacher surveyed by Batt (2008), “The
problem in our school is that the mainstream teachers and administrators don’t
understand LEP needs and how to teach them. We need some help here!” (p. 3). Nieto
and Bode state that the responsibility for educating language minority students can no
longer fall on the sole responsibility of teachers and staff who have been trained to
provide bilingual education and ESL services. This responsibility first and foremost, must

be shared by all teachers in all schools, yet most teachers have had minimal training if at

36



all in working with learning from differing cultural communities, language acquisition,
and other language related issues (Banks & Banks; Echevarria et al.; Manning & Baruth,
2004; Nieto & Bode; Verdugo & Flores, 2007). Teachers in high poverty schools are
much likely to be under-credentialed, underprepared, or inexperienced as compared to
teachers in more affluent school districts (Batt, 2008; NCCTQ&PA, 2008c). As a
consequence, according to Sleeter and Grant, (2007) students in high poverty schools are
less likely to have access to strong experienced teachers who have learned to teach over
time and are interesting and challenging. Studies have increasingly shown that these same
schools that are attended by poor students, students of color and ELLs are also likely less
to have access to teachers with professional training in teaching English language
acquisition, meaningful instructional techniques for ELLs, and knowledge of valid forms
of assessment related to ELL academic achievement (Darling-Hammond, 2005; Sleeter &
Grant; Larson & Ovando, 2001; Verdugo & Flores; Wink, 2005). As of 2008 only three
states have official policies requiring all teacher candidates in pre-service teacher
programs to have an understanding of how to teach ELLs effectively: Arizona,
California, and Florida (Echevarria et al.).

The circumstances at the in-service and professional development levels in
teacher training, has not produced any better results in regards to instructional preparation
in serving ELLs. According to a 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey (NCES, 2002)
41.2 percent of the almost 3 million public teachers surveyed reported teaching LEP
students, while only 12.5 percent had had eight or more hours of ELL method training in
the past three years. Eight hours of training, according to Echevarria et al. (2008), is not

nearly enough for effective training when serving ELLs and their academic needs.
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English Language learners make up at 10 percent of the student population in the U.S.
today (U.S. Census, 2000) and their proportion increases every year. The status of teacher
preparation and development of second language acquisition programming needs for
ELLs is inadequate today (Adams & Jones, 2006; Echevarria et al.; Kendall, 2006;
Verdugo & Flores, 2007; Zehr, 2007). This inadequacy is requiring content area teachers
to seek additional training either through continuing education classes or district
sponsored in-services to better serve the ELL population that is rapidly increasing within
their classrooms.

Research suggests that most states do not require certification in language
acquisition techniques for instructing ELLs and many teacher preparation programs do
not teach it, many school districts are compensating for this need for teaching
linguistically and culturally diverse populations (Adams & Jones, 2006; Echevarria et al.,
2008; Honigsfeld & Cohan, 2008; Kendall, 2006; Verdugo & Flores, 2007) by providing
additional in-service training. Echevarria et. al. (2008) and Darling-Hammond (2005)
suggest that school districts, while moving forward in providing in-service related to
teaching to ELLs, must move at a faster pace toward a goal of sustainable and on-going
professional development and away from unsuccessful, all inclusive workshops for
teachers. It becomes worse when nearly 50,000 individuals enter the teaching field each
year without any previous training or teaching experience, wind up teaching the nation’s
most susceptible students in the neediest schools (Darling-Hammond, 2005; Macedo &

Bartolome, 1999; NCCTQ&PA, 2007a; Ochoa & Cadiero-Kaplan, 2004; Slavin, 1996).
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Furthermore, when it comes to educating linguistically diverse students,

MODESE (2006) provides six guiding principles to which school districts should adhere

when serving the ELL population. Those principles include:

1.

That ELLs should be held accountable to the same expectations of
established for all students;

ELLs can develop productive and receptive proficiencies in English
in the domains of listening, speaking, reading, and writing, which
remains consistent with the expectations for all students;

. ELLs need to be taught challenging content to enable them to meet

performance standards in all content areas;

ELLs need to receive instruction that builds on their previous education
and cognitive abilities and that reflects their language proficiency levels;

. ELLs need to be evaluated with appropriate and valid assessments aligned

with SEA and LEA standards and that take into account stages of language
acquisition and cultural backgrounds;

The academic success of ELLs is a responsibility shared by all educators,
family, and the community (p. 54).

These six principles suggested by MODESE (2006) are only suggestions when promoting

excellence for ELLs and it is assumed that classroom teachers serving ELLs are certified

trained in ESL methodology or assisted by an ESL paraprofessional which is not often

suggested as a permanent solution. It is also suggested by MODESE (2006) that a

professional teacher certified in ESL methodology can best follow these six principles

while serving the ELL population adequately for academic success. Unfortunately,

MODESE does not make it a general requirement for all teachers certified in the State of

Missouri.

Finally, NCLB (2001) requires highly qualified teachers in every classroom yet it

does not require content teachers serving ELLs to have any additional educational
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background in ESL methodology or second language acquisition theory (Batt, 2005;
Echevarria et al., 2006; Echevarria et al., 2008; Verdugo & Flores, 2007). It is quite
possible to have content area teachers expand their role as a reading teacher (Brown,
2007) or to at least make an effort to seek multiple techniques related to student
achievement and ability levels (Cox-Peterson & Olson, 2007). The researcher’s question
is then, how are teachers going to serve as highly qualified teachers within their
classrooms and be expected to accomplish all of these goals in reaching, teaching and
serving ELLs, if they are not prepared to do so? The problem of preparing ELLs
academically begins with teacher preparation programming when serving linguistically
diverse students and according to Echevarria et. al., only three states have policies
requiring that all pre-service teachers in university teacher education programs have an
understanding of how to teach ELLs effectively.
Summary

In summary, demographics of English language minority continue to increase in
the U.S. and have done so since the 1990’s. State and local educational agencies are
required to hold the same expectations for all children regardless of linguistic ability in
the English language according to NCLB (2001) with necessary accommodations when
applicable to ELLs. These high stakes testing expectations and accountability placed
upon school districts in the U.S. have frustrated SEAs and LEAs as they make
modifications in state assessments when it comes to educating and assessing ELLs
accurately. Academic English skills are vastly different from conversational language
skills where as academic skills, honed over many years, can be acquired much easier

when conversational skills have been mastered by the ELL (Anderson, 1995; Gollnick &
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Chinn, 2006; Crawford, 2004; Cummins, 1996; Lucas et al., 2008; Marshall, 2002;
Krashen, 1996; Perez, 1995; Garcia, 1993; Carrasquillo, 1991). It takes only two to three
years to master conversational English versus five to seven years when acquiring
academic English skills. ELLs must accomplish both academic and basic interpersonal
communication skills (BICS) successfully at the same time (Crawford; Cummins).
Leadership is vital to a successful ELL program that involves key individuals such as a
strong principal, committed teachers, staff, and a supportive community. Teachers and
school districts are asked to be accountable for successfully making academic progress
with ELLs, yet many school districts still rely on out of classroom assistance from ESL
specialists who are in high demand and in deficit numbers. Teachers are also asked to
change their attitudes toward ELLs and their cultural ties to their L1. Competency in L2
acquisition, teaching qualifications, years of experience and a positive attitude is
preferred when making successful strides in teaching, reaching and motivating ELLs.
Professional development and in-services need to be instrumental in the success of
teaching ESL methodology to content area teachers as a whole. University pre-service
teacher programs have also been tapped to assist all teacher candidates in providing
training in reaching, teaching, and learning English language acquisition techniques
before they enter the classroom, making all teachers truly advocates and experts. It will
take a community of leaders, teachers, and stakeholders to come together and realize the
importance of learning and eventually applying new techniques in pedagogy in service of
ELLs as they maneuver through our educational system. In Chapter Three, the
Methodology section, the researcher will underline the method of inquiry as far as

obtaining data from local school districts and their teaching staff. The researcher will also
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outline the theoretical foundation for this study in attempts to provide a lens through

which this study will be analyzed.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research suggests an existence of an increasing demand for educators to
understand issues related to second language learners and their inability to reach
academic success in U.S. schools (Echevarria, 2006; Zehr, 2007). Giambo and Szecsi
(2006) state that a variety of trends in second language teaching leaves many ELLs with
purposeful and caring teachers who, unfortunately, have limited understanding of second
language acquisition or cultural diversity issues that affect ELLs. The current challenge
for teachers and school districts is not just to teach ELLs the English language for
proficiency, but to do so while challenging the students at the appropriate content level
for academic success (Echevarria; Tornatzky, Pachon, & Torres, 2003; Zehr).

The English language acquisition skills required for success in school, according
to Bishop (2003), Brown (2007), and Krashen, (1995) is considered to be the most vital
academic skill one can possess and is interconnected with academic achievement. Often
solely associated with literature and language arts, reading or the skills needed for
reading in content areas has received minimal attention. Content area teachers must
realize that reading comprehension in the content areas is essential to successful learning
and that this knowledge then expands their role as a de-facto reading teacher (Brown;
Echevarria et al., 2008). English language learners today face both the task of learning
how to acquire English communication skills and academic English at the same time

(Wright, 2006).
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this mixed design study was to examine self reported evaluations
and interviews of full-time elementary school teachers in regards to their use of English
language acquisition techniques known as sheltered instruction (Echevarria, 2006;
Echevarria et al., 2008) when serving the ELL population in the Midwest. Today there
are many teachers not equipped with adequate information about ELLs and about what
comprises effective instruction for the ELL population of students (Augusta & Hakuta,
1997; Batt, 2008; Cartiera, 2006; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Echevarria; Echevarria et al.,
2006; Echevarria et al.; Hite & Evens, 2006; Jones, 2006; Macedo & Bartolome, 1999;
NCES, 2002; Ochoa & Cadiero-Kaplan, 2004; Slavin, 1996; Zehr, 2007;). This mixed
design study surveyed a random selection of 161 Missouri certified, K-6, full-time public
school teachers from urban, suburban, and rural elementary schools and the researcher
interviewed 11 self-selected, Missouri certified, K-6, full-time public school teachers
located within the mid-central western region of the State of Missouri. This mixed design
survey and interview structure studied and examined self reported evaluations of
elementary classroom teachers, as to their use of sheltered techniques as described by the
Sheltered Instruction Observational Protocol (SIOP) Model in their regular classroom
environments (Echevarria et al.).

English Language Learners (ELLs) need guided reading and writing support or
scaffolding while developing proficiencies in English (Echevarria et al., 2004, 2008;
Lucas et al., 2008) beyond that of language arts classes. Reading and comprehending
academic English is challenging enough for ELLs and content area teachers cannot wait

until ELLs acquire the grade level skills necessary for academic achievement (Brown,
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2007). Teachers are encouraged to make modifications to instruction and guide the ELL
in the content area specifically being studied or taught (Augusta & Hakuta, 1997; Batt,
2008; Cartiera, 2006; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Echevarria, 2006; Echevarria et al.; Hite
& Evens, 2006; Jones, 2006; Zehr, 2007).

It was the intent of the researcher to investigate how Missouri certified, K-6, full-
time public school teachers used sheltered instruction techniques based upon the SIOP
Model (Echevarria et al., 2006, 2008). The triangulation of data consisted of the literature
review, a survey/questionnaire of Missouri certified, K-6, full-time, public school
teachers and follow-up interviews with self identified survey/questionnaire participants.
The research study included ELL academic achievement and English proficiency data
and policies related to certification requirements based upon Missouri Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education (MODESE) and the expectations set by NCLB
(2001) in regards to academic achievement and English proficiency of ELLs. The data
analysis included questionnaire and interview responses from certified K-6 full-time
elementary classroom teachers. This study imparts information regarding the knowledge
base that state certified elementary school teachers, grades K-6, in regards to sheltered
instruction methodology specific to language and content instruction in service to ELLs.

Rationale for Mixed Design Research
The research paradigm was that of a qualitative cross sectional
questionnaire/survey. The cross sectional survey can be defined as an instrument used by
researchers interested in the opinions of a large group of individuals about a particular
topic or issue and quite often the data collected is done so at just one point in time

(Frankel & Wallen, 2003). There are three major characteristics that make up most
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surveys according to Frankel and Wallen, which include, a) the collecting of information
from individuals or groups in order to describe some aspects or characteristics of a
population of which that group is a part; b) information is usually collected through
asking of questions and the answers to these questions by the target population comprises
the data of the study; and c) the information collected in the survey is an illustration
rather than from every member of the population. The major purpose of surveys is to
describe the characteristics of a population and research is usually sought out to discover
how members of a population distribute themselves on one or more variables (Creswell,
2003; Frankel & Wallen).
Methodology

Design of the Study

This multi-case study used triangulation or multiple sources of data of method to
explore the research questions presented previously in this chapter. Using triangulation,
the researcher approached the research questions from different viewpoints and angles to
explore the problem in a multi-faceted way to gain a focused and deep understanding of
the data (Patton, 1999, 2003; Mason, 2002). According to Bogdan and Bilken (2003), and
Mason, triangulation improves validity and credibility of findings by viewing a problem
from one or more perspectives. The researcher used triangulation by administering and
collecting 161 questionnaires/surveys, 11 interviews, and took detailed field notes to
explore different parts of the process to answer the research questions with differing
methods of inquiry ultimately enhancing the findings of this study.

This mixed design multi-case study was a homogenous case study allowing for a

purposeful sample to gather in-depth information from a small population of Missouri
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certified, K-6, fulltime, public school teachers. Patton (2002) suggests that research done
on particular programs having many participants, uses homogenous samples to collect in-
depth information about unique subgroups. This study utilized survey questionnaires and
personal follow-up individual focused interviews. It was the intent of the research to
collect survey data from approximately 100 Missouri certified, K-6, full-time public
school teachers, (approximately 25 school teachers from two metropolitan Kansas City
area public schools districts and approximately 50 teachers from four rural central
Missouri school districts known to have large ESL student populations). In addition, 11
Missouri certified, K-6, full-time public school teachers from this homogeneous
population were self-selected for face-to-face interviews.

Criteria for the selection of the units of study were: Missouri certified, K-6,
fulltime, public school teachers; teaching in a rural, suburban, or metropolitan school
district; and teaching grades kindergarten through sixth grade. In accordance with survey
techniques suggestions, the questionnaire/survey provided an opportunity for “additional
comments” at the end of each questionnaire. There were additional opportunities to self
select for a possible follow-up interview session with the researcher to provide a greater
understanding and specific illustrations of teachers’ perspectives and opinions on
methods of sheltered instruction specifically tailored to teaching language minority
students.

Type of Data
The data produced was both quantitative and qualitative. The units of analysis
provided descriptive data conveyed through direct quotations expressing personal

opinions, feelings, experiences, and knowledge (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003; Patton, 1990,
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2003) collected through closed and open ended short answer questionnaire/survey,
follow-up focused interviews, and observations. Data collection, according to Merriam
(1998) and Wolcott (1992), is about documenting common everyday language by
watching, asking, and analyzing. Qualitative short answer/essay questions produce rich,
thick, and descriptive data allowing for a greater depth of information with particular
attention to detail, situations, nuances (Patton), presentation of samples, events, quotes,
and artifacts, according to Merriam, through written responses by the subjects surveyed.
The units of analysis provided the researcher with rich descriptive and rough data
(Bogdan & Bilken) related to perceived preparation in regards to the teachers’ own
instruction in sheltered instruction methodology in service to ELLs. The questionnaire
also gathered demographic data related to Missouri certified K-6, full-time public
elementary school teachers with a final question seeking opportunities for personal
interviews and further discussion of the questionnaire items if applicable. Additional
qualitative data came from naturalistic researcher observations (Frankel & Wallen, 2003)
and field notes of full-time teaching staff, pre-service teachers, and university teaching
faculty which, according to Merriam, are analogous to interview transcriptions.
Timeline

The researcher began administering questionnaires/surveys August 2009. Data
collection was completed February 2010, and data coding, transcription and analysis of
data began March 2010. It was the desire of the researcher to complete data analysis by
April 2009 and finalize Chapter Four: Data Presentation and Analysis and Chapter Five:

Findings, Discussions, and Conclusions by May 2010.
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Limitations of the Data

The researcher took into account the following limitations to the study. The
limitations included: 1) the data of metropolitan mid-western urban, suburban, and rural
school districts in one Midwestern state; 2) a modified survey/ questionnaire was used to
determine full-time elementary school teacher (K-6 grade), self disclosure of ELL
methodology preparation for academic success among ELLSs; 3) results can only be
generalized to a Midwestern state, school districts and their population size; 4) the data
collected will be post-NCLB (2001) and the amendments to NCLB of 2007; 5) the
interview participants were self-selected; and finally 6) possibility of researcher location,
employment, cultural, and professional bias may exist must be taken into consideration.

Summary

This mix design quantitative/qualitative study will provide State Educational
Agencies (SEAs) and Local Educational Agencies (LEAs), as well as teacher preparation
programs, data related to reaching and teaching English Language Learners (ELLs) in
their efforts to educate them to the highest academic standards as requested by NCLB
(2001). Teaching ELLs the English language for proficiency cannot be the sole purpose
of instruction, but rather teachers of ELLs must teach English language proficiency while
challenging the students at the appropriate level for academic success, which is the
current challenge for states and school districts today (Echevarria, 2006; Tornatzky,
Pachon, & Torres, 2003; Zehr, 2007).

This researcher documented Missouri certified K-6 full-time teaching faculty
perceptions in regards to their personal experiences with sheltered instruction

methodologies and strategies for professional development or preparation in service to
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ELLs. The data were collected through a questionnaire/survey, and personal focused
interviews. Because there is an increasing demand for educators to understand issues
related to second language learners and their inability to reach academic success in U.S.
schools (Echevarria, 2006; Zehr, 2007), this mixed design survey study may be valuable
to the enhancement of academic knowledge to the field of teacher education and
professional development research for teachers of ELLs. According to Giambo and
Szecsi (2006), a variety of trends exist in second language teaching that leaves many
ELLs with purposeful and caring teachers who, unfortunately, have limited understanding

of second language acquisition or cultural diversity issues that affect ELLs.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS

The researcher, while on his journey to seek understanding about teacher
knowledge, use, and preparation of English Language Methodology, encountered many
socially, culturally, and economically diverse communities within several mid-central
western counties in the State of Missouri. The communities and their populations were as
diverse and complex as the U.S. landscape and provided the researcher with a depth of
personal experiences and knowledge, providing insight into the professional lives of
Missouri elementary teachers and the communities they serve. The humble nature of the
Missouri elementary teachers’ commitment to learning and improving overall academic
achievement among their students provided a foundation for hope, caring, culturally
competent, qualified professional teachers in the State of Missouri. Chapter Four presents
the data collected from various unique communities throughout mid-central western
Missouri.

The researcher officially received permission to begin data collection from the
University of Missouri-Columbia campus Institutional Review Board in June 2009. The
researcher began administering and collecting data from surveys/interviews August 2009.
Data collection was completed February 2010, and data coding, transcription, and
analysis began March 2010.

The population targeted for this research was all Missouri certified, K-6, fulltime,
public school teachers. The accessible population was all Missouri certified, K-6, fulltime
public school teachers within the urban, suburban, and rural public school districts around

Kansas City, Missouri area. Participants for this research study came from a
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representative sample group from 13 urban, suburban, and rural public schools, 6 public
school districts, among four counties in the mid-central western region of the State of
Missouri. The researcher surveyed 161 urban, suburban, and rural, Missouri certified, K-
6, fulltime, public school teachers and conducted 11 purposefully selected follow-up
interviews.
Validity of the Instrument

The researcher administered a Likert-type scale survey that asked questions based
upon 30 items grouped into eight components of the SIOP (Sheltered Instruction
Observational Protocol) for validity of instrumentation. The SIOP model is often used to
evaluate teachers’ knowledge of essential teaching techniques for making content
comprehensible for ELLs (Echevarria et al., 2006; Echevarria et al., 2008). Content
validity and appropriateness of the survey instrument and interview questions were
evaluated by two Missouri certified ELL public school coordinators and one Missouri
certified public elementary school ESL teacher. Content validity of survey instruments
and interview questions provides adequacy of content and format appropriateness to the
sample of subjects to be measured and content being addressed (Creswell, 2003; Frankel
& Wallen, 2003; Merriam, 1998).

Reliability of the Instrument

Reliability of an instrument allows for checking internal consistency of scores
from one administration of the survey to another to make certain that inferences drawn by
the researcher are based upon the data obtained through an instrument that is credible and
appropriate (Creswell, 2003; Frankel & Wallen, 2003). Internal consistency was

calculated using the Cronbach alpha coefficient. The Cronbach alpha coefficients for Q1-
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Q30 were calculated to be .92, which is good overall. Creswell, and Frankel and Wallen,
state that the reliability coefficient should be .70 or higher. Reliability of the instrument
was also determined by administering the survey to a convenience sample of twenty-one,
K-6, elementary pre-service teacher candidates in the summer of 2009. This reliability
procedure was administered two times to the same convenience sample pre-service
teacher candidates by the researcher to check instrument reliability. Changes to the
instrument were made to ensure consistency and credibility of future data (See Appendix
A).

The interview questions were conducted in a semi-structured manner. All
interviews were digitally recorded with permission from the participants. A series of
questions relevant to knowledge about sheltered English instruction was asked to elicit
specific answers from the teachers who volunteered to be interviewed. All teachers who
volunteered to be interviewed had previously completed the survey/questionnaire.
Triangulation of the data allows the researcher to compare results and use the findings for
validation and reliability of the instruments used to collect the data (Creswell, 2003;
Frankel & Wallen, 2003; Merriam, 1998). Member-checking of the digitally recorded
data (participants reviewed and made corrections to their transcribed data) and data
collected from observational field notes made by the researcher were utilized for the
purpose of triangulation (See Appendix B).

Before the research could begin, key school district officials, or gate-keepers,
were contacted to receive permission to administer the surveys to the 161 respondents.
All teachers were willing participants. School district officials provided liaisons and

coordinators to arrange and organize the researcher’s official school visits for survey
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implementation. As soon as official dates were coordinated with the school principals, the
researcher sent electronic copies of an invitation/flyer to participate in the research study.
The flyer outlined the purpose of the research study, the name and contact information of
the researcher, participant guidelines, date, time, duration, and location/room of the
proposed research study administration. The flyer was either posted on school grounds or
sent electronically to the faculty by the principal or liaison of the participating school
district.

The researcher visited schools as coordinated and conducted the surveys in
designated areas provided by school officials. While in the designated areas, the
researcher would wait for teachers to arrive. Upon arrival, qualified teachers were asked
to read, sign, and date, the survey consent form. Two copies of the survey consent form
were given, one was signed, dated, and kept by the researcher, while the other copy was
offered to the participants to keep for their records. If questions arose about the survey,
the researcher answered the question as appropriately as possible. Upon completion of
the consent form, the qualifying teacher completed the survey and turned in the survey to
the researcher. Contact sheets were made available for those participants willing to be
interviewed later by the researcher. There was a 100% completion rate of the surveys.
One hundred sixty-one Missouri certified, K-6, fulltime public school teachers completed
the survey, and 11 teachers who completed the survey volunteered for a follow-up, face
to face, interview with the researcher.

Those teachers who volunteered to be interviewed were asked to provide the
researcher with personal contact information so that arrangements could be made later for

a follow-up interview. The researcher personally contacted 11 teachers via phone calls or
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email to arrange meeting times for interviews. All interviews except one were conducted
on school district grounds, specifically in the participant’s classrooms. One interview was
conducted off school grounds for convenience purposes, as requested by the participant.
Interviews were begun early January 2010 and completed late February 2010. The
participants were recorded with a digital voice recorder and recorded data were
transcribed using a computer based transcription program.
Quantitative Data Presentation and Analysis

The representative sample of Missouri certified, K-6, public school teachers were
selected from 13 urban, suburban, and rural public schools, representing 6 public school
districts among four counties in the western mid-central region of the State of Missouri.
There werel61 teachers who completed the survey of 30 questions related to sheltered
instruction. The survey also asked basic demographic information and allowed for open-
ended responses to be filled in as necessary by the participant.
Descriptive Statistics

Survey data were entered, coded, and analyzed using SPSS computer software.
The average age of the participant was 37 years old. There were more females in the
study than males, with 139 (85.8%) females, compared to 22 males (13.6%). The
participants have taught an average of 11.5 years (SD 7.524) and ranged in teaching
experience from one year to 37 years. There were 69 (42.9%) participants who were from
metropolitan public school districts (urban and suburban), and 92 (57.1%) were from
rural communities. When asked if the participants were bilingual or fluent in a second
language, 148 (91.4 %) said that they were not bilingual, while only 14 (8.6%) said they

were. Most bilingual participants stated that they were fluent in Spanish. Earned degrees
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among the participants were as follows: 102 (63%) Master’s degrees, 51 (31.5%)
Bachelor’s degrees; 6 (3.7%) Doctorate degrees; and 3 (1.9%) Juris Doctorate degrees.
Most participants, 143 (91.1%), were Caucasian of European decent, non-Latino; there
were 7 Latinos (4.5%); 2 American Indians (1.3%); 1 African American, non Latino
(.6%); 1 international citizen (.6%); and 3 participants considered themselves to be Bi-
ethnic (1.9%). There were no teachers who identified themselves ethnically as “Asian” in
this study.

One hundred fifteen (71%) of 161 participants responded “yes” to having any
knowledge about sheltered English language instruction strategies and techniques, while
47 (29%) participants responded “no.” Of those participants who had any knowledge of
sheltered instruction techniques, 64 (57.2%) participants said that they had been taught
through district in-services and graduate courses, while 27 (23.7%) participants
mentioned they had learned sheltered English language techniques as undergraduates.
The remaining 23 (20.2%) participants noted they had either learned the skills on the job,
sought advice from the ESL school building teacher, or had researched strategies on their
own. More than half of the participants (57.4%) responded they had not taken a
multicultural course during their undergraduate studies, while only 68 (42%) participants
indicated they had. Of those 68 (42%) participants who had taken a multicultural course
previously, most had taken their coursework within the last two decades, starting in
1990s to 2009. One hundred twenty teachers (74.5%) reported they had taught ELLs
within the last five years, for an approximate total of 3,809 ELLs served.

The survey used a Lickert-type scale that addressed 30 questions related to

pedagogical skills necessary for successful sheltered English instruction based upon the

56



SIOP model (Echevarria et al., 2006, 2008). The scale ranged from (1) “not like me,” (3)
“somewhat like me,” to (5) “a lot like me.” The Lickert-type scale numbers (2) and (4)
used on the survey addressed ranges in-between (1), (3), and (5). On average, the 161
participants rated themselves between “somewhat like me” (3) and “a lot like me” (5), for
an average score of “4” (See Tables 1-8 and Appendix A).
Additional Comments

Participants were also allowed to give comments at the end of the survey. Many
comments were both affirming of their experiences and training in sheltered English
instruction to ELLs, while others mentioned concern. For example, one teacher stated: “I
model my lessons according to research based techniques; these encourage direct and
explicit teaching with a high level of student engagement. I am sure to assess student
understand[ing] every few minutes." Another teacher commented on her lack of training
by saying:

For the last five years I have been working with special education students.

Prior to that, I worked in grade 1st and 2™ [Sic]. I remember when the

ELL program was introduced in our school district, but I never had any

training in techniques and strategies that would have been beneficial

to me or the students.
A few participants were concerned about their materials, resources, training, and the lack
of personnel trained within their schools in sheltered English language techniques. A
male teacher said, "I feel really good about my materials and resources to support my
daily instruction. However, if [ were to have an ELL student in my classroom, I don't feel
I would have any resources to use." Another commented, "I try, no aide, sometimes other

students help,” while another teacher spoke specifically to the “lack of materials and

people.”
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Participants also mentioned having good experiences with their sheltered English
instructional training and experiences with ELLs and their families. Those comments
included: "SIOP really helped me understand the importance of concept and language
objectives,” and “I taught in Florida for 5 years. I had to take 32 hours of ELL classes to
help my certification. In Missouri it would have been a Master's."A few participants
believed that much of the curriculum they taught overly directed their teaching through
pacing guides that were often mandated, reducing time needed to appropriately teach
ELLs valuable concepts needed for academic achievement. One teacher mentioned that
“Much of our curriculum is so scripted and forced [upon us] that we are less able to
spend the time we need to make sure they get the concepts; it’s the pacing guides from
district."

Participants did speak to their willingness to improve their service to English
Language Learners in their schools. One teacher said, "I am working to try to do a better
job with my ESL students. I know that I need to work on the interaction piece. This is a
goal for this year.” A few teachers commented on how much Sheltered Instruction
Observational Protocol (SIOP) training in their district really helped them understand the
importance of content and learning objectives with ELLs. One male teacher mentioned
that “I did take a workshop in the SIOP Model and that was done, not at the university,
but it was done through district in-services.” Other teachers claimed to be former ESL
students themselves and having had lived experiences while some had training in states
that required sheltered English language instruction in service to ELLs. Finally, some
teachers felt prepared to teach ELLs, but lacked the appropriate bilingual skills to

communicate with parents in their first language.
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Survey Responses Dealing With SIOP

Teachers were asked 30 questions related to the Sheltered Instruction
Observational Protocol (SIOP) Model of teacher observation protocol used to evaluate
teachers on their knowledge and ability to effectively serve English Language Learners.
The following data are responses to the themed grouping of questions on the survey (See
Appendix A).
Teacher Preparation of Content Objectives

Questions 1-6 on the survey asked participants about the planning and
preparation of content and language objectives and whether the objectives used were age
appropriate and at the educational level of the student. The questions also referred to how
often supplemental materials were used to make lessons more clear and meaningful to
students. Additionally, these questions referred to grade level and linguistic adaptations,
along with meaningful opportunities for students to engage in authentic English language

practice using writing, reading, listening, and speaking skills.
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Table 1. Summary Statistics for Items Q1-Q6

Response
Item N M Mdn Mode SD Q1 Q3 1 2 3 4 5
Ql 161 4.03 4.00 4 881 4.00 5.00 3 3 33 70 53
19 19 20.4 43.2 32.7
Q2 157 3.51 4.00 4 1.175 3.00 4.00 13 15 42 53 34
83 9.6 26.8 33.8 21.7
Q3 161 4.58 5.00 5 588 4.00 5.00 O 1 5 55 100
0 6 3.1 342 62.1
Q4 161 433 4.00 4 678 4.00 5.00 O 1 16 7371
0 6 9.9 453 43.8
Q5 160 4.23 4.00 5 839 4.00 5.00 2 3 21 65 69
13 19 131 40.6 431
Q6 160 4.19 4.00 4 765 4.00 5.00 O 3 25 70 62
0 19 154 43.2 38.3

Question 1 responses showed 43.2% of the participants believed they were (4),

closer to “a lot like me” in clearly defining reviewing, and displaying content objectives

in the classroom with a mean of 4.03. Question 2 results suggested that when defining,

reviewing, and displaying the language objectives in the classroom, 33.8% of the

participants believed they were (4) closer to “a lot like me,” with a mean of 3.51.

Question 3 asked participants about their use of content objectives that were age
appropriate and at the educational level of the student. A total of 62.1% of participants
selected (5) “a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.58. Question 4 asked if participants used

supplementary materials to a high degree, making lessons clear and meaningful.

Responses indicated 45.3% were (4) closer to “a lot like me” with a mean of 4.33.

Question 5 related to making adaptations to content at all levels of student language
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proficiency, 43.1% of participants said (5) “a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.25. On
Question 6, Participants were asked about their planning of activities that were
meaningful and integrate concepts with language practice opportunities for reading,
writing, listening, and/or speaking; 43.2% said that they were (4) closer to “a lot like
me,” with a mean of 4.19.
Building Student’s Background Experiences

Questions in this section of the survey asked participants how they related content
to students’ background experiences, links between past learning experiences and new

concepts, and how teachers emphasized new vocabulary when teaching.

Table 2. Summary Statistics for Items Q7-Q9

Response
Item N M Mdn Mode SD Q1 Q3 1 2 3 4 5
Q7 161 3.98 4.00 4 758 3.50 450 0 4 36 81 40

0 25 22.4 50.3 24.8

Q8 161 4.28 4.00 4 726 4.00 5.00 O 3 17 73 68
0 19 10.6 453 422

Q9 161 439 5.00 5 735 4.00 5.00 O 2 18 56 &5
0 12 11.2 34.8 52.8

Question 7 asked participants how they used concepts explicitly linked to
students’ background experiences, and 50.3% of the participants answered (4), closer to
“a lot like me,” with a mean of 3.98. On Question 8, participants were asked if they made
explicit links between past learning and new concepts when teaching; 45.3% said that
they were (4), closer to “a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.28. Question 9 results
emphasized key vocabulary in classroom lessons. A total of 52.8% of the participants

selected (5), “a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.39.
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Comprehensible Input Geared toward Students
Question 10-12 of the survey asked how teachers use appropriate speech for
English language proficiency, how clearly they explain academic tasks, and what

techniques are used to make content clearer.

Table 3. Summary Statistics for Items Q10-Q12

Response
Item N M Mdn Mode SD Q1 Q3 1 2 3 4 5
QIO 160 4.12 4.00 4 827 4.00 5.00 2 2 28 71 57
13 13 17.5 444 35.6
Q11 161 4.49 5.00 5 582 4.00 5.00 O 0 7 68 86
0 0 4.3 42.2 531
QI2 161 4.65 5.00 5 529 400 5.00 O 0 4 49 108
0 0 2.5 304 67.1

Question 10 asked participants about the appropriate use of speech for students’
English language proficiency level, and 44.4% of the participants answered (4), closer to
“a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.12. Question 11 asked how clearly participants
explained academic tasks. A total of 53.1% of the participants answered (5), “a lot like
me,” with a mean of 4.49. On Question 12, a total of 67.1% of the participants answered
(5), “a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.65, when asked whether they used a variety of
techniques to make content concepts clearer to their students.

Teaching Strategies

Question 13-15 of the survey asked questions related to opportunities for student
use of learning strategies, how often scaffolding techniques are used for student support
and understanding, and how higher order thinking skills are used with questions or tasks

in the classroom.
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Table 4. Summary Statistics for Items Q13-Q15

Response
Item N M Mdn Mode SD Q1 Q3 1 2 3 4 5
QI3 161 437 4.00 4 .631 4.00 5.00 O 0 13 7573
0 0 8.1 46.6 45.3
Ql4 159 4.19 4.00 4 799 4.00 5.00 1 5 17 75 61

6 3.1 10.7 472 384

QI5 160 4.13 4.00 4 791 4.00 5.00 2 2 23 80 53
13 13 14.4 50 331

Question 13 asked participants if they provided ample opportunities for students
to use learning strategies. A total of 46.6% of the participants answered (4), closer to “a
lot like me,” with a mean of 4.37. On Question 14, participants were asked whether they
used scaffolding techniques consistently to assist and support students’ understanding. A
total of 47.2% of the participants said (4), closer to “a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.19.
Question 15 asked participants if they used a variety of questions or tasks that promoted
higher order thinking skills. A total of 50% answered, (4), closer to “a lot like me,” with a
mean of 4.13.
Teacher to Student Interaction

Questions 16-19 asked the participants about opportunities for interaction and
discussion among students and between teacher and student, grouping configurations to
support language and content objectives, whether sufficient wait time was given for
responses, and whether opportunities were given to students to clarify key concepts in

their first language with an aide, peer, or text in their first language.
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Table 5. Summary Statistics for Items Q16-Q19

Response
Item N M Mdn Mode SD Q1 Q3 1 2 3 4 5
Ql6 160 4.28 4.00 4 752 4.00 5.00 O 2 17 70 69

0 2.5 10.6 43.8 43.1

Q17 160 4.04 4.00 4 .893 3.00 5.00 3 2 36 63 56
19 13 22.5 394 35

Q18 161 4.24 4.00 4 703 4.00 5.00 O 0 25 73 63
0 0 155 453 391

Q19 156 3.87 4.00 4 969 3.00 5.00 3 13 27 71 42
19 83 17.3 455 26.9

Question 16 asked participants whether they gave opportunities for interaction
and discussion between students and the teacher for elaborated responses about lesson
concepts, 43.8% of the participants answered (4), closer to “a lot like me,” with a mean of
4.28. Question 17 asked participants about grouping configurations to support language
and content objectives of the lesson. A total of 39.4% of the participants answered (4),
closer to “a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.04. Results for Question 18 were 45.3% , (4),
closer to “a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.24, when asked if participants gave sufficient
wait time for student responses. On Question 19, participants were asked whether ample
opportunities were given to students to clarify key concepts in their first language as
needed with an aide, peer, or a text in their first language. A total of 45.5% of the
participants answered (4), closer to “a lot like me,” with a mean of 3.87.

Practice and Application of Sheltered Strategies
The Practice and Application of Sheltered Strategies section of the survey

(questions 20-22) asked about hands-on materials/and or manipulatives, activities to
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apply content and language knowledge in the classroom, and the integration of language

skills in all classroom activities.

Table 6. Summary Statistics for Items Q20-Q22

Response
Item N M Mdn Mode SD Q1 Q3 1 2 3 4 5
Q20 160 4.36 5.00 5 748  4.00 5.00 O 3 17 59 81

0 19 10.6 36.9 50.6

Q21 159 433 4.00 4 .681 4.00 5.00 O 2 13 74 70
0 13 8.2 46.5 44

Q22 160 4.21 4.00 5 .804 4.00 5.00 O 4 26 62 68
0 25 16.3 38.3 425

Question 20 asked participants whether they provided hands-on activities or
manipulatives for students to practice using new content knowledge. A total of 50.6% of
the participants answered (5), “a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.36. On Question 21,
participants were asked whether they used activities for students to apply content and
language knowledge in the classroom. A total of 46.5% of the participants responded (5),
“a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.33. Question 22 asked participants whether they
integrated all language skills in the activities they used in class. A total of 42.5% of the
respondents said (5), “a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.21.

Teacher Lesson Delivery

The Lesson Delivery section of the survey (questions 23-26) asked participants

questions related to content and language objectives that support lesson plan delivery,

student engagement percentages, and lesson delivery pacing related to student ability.
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Table 7. Summary Statistics for Items Q23-Q26

Response
Item N M Mdn Mode SD Q1 Q3 1 2 3 4 5
Q23 160 4.48 5.00 5 571 4.00 5.00 O 0 6 72 82
0 0 3.8 45 513
Q24 158 4.26 4.00 4 792 4.00 5.00 2 2 16 71 67

13 13 10.1 449 4272

Q25 160 4.13 4.00 4 710 4.00 5.00 O 2 25 8 50
0 13 15.6 51.9 313

Q26 160 4.31 4.00 4 .682 4.00 5.00 O 3 11 80 66
0 19 6.9 50 413

Question 23 asked participants whether their content objectives were clearly
supported by the lesson delivery, and 51.3% answered (5), “a lot like me,” with a mean of
4.48. On Question 24, participants were asked whether the language objectives were
clearly supported by their lesson delivery. A total of 44.9% of the participants responded
(4), closer to “a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.26. Question 25 asked participants if they
believed that the students were engaged at least 90-100% of the class period. A total of
51.9% of the participants answered (4), closer to “a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.13.
Question 26 asked participants whether the pacing of their lessons were appropriate to the
students’ ability level. A total of 50% of the participants said (4), closer to “a lot like
me,” with a mean of 4.31.

Review/Assessment
Questions 27-30 in this section of the survey asked participants about reviewing

key vocabulary and concepts, whether the participants gave regular feedback to the
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students, and how regular they assessed levels of comprehension and learning of lesson

objectives.

Table 8. Summary Statistics for Items Q27-Q30

Response
Item N M Mdn Mode SD Q1 Q3 1 2 3 4 5
Q27 160 4.03 4.00 4 816 4.00 5.00 1 5 30 77 47
6 31 18.8 48.1 294
Q28 160 4.31 4.00 4 .684 4.00 5.00 O 4 8 82 66
0 2.5 5 53.1 413
Q29 162 436 4.00 5 736 4.00 5.00 O 5 9 7275
0 31 5.6 444 46.3
Q30 162 4.51 5.00 5 .603 4.00 5.00 O 1 6 65 90
0 6 3.7 40.1 556

vocabulary. A total of 48.1% of the participants answered (4), closer to “a lot like me,”

Question 27 asked participants if they provided comprehensive reviews of key

with a mean of 4.03. On Question 28, participants were asked whether they provided

comprehensive reviews of key concepts. A total of 53.1% of the participants responded

(4), closer to “a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.31. Question 29 asked participants if they

gave regular feedback to students as it related to their output. A total of 46.3% of the

participants answered (5), “a lot like me,” with a mean of 4.36. Question 30 asked

participants if they assessed students regularly for comprehension and learning of all

lesson objectives. A total of 55.6% of the participants answered (5), “a lot like me,” with

a mean of 4.51.
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Qualitative Data Presentation and Analysis

Eleven teachers volunteered to participate in a face-to-face, follow-up interview
with the researcher. All interview participants (IPs) had completed the in-school survey
originally conducted by the researcher. The IPs provided the researcher with contact
information for a possible interview upon completion of the survey. All IPs were
informed that they would be recorded on a digital recording device and the researcher
would be taking notes while the questions were being asked. Ten interviews were
conducted on school grounds, specifically within the interviewee’s classrooms, while one
interview participants requested another venue and the researcher obliged. All interviews
were recorded on a digital recording device and transcribed through a computer based
transcription program. All IPs were given two blank interview consent forms, approved
by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at University of Missouri-Columbia (MU-C), to
sign and date before the interviews could proceed. Upon receiving the copy of the signed
interview consent form, the second copy of the interview consent form was kept by the
interview participant for their records. The interviews began early January 2010 and were
completed late February 2010. Interviews averaged approximately 45 minutes in length.
Description of Interview Participants (IPs)

There were a total of 11 interview participants (IPs). Nine IPs were female, while
two were males. All IPs were self selected and personal contact information was given to
the researcher to schedule interviews. All IPs were Missouri certified, fulltime,
elementary school teachers. Ten IPs were Caucasian of European decent and one was a
Latino. Nine IPs were from metropolitan school districts (urban and suburban) while two

were from rural school districts. Three IPs held Bachelor’s degrees and eight had earned
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Master’s degrees. Two IPs were bilingual in French and Spanish. Three IPs were
Missouri certified ESL teachers. The researcher assigned pseudonyms to the IPs to
maintaining anonymity. There were two art teachers (Mr. Hernandez, 4 years of teaching
experience, and Ms. Amelia, 11 years of teaching experience); two 1% grade classroom
teachers (Ms. Katya, 2 years of teaching experience); one K-2 newcomer (new immigrant
arrival) classroom teacher (Ms. Patricia, 21 years of teaching experience); two 31 grade
classroom teachers (Ms. Mendez, 10 years of teaching experience, and Ms. Grace, 17
years of teaching experience); one 4t grade classroom teacher (Ms. Mathews, 41 years of
teaching experience); one sixth grade health and physical education classroom teacher
(Ms. Carrion, 21 years of teaching experience); one 5t grade classroom teacher (Mr.
Karnes, 15 years of teaching experience); and two 6™ grade classroom teachers (Ms.
Olvera, 13 years of teaching experience, and Ms. Alexander, 4 years of teaching
experience).
Field Observations

The researcher visited 13 school building sites within 6 school districts. These
schools were located within urban, suburban (metropolitan), and rural school districts.
The researcher visited each school building at least once and made several visits to
schools where the IPs requested an on-site interview. The researcher was always
identified with a university assigned identification badge and visitor’s pass/sticker. The
researcher took detailed field notes of the school environment inside and out, and visited
several classrooms. The researcher was allowed to walk through the hallways unassisted,
and casual contact and communication with students, support staff, principals, faculty,

and custodial staff did occur.
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Field Notes/Observation Presentation

The researcher found the support staff very helpful and willing to assist the
researcher upon arrival. All support staff were informed of the researcher’s visit, and all
building administrators were very helpful when tables or chairs were needed in
conducting the surveys in the hallways when classroom space was not available. Only
two buildings visited had any bilingual staff in the front office. Both schools had at least
one Spanish speaking employee in the main office and only 3 buildings visited had
bilingual signage of any kind. Those that did have bilingual signage were for Spanish
speaking visitors only, welcoming and guiding them to the front office. One particular
school informed me they served students who spoke 40 different languages and dialects
and that the Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLC) represented 40 nations. All schools
visited had at least one ethnic population represented and all had ESL certified staff
available within their school district as needed. Half of the schools visited did have
professional bilingual staff available within their school buildings.

The researcher found most of the school buildings to have been built between the
1950s and 2000. Most of the building that were at least 40 years old or older had new
additions. The new additions included either new gymnasiums/cafeterias or new
libraries/computer technology centers. All of the buildings and classrooms were kept
clean and most were conducive to learning in the opinion of the researcher. Some
classrooms had an abundance of word schemes, student work examples, and student
generated posters, while others had walls that were minimally covered with any
information. Very few classrooms visited had language objectives of the day posted.

Most of the classrooms had mission statements and school values either posted in the
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main hallways or within the front entrance of every classroom. No mission statement or
school values poster was translated into any foreign language. Some school buildings
included the nation’s flags representing the international diversity that existed within the
school building, while others prominently displayed patriotic themes of freedom and
responsibility to the republic with murals of U.S. flags and eagles.

Qualitative Analysis Procedures

The researcher coded the interview participant’s (IPs) responses using the open
and axial coding method (Strauss and Corbin, 1998) of qualitative inquiry. The coding
allowed the researcher to seek objectivity through thoroughness and academic rigor
within the initial design of the qualitative procedures, data collection, and final analysis,
concluding in theoretical generation based upon the interview responses (Bogdan &
Biklen, 2003; Glasser, 2000; Merriam, 1998; Patton, 2002).

The researcher began analysis of qualitative data by first coding responses to the
interview questions (See Appendix B). The researcher began microanalysis of each line
within the interview participant’s (IPs) responses to generate initial categories with
properties and dimensions allowing for the development of relationships among
categories (Patton, 2002). Open coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) of the data allowed the
researcher to discover further properties and dimensions of the categories, while axial
coding (Strauss & Corbin) was conducted to discover the relationships among the
categories linking levels of categories with their dimensions and properties (Strauss &
Corbin). Theoretical saturation was achieved as no new properties, dimensions, or

relationships emerged during the researcher’s analysis. Once the “theoretical saturation”

71



(Strauss & Corbin, p. 73) occurred the researcher began to code the frequency of
connections each IP had to the categories discovered.
Qualitative Data Analysis and Presentation

The researcher discovered several main ideas based upon the interview
participants’ responses and the frequency of responses to those topics generated by the
respondents. Nine major ideas were discovered from IP transcriptions. Those nine major
ideas were coded into 65 individual categories using distinct color schemes to identify the
major topics within the transcriptions. The nine major ideas discovered were as follows:
1) Responsibility towards Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLCs); 2) Professional
growth/confidence in teaching skills; 3) Effective communication with DLCs; 4)
Professional behavior and teaching skills; 5) Professional development opportunities; 6)
ESL personnel availability; 7) Teacher dispositions towards DLCs; 8) Teacher/parent
communication; and 9) The presence of ethnic and DLCs.

Responsibility Towards Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLC)

All 11 interview participants (IPs) felt personally responsible for the Diverse
Linguistic Communities (DLCs) within their schools to some extent. The ESL certified
teachers and those teachers who served ELL populations within classrooms, had the
highest response for responsibility and accountability toward academic achievement of
the ELLs. A few of the IPs mentioned that sometimes their schools showed a lack of
support to the DLCs. Administration and district support seemed adequate for DLCs and
a few IPs mentioned that their school districts did provide opportunities of school and
DLC engagement. Still a few IPs spoke of an existence of stress factors because of ELLs

in their classrooms/schools and that some administrations were not prepared to engage
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with DLCs and their academic achievement. It was mentioned on a few occasions that
bilingual children were sometime used as translators for ELLs within classrooms by the
teaching staff when no bilingual paraprofessionals were present or available within the
schools. For example: Mr. Karnes, a 5™ grade metropolitan classroom teacher, had a
positive response to serving English Language Learners.

... the reality is that the teachers really are changing, because, out of
necessity sometimes. And they are willing to learn. There’s really nobody
here, who’s like ‘I can’t do it,” ‘I don’t want to do it,” ‘don’t show me,’
they all want to know [how to teach to ELLs]. And if they [teachers] have
an issue, they’re not intimidated or worried about asking what to do. And
whether it’s knowledge of that culture or how to teach a specific lesson to
make it more engaging or more interactive, they don’t hesitate.

In contrast, Ms. Grace, a suburban, 31 grade, ESL certified teacher, experienced a lack of
support for teachers in schools serving ELLs.

A lot of our classroom teachers here don’t know how to modify lessons

and there’s no way I can spend the amount of time it would take with each
teacher to help them modify every lesson. And we say we need to have high
expectations, and we do, but I’ve also seen kids [ELLs] get an “F” on a
Social Studies test because they [ELLs] don’t understand English. Not
because they [ELLs] don’t understand Social Studies.

Ms. Grace continued by discussing her own frustration with the lack of support in serving
ELLs in her school building.

We’ve talked about doing a push-in program here, excepting I have so

many students. [ have more students than would fill a kindergarten class

and we don’t have enough teachers. If you’re doing that kind of pushing,

you need to be there for all the important academic things, you know, and

I can’t be in five grades...
While Ms. Alexander, a rural, 6™ grade teacher, discussed her displeasure with the
district’s communication in regards to training and service to ELLs.

They [the district] have not been present[ing] on ELL services. It seems

to me [the]district’s focus [is] on one thing. Our district is focused on DI,
differentiated instruction. That’s their big idea right now... We’ve never
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had professional development, to this day, that talks about the content

delivery, like how we’re supposed to deliver what we’re teaching to ELL

students...
Ms. Amelia, a metropolitan, K-6, Art Teacher, talked about using children as translators
in class.

One thing that I don’t do, that a lot of the times the classroom teachers

do...sometimes when [they] have a new kid come in, they’ll say: ‘Make

sure they sit next to so and so, so they can translate for them.” And I

purposefully don’t do that because then I find that the ELL kid does not

pay attention to me. All [of] their focus goes to the that one kid that

translates, but it’s good to know if there’s another kid that does speak their

language, so if I do occasionally have something that I want to explain then

I can go to a resource, but I do not like to have them translating everything.
Professional Growth/Confidence in Teaching Skills

Overall, all teachers interviewed felt very confident in their own teaching skills
and mentioned a willingness to seek new knowledge for personal professional growth.
Three interview participants (IPs) were very confident with sheltered instructional
techniques while three had no confidence with sheltered instructional techniques, even
after having some knowledge of sheltered instructional techniques. Six IPs mentioned
never having any knowledge or training in sheltered instruction techniques either during
their undergraduate or graduate programs. Mr. Hernandez, a metropolitan, bilingual, K-6,
Art Teacher, mentioned confidence in some of his good teaching techniques.

...[A teacher] has clear objectives and goals from the teacher posted in the

classroom...rules and regulations posted, clearly seen. [one needs to be] a

teacher that is not stagnant, moves around the classroom...scaffolding...

modeling. A teacher that learns from—that does constant assessments, be it

formal or informal.
Ms. Katya, a metropolitan 1% grade teacher, also referred to her own personal knowledge

of good teaching skills.

...to me good teaching is when you are, you hook ‘em, you get them
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involved. I try to do things hands-on like in math if we can use manipulatives,
I would much rather do that than lecture... reading is probably my favorite
thing to teach and so I definitely like to immerse them in, in words. We have
charts that we refer to like up here this is what they do during reading, umm,
so I like to keep charts up on the wall.

Still, Ms. Alexander, a rural 6™ grade teacher, echoed her experiences with good teaching

skills.

I’ve learned that there is pride within every community and that you have to
learn to appreciate the differences among people and not judge them for being
different, but appreciate them for being different. So I really try to imply that
to my class during social studies that you may think in your mind that we

are totally different from everybody else when we’re talking, but when you
see the similarities between the different religions and the different ethnic
groups, there’s really not that much difference and I kind of try and open that

up.

Ms. Patricia, a metropolitan, ESL certified, K-2, teacher, spoke to her experiences in

using good teaching techniques after 21 years of experience.

I think good teaching is—has to be hands-on. You need to get away from the
worksheets and the workbooks and get into the hands-on, the...using the
manipulatives and the realias and the toys and letting the kids experience and
learn on their own, with guidance from the teacher.

Finally, Ms. Grace, a suburban, ESL certified, 31 grade, teacher expressed her feeling

about good teaching skills and her personal experiences.

I don’t think there’s any one description that could possibly fit...I think I’'m a
good teacher. I draw a lot on my Montessori background because it’s exactly
what’s perfect for teaching ELLs, which is using a lot of real things and hands-on
activities and if you don’t have real things...at least pictures that go along with
what you’re talking about so that the ideas are not abstract. Good teaching is
individualized and I wish I could do even more of that, although I do some.

Readiness to Teach English Language Learners (ELLS)

The researcher asked questions about sheltered instruction strategies and

interview participant’s (IPs) preparation in regards to the ELL techniques. The IPs

responses were varied. For example, Question 4 asked “How prepared do you feel to
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teach ELLs in your classroom?”” Ms. Olvera, a rural, 6 grade, Social Studies teacher
gave her honest opinion when she said, “I don’t feel prepared at all...I mean we, we
haven’t had any, you know like in-service days or anything on...on what, what we should
do.” Ms. Mathews, a metropolitan, 4 grade, 41 year veteran teacher, did not know about
sheltered instruction, but was willing to give it try when she said, “I think if I were to take
responsibility for designing and implementing my own program, I think I could pull it
off...fine and dandy...” While Ms. Katya, a metropolitan, 1* grade teacher from the
same school district also echoed her lack of preparation in sheltered instruction
methodology in service to ELLs when she commented, “I am not prepared to teach

ELLs. I mean [I] wouldn’t know, I would definitely look it up on the internet if that were
to happen, but I am not prepared...No, it sounds really bad though...I’m not prepared to
teach an ELL student at all.”

There were some teachers who expressed their comfort like Mr. Karnes, a
metropolitan, ESL certified, 5™ grade teacher. He said, “I’m very prepared. I have ten
years of experience in California before coming here...I had three years in Japan teaching
in Japanese public high schools. So, it, it was no, no issue for me.” Ms. Amelia, a
metropolitan, K-6, Art teacher also mentioned her comfort in serving ELLs. She said,

Well, when they first came 6 years ago I was clueless, and I really was not

sure what to do at all, but after having so many of them for so long, I feel really

comfortable with [them)]...in fact, they [ELL students] are some of my best

students in a lot of cases.
Finally, Ms. Mendez, a suburban, 31 grade teacher, echoed her confidence in serving

ELLs when she commented, “Well, right now I’m fairly comfortable. I have resources to

help, there are two ELL students, I do have limited Spanish, but I’m trying to get better.”
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Knowledge of Sheltered Instruction Techniques

During the interviews, interview participants (IPs) were asked whether they could
describe what sheltered instruction techniques were and how they can be used for
teaching language and content to ELLs. Ms. Carrion, a rural, K-6, health/PE, teacher
frankly said, “No. (laughs)...You know, I don’t. Ican’t...I don’t know.” While Ms.
Alexander, a rural, 6" grade teacher, responded rhetorically by saying, “What sheltered
instruction techniques are and how they are used for teaching? I have no idea, I’ve never
even heard of it.” Ms. Mathews, a metropolitan, 4™ grade teacher commented on her
knowledge about sheltered instruction by saying, “Not even a clue.”

There were interview participants who did know what sheltered instructional
techniques were and demonstrated their knowledge through their own schemata. Ms.
Hernandez, a suburban, 31 grade teacher, gave her interpretation of sheltered
instructional techniques.

[ use a lot of visual aids. If I don’t have an actual object, I’ll go on the computer

and put it up, so that they can physically see what it looks like or I’ll have posters.

I use a lot of visual aids. I talk slower...which, for me, is hard. And I found

that, of course you need to repeat, repeat, repeat, but I find that that is really good

for every student. Because the more you repeat, the better [the ELLs learn]. [ do a

lot of demonstrations. I pause a lot more frequently to make sure that all the

students understand, and if they don’t I will recap.
Finally, Ms. Grace, an ESL certified, suburban, 31 grade teacher, mentioned her
experience with sheltered instructional techniques for the ELLs she serves.

My understanding is that the class is only ELLs, so that you don’t have

mainstream Americans and you don’t modify the content, but you modify

the language load of it. You use always the same words, you use a lot of

realia and pictures and stuff and examples and playacting and all of the
things that I do, all of the things that good teachers could do anyhow.
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Effective Communication with Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLCs)

Six interview participants (IPs) specifically spoke to their lack of bilingual skills,
and challenges in communicating with the DLCs. Four respondents mentioned their
bilingual ability or to at least making attempts in seeking understanding and making
personal connections with the limited bilingual skills that they possessed. Three of the IPs
considered themselves to be bilingual, two in Spanish, and one in French. Many teachers
mentioned the extent of their bilingual abilities. Ms. Patricia, a metropolitan, ESL
certified, K-2 teacher said, “Not with spoken language, but I am fluent in sign language.”
While Ms. Grace, a suburban, ESL certified, 3™ grade teacher mentioned how she was
sought out for knowledge of Spanish. “...the principal knew that I spoke Spanish and
asked, you know, she told me, she’d like to put her [a Spanish speaking student] in my
class because she thought I’d be able to help her out.” Still, Mr. Hernandez, a
metropolitan, K-6, Art teacher spoke to the tremendous responsibility he had in being a
bilingual professional in the building. “I am the only bilingual teacher [in the building].”
Some teachers spoke to their lack of bilingual skills. Ms. Carrion, a rural, K-6,
Health/Physical Education teacher, said, “I am not bilingual. I wish I was...I’ve used
English all my life and I don’t do too well at it, so...” While Ms. Mendez, a suburban, 31
grade teacher mentioned her life as a former bilingual child and how she lost her
bilingual ability over time. She said, “I was born bilingual. However, as I...I lived the
first seven and a half years in Panama, as I came to the United States I spoke less and
less, but I’'m beginning to relearn it. I did take Spanish in high school and college.”
Finally, when the researcher asked Ms. Katya, a metropolitan, 1% grade teacher “Are you

bilingual?”” She simply said, “No, not at all.”
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Teacher Attempts to Communicate with Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLCs)

Some teachers made real attempts to communicate with the DLCs, such as Ms.
Grace, a suburban, ESL certified, 3™ grade teacher. She said,

I am hesitant to exit kids completely from the program in elementary

school because so much seems to be riding on MAP scores and if we

exit the kids then they’re no longer counted as ELLs...Well, I have kids

that I see once a week and I’ve been calling them my ‘monitor kids’

...Because I don’t want them out of my clutches, I want to be able to

count them as having been ELLs whohave made progress and are doing

really well. I don’t want them to get erased as soon as they pass; they

become part of the anonymous masses.
Ms. Grace continued by saying, “They know me, they love me, I love them. I have a lot
of books in Spanish...I encourage the parents who can to read to the kids in Spanish
because that counts as reading.” Mr. Karnes, a metropolitan, ESL certified, 5t grade
teacher mentioned his experiences as a foreigner himself and his connections to DLCs.
He said,

I’ve been the foreigner..so I know how tough it can be... we all have a lot of

different experiences and you know this is what we like, that international,

[feeling], and try and bring that and make that available to the other teachers.

And trying to let them know that they don’t have to be scared of that [the

differences among each other].
Finally, Mr. Karnes spoke to the course he teaches to other professionals. He said, “I
teach a professional and growth course for teachers [in the district]. And so there are a lot
of neighborhood schools that are very uncomfortable have immigrants in there. And so I
took them to the Westside Community Action Network (CAN) Center and gave them a
real experience...”
Teacher Challenges with Communication with Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLC)

Some teachers have made attempts to communicate with DLCs. Mr. Hernandez, a

metropolitan, K-6, Art teacher said, “I do ask my Vietnamese students how one would
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say this in a particular [the Vietnamese] language. Yeah, I would ask: how to say this or
how to write [something]. However, it being in my lesson plan? No.” Ms. Patricia, a
metropolitan, ESL certified, K-2 teacher demonstrated her willingness to try to
communicate with DLCs and her frustration with other teachers who do not, when she
said,

I get teachers [who] come in all the time: “What do I do?”” “How do |

handle...?” “Can you take care of...?” Yeah, sometimes they think I

have a magic wand. I have to tell them: “I don’t know Burmese either!”

“I don’t know how to get this across either, but I’ll try!”
Additionally, Ms. Mendez, a suburban, 31 grade teacher also said, “...if [ have a
problem [with the student homework binder] I’ll write one of these [notes] here and
they’ll look at this and so they’ll contact me. And if they call and I need a translator then
I have one of the ELL teachers help with that.”
Professional Behavior and Teaching Skills

The teachers all spoke to possessing basic knowledge of effective teaching

strategies or good teaching skills, and demonstrated a deep commitment to
professionalism within the field of education. Accountability and collegiality was a
strong characteristic for the interview participants (IPs), although a couple of teachers
mentioned having a fear of how to teach to ELLs upon their arrival to teacher’s
classrooms. Seven IPs projected a strong commitment to the academic achievement of all
ethnic students, and likewise spoke to having good communication with their students in
general. Ms. Mendez, a suburban, 3™ grade teacher mentioned her commitment to

teaching strategies and professionalism in the field. She said,

...also I do a lot of the Kagan structures, I went to a five day Kagan
conference, so, I use them daily and they love the structures. So,
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they’re very good about going to a reading buddy... [good teaching]

is individualized, it’s student-driven—students have input into the learning.

I believe in whole groups, small groups and individual instruction.

With the ELL population, or actually any population, sometimes you have

to give alternate assignments.
Ms. Patricia, a metropolitan, ESL certified, K-2 teacher mentioned one of her teaching
strategies when she said,

I’ve got flash cards and we’re going to match up the toy foods with the

flash cards. I have this one set that’s got the food in 14 different languages,

the only one that’s common to my students is Spanish, but they get a kick

out of listening to me try to pronounce them.
And she continued by mentioning that,

Kids like the hands-on, but they’re also more talkative when they are

working on their art project that ’'m trying to get out of them... They’re

more talkative. They’re interacting more with their peers.
Two teachers mentioned a desire to seek information if and when an ELL student would
arrive to their classroom. Ms Katya, a metropolitan, 1% grade teacher said,

[ELL strategy improvement] I haven’t, but that’s because I haven’t had

one [an ELL]in my classroom. However, if I had one I would definitely

look up on the internet or do some research, I don’t, but I haven’t had that

yet. So, I haven’t done it.
And Ms. Mathews, a metropolitan, 4h grade teacher mentioned her commitment to ELLs,
when she said, “I’d probably derive a lot of satisfaction in seeing those children who are
English as a Second Language learners grow and develop... I think if I were given some
kind of a grassroots foundation, I would take it and I would run with it.” Still a few
teachers mentioned a strong commitment to ELLs academic success in service to other
teachers and reaching ELLs. Ms. Patricia, a metropolitan, ESL certified, K-2 teacher said,

I’m one of the master trainers in that Project Excel and I know that they’re

changing the syllabi and making that more ELL friendly. But I think even

within the elementary school, like when I did my presentation, I had two or
three teachers come up to me and say: “I never knew that,” “That’s so nice
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to know,” “That’s so nice to hear,” “I didn’t know we could do that,”
“That was really beneficial...”

Ms. Grace, a suburban, ESL certified, 3™ grade teacher spoke to her training as an ESL
teacher. She said,

I actually made...made up an entire lesson plan thing for that class that

I still use sometimes. It was about habitats and I start with a Sesame

Street video about we are all earthlings. So, the strategies I learned from

[her ESL graduate] class, I learned from doing, I learned from my

Montessori training, I learned from raising four kids...And if I try

something and it works, I try and remember and do it again.
Finally, Mr. Karnes, a metropolitan, ESL certified, 5t grade teacher spoke to his
willingness to do whatever is needed to get done to reach and teach the ELLs. Mr. Karnes
mentioned,

I’ve figured [it] out, I’ve got the confidence and now I have been doing

it [teaching] long enough, I’ve been doing it in enough different places,

I don’t care if anybody thinks I’m crazy. So the kids know I am. I have to

teach with my door closed most of the time because when we are reading

speeches, ’'m waving my arms around and hoppin’ on the table... And with

the “new comers” [immigrants] that are doing prepositions, like “in,” and

“on,” and “under,” I am in a box... I am under a table, I am on the table...

how many teachers do you think any kid has ever seen a person standing on

the table. Well, they know “on” now.
Professional Development Opportunities

Five interview participants (IPs) mentioned a lack of opportunities or support for
teachers from professional learning communities, where they could support each other in
seeking advice in serving ELLs. Only three IPs mentioned that professional learning
communities existed in their schools at all. Eight IPs mentioned the availability of
professional development opportunities in general, while nine IPs spoke to having no or

limited opportunities in sheltered instruction. Nine IPs said that no sheltered instructional

training has ever been required of them by either their administration or school district.
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Six IPs mentioned encountering limited knowledge or complete ignorance of sheltered
instructional techniques among the faculty. Only two IPs mentioned ever encountering
any sheltered instructional training opportunities afforded to them. Ms. Alexander, a
rural, 6" grade teacher, mentioned having no support for professional learning
opportunities in ELL strategies. She said, “They [the district] have not required us to get
any training, but [ haven’t seen that there’s been an influx of ELL students that has
overwhelmed our actual classrooms so far, at my level...” The researcher’s response to
her comment was: “So the district doesn’t see the need right now to require anyone or all
of the teachers to get any ELL methods training?” She replied, “That’s what I see.” Mr.
Karnes, a metropolitan, ESL certified, 5" grade teacher spoke to a minimal effort by the
district in providing training in ELL methods. He said,

...But here at school one of the other ELL instructors has actually done a

professional development at one of the morning meetings. You know,

thirty minute,...short little thing, little thing, but you know, every little

bit of that helps.
While Ms. Katya, a metropolitan, 1* grade teacher spoke to the lack of support when
serving ELLs in her school district. She mentioned,

We have not had any professional development with ELLs in the district.

We have a reading coach, we have science and math coaches, but,

I would go to them and see if they know anything about ELLs [sic]?

Then I’m not even sure if they do... I’'m not aware that they have strategies

for ELL students.
Ms. Carrion, a rural, K-6, Health/Physical Education teacher echoed her concerns about
not having any in-services or guidance related to sheltered instruction techniques when
she said, “We haven’t had any, you know like in-service days or anything on [sheltered

instruction]... on what we should do... I don’t know, I mean, no one has ever said what

we’re suppose to do.” Mr. Hernandez, a metropolitan, K-6, Art teacher also mentioned
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experiencing a minimal effort to prepare teachers in sheltered instruction techniques by
his school district. He said, “It [the sheltered instruction in-service] was a two-day course
and I have some resources; a couple of books. Also, we have an ELL specialist coming
into our school now.” Ms. Mathews, a metropolitan, 4 grade teacher clearly stated, “I
have never heard ‘ELL’ mentioned in the last, whatever, how many years in my
professional setting... never one time.” Ms. Alexander, a rural, 6" grade teacher
spoke to her exposure to sheltered instruction from her mother-in-law. She commented,

The only place that I would have learned them is from my mother-in-law

who teaches ELL. She’s a retired teacher, she taught for 35 years and now

she’s doing part-time ELL with a metropolitan school district. She’s given

me some clues, but I haven’t had that many ELL students in my career so

far. At my previous university [ had two diversity classes, but didn’t really

talk about methods too much. And in my masters I know for sure we didn’t

talk about methods.
Some teachers spoke to some ELL support among learning communities. Mr. Hernandez,
a metropolitan, K-6 Art teacher mentioned, “Opportunities are always there for
professional development if there is something that you sought out.., yeah, as far as it
being, mandatory? No.” Ms. Amelia, another metropolitan, K-6 Art teacher spoke to her
better understanding of sheltered instruction from a brief in-service. She said,

We had one staff development day that somebody came and demonstrated

and the thing that stood out is they showed a video of, it was in a different

language of somebody that just got up and talked. And then they showed a

better way to do it where they had the visuals and examples and it was

amazing how much more you understood it.
Finally, Ms. Mendez, a suburban, 3" grade teacher spoke to her positive experiences
with the building ELL instructor. She said,

Our ELL teacher, Ms. Watkins (a pseudonym), does do some tests to help

determine their proficiency in speaking, writing and reading and she does
share them with us. But, that does not give me all the data I need, so, I also
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have them read to me and discuss books and just carry on a conversation to

hear their fluency. Once I’ve determined their level of fluency then it is my

job as a teacher to try to teach them where they are and to bring them up to

grade level.
ESL Personnel Availability

Eight interview participants (IPs) addressed the availability of ESL personnel in
their school buildings. Seven IPs mentioned having ESL instructional coaches available
to them at all times. Five IPs had school sites that provided ESL pull-out programming
and five IPs mentioned having bilingual paraprofessionals on staff. Two IPs said that they
had no idea if the building instructional coach even knew anything about sheltered
instructional strategies and the same two teachers mentioned not having anyone on staff
who was ESL certified. Mr. Hernandez, a metropolitan, K-6 Art teacher spoke to the
limited availability of ELL assistance in his school building. He said, “...[we had] no
[ELL] coaches. We’ve had [a] new [ELL specialist], since the initial two-day in-service, |
mean it’s a step in the right direction having this ELL specialist come in and give more
ideas, or more guidance to teachers.” Ms. Olvera, a rural, 6 grade Social Studies teacher
mentioned seeking translating assistance when needed from the ESL coordinator. She
said, “And I’ve talked to her [the ELL coordinator] some, but mainly I ask her (laughs) to
help me with my class because she speaks Spanish and French.” While Ms. Alexander,
another rural, 6™ grade teacher mentioned positive experiences with the ESL coordinator.
She commented,

I think it’s in district [ELL support], from building to building. So,

we do have one [ELL coach]. We do, we have a resource team. Every

month we, not just for ELL, it’s for any student who is struggling. And if

I couldn’t provide for them in my classroom and felt like they were falling

below, then I would recommend them to this Student Assistant Team and

then they would do some research and come up with some other ideas as a
team to brainstorm what I could implement to help.
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Ms. Amelia, a metropolitan, K-6 Art teacher spoke to the limited exposure to sheltered
instruction when she said, “I remember that we had one [an in-service] once this year
where one of our ELL teachers just like thirty minutes...on the staff meeting floor, went
over a few things.” Ms. Katya, a metropolitan, 1% grade teacher expressed an ELL
scenario in her building. She said, “There is another teacher here that has a student that is
bilingual...and they think reading is becoming an issue, but I don’t think that teacher has
been given any strategies on or what to do...” The researcher’s response was: “No help?”
And she said “No help really.”

Three IPs mentioned their own responsibilities as ESL teachers in the building.
Mr. Karnes, a metropolitan, ESL certified, 5th grade teacher said,

I am one of the four ELL instructors. I do a lot of different things. Also the

ELL teachers are resources for the regular classroom teachers. If they have

a question about what to do with something, we can help them with a particular

issue. We tend to be the ones to know everything about every culture, whether

we do or not. Just because we’re the ELL teacher, so if you don’t know you

do a little research and you find out. And I think that’s why it’s not necessary

to have that background, but it doesn’t hurt. And I’ve been all over the world

so I’ve had it, had those experiences, everywhere. And, so, I’'m familiar with

what it’s like to have to be in the new place and make those transitions...
While Ms. Grace, a suburban, ESL certified, 3™ grade teacher said, “I...organize, run, I
am the ESL teacher here at the school. I set my own schedule. I am expected to work
with all of the ESL students that qualify.” Finally, Ms. Patricia, a metropolitan, ESL
certified, K-2 teacher, commented,

I teach kindergarten, 1* and 2™ grade, English as a second language. In the

morning, [ have a big block of kids for three hours of newcomers and then in

the afternoon, I push in to 1* grade and kindergarten math classes to help with

the math classes. And then, I pull my kindergarteners back out and work with
them for another thirty minutes on their language and reading.
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Teacher Dispositions Towards Diverse Learning Communities (DLCs)

Most of the interview participants (IPs) held an open mind and were flexible
toward learning new ideas as they related toward sheltered instructional strategies. All of
the IPs displayed attitudes of respect toward DLCs and ethnic groups within their school
districts. All of the IPs displayed a genuine attitude of caring or concern for students.
Three IPs mentioned having significant contact outside of school with DLCs and seven
IPs demonstrated some interest in learning about diverse communities/cultures in general.
All IPs made mention of a commitment to self improvement in teaching and reaching
DLCs.

Ms. Mendez, a suburban, 31 grade teacher, held positive dispositions toward
DLCs and ethnic communities. She said, ““...and I’ve lived in Thailand and Malaysia and
Jordan and other places, so, I...I have been the foreigner. The one who looks different,
the one that doesn’t speak the language...I can empathize greatly with the students.” Ms.
Mathews, a metropolitan, 4™ grade teacher expressed concern towards DLCs when she
said, “I’d probably derive a lot of satisfaction in seeing those children who are English
second language learners grow and develop. So, I could do that. I’'m amazed and
somewhat disappointed though, that that’s not an expectation in terms of my
employment.” Ms. Patricia, a metropolitan, ESL certified, K-2 teacher also empathized
with DLCs as a second language learner herself. She said,

I taught overseas for 3 years too, so that makes a big difference. I, myself,

was a second language learner. Although, I didn’t come near learning the

language, let alone mastering it. But I know what it’s like to have to go out

and navigate in a language.

And Mr. Karnes, a metropolitan, ESL certified, 5t grade teacher also connected with

DLCs when he said,
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I’ve been the foreigner. Yes, in places where now...the...going to buy

a jar of peanut butter, you might end up with something you might not want
to put in your mouth. It looked like peanut butter but wasn’t something you
wanted to eat. So I know how tough it can be. One of our, one of the ELL
teachers is from another country, so she knows what that’s like, and then the
second teacher has been, extensively abroad and she’s been doing TESOL
teaching all over the world.

Finally, Mr. Karnes continued with positive experiences with teachers wanting to connect
with DLCs when he mentioned,

And, and the reality is that the teachers really are changing, because, out of

necessity sometimes. And they are willing to learn. There’s really nobody

here, yes, there’s nobody here who’s like “I can’t do it,” “I don’t want to do it,”

“don’t show me,” they all want to know. And if they have an issue, they’re

not intimidated or worried about asking what to do. And whether it’s

knowledge of that culture or how to teach a specific lesson to make it more

engaging or more interactive, they, they don’t hesitate.
Teacher/Parent Communication

Only four interview participants (IPs) mentioned having any contact or
communication sent home or received to or from the DLCs or parents in general. The
four teachers who did have contact were the ESL certified teachers and one monolingual
teacher who made an effort to get to know the Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLCs).
Ms. Mendez, a suburban, 3rd grade teacher, demonstrated her efforts communicating with
Diverse Linguistic Communities when she mentioned,

If I have a problem I’ll write one of these here [notes] and they’1l look

at this and so they’ll contact me. And if they call and I need a translator

then I have one of the ELL teachers help with that... And any note that we

send home, such as our newsletter or anything that has to do with any note,

we have it translated. And on one side would be the English version and

on the other side is the Spanish version.

Ms. Grace, a suburban, ESL certified, 31 grade teacher also mentioned her own efforts in

communicating with DLCs. She said,
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I wish I could do, even an after school class or something, to teach my kids
to read in Spanish. Some of the parents would really like to have that, a lot of
our parents are illiterate completely and they would love for their kids to be
able to read Spanish...[I encourage] parents to take home books with tapes so
that they can listen to it together. If the parent can’t read, well you can listen
together and look at the pictures and listen to the story and connect that way
over a story.

To the contrary, Ms. Carrion, a rural, Health/Physical Education teacher, was glad that
her ELLs were “bilingual enough” to assist their parents with any communication sent
home. She said,
A lot of times some of the challenges have been not with their understanding,
but if you give them a project or give them a homework, giving that
understanding to their parents. And that can be difficult because trying to get
their parents to understand what you need from their child, can be difficult. But,
fortunately, like I said, they’ve [ELLs] been pretty proficient so they can deliver
that information to their parent pretty well.
Finally, Ms. Mathews, a metropolitan, 4™ grade teacher mentioned her ignorance of
Latino culture, literature, or just about anything that could relate to a Latino child in her
class if she ever had one. She said,
Honestly, as far as Hispanic authors and literature, I don’t know anything
about it. I don’t know anything about it, I really don’t. I couldn’t tell you the
name of a children’s literature author, I don’t know...about my extended
exposure to Hispanic, culture, traditions, let me show you how limited it is...
very limited. Ah, as far as having visited a home, Hispanic...is that [the] right
name or do I say “Mexican?”
The Presence of Ethnic and Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLCs)
All interview participants (IPs) mentioned having an ethnic community present
within their school district, nine IPs spoke to serving at least one ELL in their classroom
currently or in the past, and nine IPs said that they knew that there were ELLs in the

building or school district. Two IPs had no idea if any ELLs were in the school building

let alone in the school district, while another IP mentioned knowing that ELLs existed in
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the district, and knew of a DLC center that served ELLs within the district. Ms. Carrion, a
suburban, K-6 Health/Physical Education teacher confirmed DLC growth in her own
neighborhood. She said,

I have several every year who are in the ELL program. So, I know that it is
growing and, and through the community I can see it because I do live in the
community, I see a growth in the community. So, I know that it will keep
increasing... And Spanish-speaking or bilingual students are probably

very low percent. But, we’ve seen an increase over the years and I know that
we will be increasing.

She continued as she reflected upon her first encounter with an ELL. She said, “The first
time that [ had an ELL student, the first year that we had one, I could remember it very
clearly. They couldn’t understand any English at all.” Ms. Mathews, a metropolitan, 4™
grade teacher was not clear as to an ELL population in her school. She mentioned,
Well, having been here for five years, uh, I have not noticed a significant
change in [ELL] numbers. I, honestly, I don’t know the percentages of the
different ethnic groups in my school. It’s predominantly African-American,
I would say second to that, I think would be European American, but I’'m
not sure because we do have some Hispanic children, beyond that other
ethnicities I’m not sure about...So, I’ve really seen very little change in the
five years that I’ve been here.
But Ms. Mathews did finally meet her first Latino student and seemed to be impressed
with the academic skills he already possessed. She said,
I think my friend [a student] Carlos Armendariz (a pseudonym) came right
after Christmas. He’s my first Hispanic child, and frankly I have not done
anything with Carlos being an English language learner. I don’t know too
much yet about his background, he’s a sharp student, he has excellent
language skills, written and verbal.

Ms. Alexander, a rural, 6™ grade teacher mentioned, “We are majority white. We have

about 15% African American and then maybe 2% Latino population. And I am not even
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sure if we have any ELL students. I know that sixth grade does not at this time.” And Ms.
Katya, a metropolitan, 1* grade teacher knew that ELLs did exist in the district
somewhere. She said, “...actually I know the district has ELL classes, but they’re
offered, I think, at two other elementary schools...[that] is where they do ELL stuff.”

Mr. Hernandez, a metropolitan, K-6 Art teacher talked of great diversity in his
building. He said, “We have about 215, I would say, students. [We have a] very diverse,
very eclectic group of students. We have students from Ethiopia, Vietnam, Mexico,
Somalia, we have Haitian students. [We have a] very diverse group.” Ms. Grace, a
suburban, ESL certified, 31 grade teacher echoed the growth in her own school district
after she reviewed her own district data before the researcher arrived to interview her.
She said,

I started to go back through data that I had and what I could find quickly

this afternoon, is a list of the students who took the English proficiency

test in 2003 compared with the number of kids that I’m preparing to get

the materials for in 2010. In 2003, we gave the test to 94 students and this

year we’ll be giving it to 143, plus however many at the high school, I don’t

have that number yet. So, probably around 150.
The researcher responded to her comment: “So, there has been a significant growth?”
Ms. Grace said, “An enormous growth.” Both Mr. Karnes and Ms. Patricia, metropolitan,
ESL certified teachers spoke to the sometimes overwhelming DLC in their schools. Mr.
Karnes said,

I don’t know a whole lot of the details because I have only been in the district

slightly over a year, about a year and a half. This school in particular, last year

we had an influx of approximately sixty Burmese refugees and so that within

a year time frame, we doubled our ELL population. And that come in three

waves, the first wave was October, the second was about Christmas and then

the third was about Spring Break. And they actually came as a result of the

meat packing plants in St. Joe... This school has always had one of the higher

ELL populations...But within the last two years it has doubled in the overall
district. We had an ELL meeting yesterday and we said there are a thousand
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ELL students that are receiving a concentrated service not monitoring and they
have exited six hundred in the last five years.

Ms. Patricia added,
Our numbers have probably doubled in the last 10 years. We’re up to over a
thousand in our district at this point and the number continues to grow each
year. We’re expecting, with the unfortunate earthquake in Haiti, we’re expecting
potential new growth with Haitian refugees coming to our school. Coming to
our district, not necessarily this school, but to the district. So, it continues to
grow every year.
And finally, Ms. Mendez, a suburban, 31 grade teacher answered my question about
the growth of DLCs in her school district. She affirmed,
Yes. It has ballooned. This is our...we had an ELL population before 3
years ago, that was only at one school, and it started out with very few
and gradually when it got...when it was over, [ want to say a hundred
students, they started having...splitting the schools. And so, now we have
two schools that have ELL populations and I want to say our population is...
86 students or something like that... And prior to that, this is my tenth year
teaching, I did not—I did have Hispanics in my classroom, but they spoke
English fluently and it was never a problem... I have never had an ELL
student in my classroom until three years ago.
Summary
The researcher discovered a greater understanding about teacher knowledge, use,
and preparation of English Language Methodology, and encountered many socially,
culturally, and economically diverse communities within several mid-central western
counties in the State of Missouri. The communities and their populations were as diverse
and complex as the U.S. landscape and provided the researcher with a depth of personal
experiences and knowledge, providing insight in to the professional lives of Missouri
elementary teachers and the communities they serve. The humble nature of the Missouri

elementary teacher’s commitment to learning and improving overall academic

achievement among their students provided a foundation for hope, caring, culturally
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competent, qualified professional teachers in the State of Missouri. Chapter Four
presented data collected from various unique communities throughout mid-central
western Missouri. Missouri elementary certified teachers have the requisite skills to teach
and guide ELLs academically, according the survey data. It seems that what the survey
respondents lacked was the explicit knowledge in using their “good teaching skills” in
service to ELLs that are also found in SIOP Methodology (Echevarria, 2006; Echevarria
et al., 2008). Basically fulltime, Missouri certified, elementary school teachers do not
know that they already posses the “good teaching skills” to serve ELLs.

The researcher also discovered several main ideas based upon the qualitative data
that were produced by interview participant’s (IPs) responses. Nine major ideas were
discovered from IP transcriptions. The nine major ideas discovered were as follows: 1)
Responsibility towards Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLCs); 2) Professional
growth/confidence in teaching skills; 3) Effective communication with DLCs; 4)
Professional behavior and teaching skills; 5) Professional development opportunities; 6)
ESL personnel availability; 7) Teacher dispositions towards DLCs; 8) Teacher/parent
communication; and 9) The presence of ethnic and DLCs. Responsibility Towards
Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLC). The IPs responses presented the researcher with
in depth descriptions of professional commitment toward their students in general, their
willingness to seek information and professional development for growth in serving
ELLs, the desire to stay informed about the DLCs that exist in their schools districts and
the ability to effectively advance ELLs academically. Basically, fulltime, Missouri
certified, elementary school teachers cannot teach ELLs effectively if they do not possess

the skills or knowledge base in ELL methodology, according to the IPs responses.
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The presentation and analysis of the data discovered from this multi-case study in
Chapter Four provided the researcher with a wealth of information from which to draw
conclusions related to the study. Chapter Five will allow the researcher to present a view
of the findings derived from the data presented, permit discussions based upon the data
presented, and finally the researcher will be given the opportunity present a conclusion to

this study with implications for further research.
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CHAPTER FIVE
FINDINGS, DISCUSSIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS

This multi-case study has the potential to provide State Educational Agencies
(SEAs) and Local Educational Agencies (LEAs), as well as teacher preparation
programs, data related to reaching and teaching English Language Learners (ELLs).
These data may be useful to practicing teachers in the field who are seeking efforts to
educate and serve ELLs to the highest standards as required by NCLB (2001). Teaching
ELLs the English language for proficiency cannot be the sole purpose of instruction, but
rather teachers of ELLs must teach English proficiency while challenging the students at
the appropriate level for academic success which is the current challenge for states and
school districts (Echevarria, 2006; Tornatzky, Pachon, & Torres, 2003; Zehr, 2007).

The researcher in this study gathered both quantitative and qualitative data from
Missouri certified, K-6, full-time public school faculty. These data produced perceptions
in regards to personal experiences with sheltered instruction methodologies and strategies
for professional development or preparation in service to ELLs. Data were collected via a
survey, personal semi-structured interviews, and through field observations. There is an
ever increasing demand for educators to understand issues related to Diverse Linguistic
Communities (DLCs) and the challenges they face in reaching academic success in U.S.
schools (Echevarria, 2006; Zehr, 2007). This study was conducted to contribute to and
enhance academic knowledge in the field of teacher education and professional
development research for teachers of ELLs. Giambo and Szecsi (2006) suggest the

existence of a variety of trends in second language teaching that leave many ELLs with
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purposeful and caring teachers who, unfortunately, have limited understanding of second
language acquisition or cultural diversity issues that affect ELLs.
Findings: Quantitative Data

Students may rise to expectations set by expert, certified, motivated, experienced,
and caring teachers who are willing to go the extra mile for their students (Tornatzky et
al.; 2003; Zarate, 2007). Many classrooms with ELLs lack a flexible, multilingual,
culturally competent, expert teacher who is caring (Echevarria, 2006; Cartiera, 2007;
Tornatzky et al.; Verdugo & Flores, 2007; Zarate). Teachers possessing the skills
necessary for authentic rigorous and meaningful engagement with ELLs can make
adjustments to the level of English used within the classroom. Making the content
comprehensible using a variety of techniques found in high quality non-sheltered
teaching for English learners can lead to greater annual academic gains for ELLs.
Ultimately it is the expert, caring, flexible, multilingual, culturally competent, and
qualified/certified teacher who will know how to use the “good teaching skills” that can
make the academic gains a reality in service to ELLs (Echevarria; Echevarria et al.,
2008). The teachers in this study did not believe that they possessed the requisite skills
and knowledge of good teaching strategies demonstrated in sheltered English language
instructional techniques when actually they did. On average, teachers scored on the
survey to a high level of confidence, rating themselves at a “4,” scoring between
“somewhat like me” (3), and “a lot like me” (5). Teachers demonstrated that they possess
the requisite skills for teaching ELLs, but did not know that they already possessed those

good teaching skills to advance ELLs academically in their classrooms.
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The majority of survey participants were females of European decent, and most
participants were monolingual. Only 64 out of 161 survey participants mentioned having
authentic knowledge of sheltered instructional techniques, and those who had exposure to
sheltered instructional techniques were taught either through school district in-services or
graduate courses, while 27 of the 64 survey respondents said they had learned the
sheltered instructional techniques though on- the-job experience or sought advice from
either a colleague or the ESL instructional coach in the building. According to this study,
teachers are adequately trained and prepared to serve linguistic and academic needs of
ELLs in the U.S., but are unaware of the skills they already possess in serving ELLs.
Teachers have also self disclosed the need for training in ELL methodologies and
strategies that can best serve ELLs and make connections with their families and
communities (Augusta & Hakuta, 1997; Cartiera, 2007; Darling-Hammond, 2000;
Echevarria, 2006; Echevarria et al., 2008; Jones, 2006; NCES, 2002; Zehr, 2007). This
survey demonstrated that the sheltered instructional strategies used in serving ELLs,
which are the same as “good teaching skills,” are not being connected in training to pre-
service teachers or professional development in-services to current teachers.

Approximately half of the participants had not taken any multicultural courses
during their professional training. Of those teachers who did take a multicultural course,
most took their course work during the 1990s and the 2000s. Teachers surveyed also
mentioned a desire to serve ELLs better, but lacked the necessary building level or
district guidance in improving academic success among Diverse Linguistic Communities
(DLCs). According to Marshall (2002), some teachers with high levels of professional

and personal efficacy learn instructional and interpersonal techniques, as well as
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strategies, that will assist them in helping ELLs and students culturally different than
themselves (Batt, 2008; Coleman & Goldenberg, 2009; Nieto & Bode, 2008). The
representative sample of teachers in this study have the basic skills necessary to teach
ELLs, but lack the basic comprehension and appropriate training to use those good
teaching skills as sheltered instructional techniques when teaching and improving
academic achievement among DLCs. Giving teachers and professional staff more time
for ESL instruction or assistance, Baker (1998) suggests, would serve ELLs well;
especially if lead by the principal, teachers, and community stakeholders. Basically,
teachers do not know that they already possess the basic skills in teaching, reaching, and
ensuring academic success among ELLs.

Missouri elementary certified teachers have the competency and the requisite
skills to successfully teach and guide ELLs academically, according the survey data. It
seems that what the survey respondents lacked was the explicit method terminology in
using their “good teaching skills” in service to ELLs that are also found in SIOP Methods
(Echevarria, 2006; Echevarria et al., 2008). Finally, fulltime, Missouri certified,
elementary school teachers do not know that they already posses the “good teaching
skills” to serve ELLs. It is up to school districts with district ESL coordinators and
departments to disseminate and make effective connections with “good teaching skills”
that district teachers already posses with sheltered instruction strategies in service to

ELLs.
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Findings: Qualitative Data

Missouri certified, K-6, public school teachers who interviewed with the
researcher expressed a strong desire to seek professional development opportunities that
would assist academic achievement among English Language Learners (ELLs).Teachers
among the sample interviewed had confidence in their teaching and demonstrated high
levels of good teaching skills. Interview participants (IPs) also believed that school and
district administrators should provide more professional development opportunities in
English language sheltered techniques so that they could better serve Diverse Linguistic
Communities (DLCs) with greater confidence. Those English as a Second Language
(ESL) certified teachers interviewed mentioned a desire for all teachers to possess a basic
knowledge of sheltered instructional techniques. Consistency in sheltered English
techniques for all teachers would increase ELL academic achievement overall, according
to the IPs. The educational community is ultimately made accountable for academic
achievement of all children (Barkley et al., 2001; Oakes & Lipton, 2007) and teachers
have the first line of responsibility to insure that ELLs learn English as quickly as
possible and at high levels to ensure academic success (Coleman & Goldberg, 2009).

As the researcher interpreted the data, interview participants (IPs) who had the
most contact with English Language Learners (ELLs) in their classrooms seemed to have
greater respect, personal connections, and interest in the academic achievement of ELLs.
The attempts at meaningful bicultural, or cultural competency creates true respect on
behalf of the educator as they relate to cultural and linguistic differences that exist among
their student population (Banks & Banks, 2005; Diller & Moule, 2005; Echevarria et al.,

2008; Gollnick & Chinn, 2006; Nieto & Bode, 2008; Ooka-Pang, 2005). Most teachers
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who were interviewed expressed regret not learning sheltered techniques during their pre-
service undergraduate training, and many lamented not having the professional
development opportunities in sheltered instruction now. Professionalism and
accountability was prominent among the IPs, although not all IPs had confidence in their
bilingual skills and some lacked confidence in making personal connections with the
Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLCs). High levels of parental communication and
student academic success was demonstrated among those teachers who did step out of
their comfort zones and openly engaged DLCs within their school districts. Confidence
and personal connections matter with ELLs and DLCs. According to Nieto and Bode,
effective classroom instruction or good teaching is almost always tied to a teacher’s
ability to build relationships with students. Teachers must focus on honoring, respecting,
and affirming a student’s native language or first language, their families, their
communities, and the resources and experiences that they bring to the classroom (Adams
& Jones, 2006; Banks & Banks; Coleman & Goldenberg, 2009; Diller & Moule;
Echevarria et al.; Gollnick & Chinn; Nieto & Bode; Ooka-Pang; Verdugo & Flores,
2007). All of the teachers interviewed mentioned significant levels of ethnic and diverse
linguistic communities entering their communities and neighborhoods, but few
mentioned actually getting involved with DLCs outside of traditional school hours.
Research Questions
The primary research questions guiding this multi-case study were:
1. How do practicing elementary school teachers perceive their level of
preparation in sheltered instructional methods/strategies?

2. How do practicing elementary school teachers use sheltered instruction
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techniques in mainstream classrooms?

In response to Research Question One, “How do practicing elementary school
teachers perceive their level of preparation in sheltered instruction methods/strategies?”
results indicate that the representative sample of Missouri certified, K-6, elementary
public school teachers perceive their preparation in sheltered instruction
methodology/strategies to be inadequate at all levels of professional development and
training, but actually the teachers demonstrated, based upon survey results, that they in
fact do know sheltered instruction techniques, they just do not know it.

Many teachers felt a lack of preparation in sheltered instructional techniques
during their pre-service undergraduate training, graduate programs, and school district in-
services/professional development. After not answering many of the interview questions
confidently, a second year teacher stated,

...it sounds really bad...I mean, I’m not prepared to teach an ELL student

at all...it would’ve been nice to have like a class in college offered or part

of a class offered on strategies for ELLs...if this is something that our district

wants, then they should offer something as well.

Teachers with high levels of professional and personal responsibility seek opportunities
to learn instructional and interpersonal techniques, as well as strategies that will assist
them in helping ELLs and students culturally different than themselves (Batt, 2008;
Coleman & Goldenberg, 2009; Marshall, 2002; Nieto & Bode, 2008).

In response to Research Question Two, “How do practicing elementary
school teachers use sheltered instruction techniques in mainstream classrooms?” survey
responses demonstrated a very good knowledge base of sheltered instruction techniques

based upon the SIOP Model (Echevarria et al., 2006; Echevarria et al., 2008) of teacher

evaluation in sheltered instruction to ELLs. Most of the teachers surveyed used the
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sheltered instruction techniques necessary for advancing ELLs academically. It was
evident that the teachers have the basic requisite skills that can be nurtured by
professional development in sheltered instruction techniques in service to ELLs and
improving academic success among Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLCs), but for
some reason were never informed as to the valuable use of the those good teaching skills
in service to ELLs in their classrooms. Many of the teachers that knew the sheltered
instructional techniques were already trained as English as a second language (ESL)
teachers, or teachers who had ELLs building coaches and resources or district assistance
in serving ELLs.
Theoretical Underpinnings

The five defining tenets of Critical Race Theory (CRT) and Latino Critical Race
Theory (LatCrit) work together to offer a distinctive way to approach educational
research and to guide educators and researchers into a realm of critical and moral practice
for all children (Delgado-Bernal, 2002). The five tenets of CRT and LatCerit are as
follows: 1) The importance of trans-disciplinary approaches; 2) An emphasis on
experiential knowledge; 3) The commitment to social justice; 4) The centrality of race
and racism, and their intersectionality with other forms of subordination; 5) A challenge
to dominant ideologies (Matzuda et al., 1993; Solorzano & Degado-Bernal, 2001; Tate,
1997; Villalpando & Delgado-Bernal, 2002). Critical Race Theory and LatCRit also
allow for unique approaches to understanding and meeting the needs of ELLs in K-12
educational settings (Villalpando, 2004). The researcher used CRT and LatCerit to guide
the development of this study as it related to the development of chapters, the instruments

used in gathering data, and the final analysis of the data. The researcher believes that
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teachers of children of Diverse Linguistic Communities can ultimately harm the
academic success in classrooms of ELLs if they lack a clear understanding of research
based sheltered instruction techniques that are aligned with good teaching strategies, and
if there is a deficit in real authentic cultural exchanges and experiences with DLCs.
Although some teachers had demonstrated a positive grasp of the sheltered instructional
techniques, very few were familiar with the official terminology and the varied and
effective uses in service to ELLs. Personal professional fears in not serving ELLs due to a
lack of confidence or ignorance in sheltered instruction techniques and not personally
engaging the DLC ultimately may limit academic success of ELLs. This ignorance or fear
can also lead to prejudicial feelings against ELLs and/or marginalization that can impede
academic success and foster inadequate yearly progress in schools. Teachers as
demonstrated in this study have the professional authority and a responsibility to engage
in social justice issues related to ELL issues that can bring equity in educational
endeavors for DLCs.
Implications for Practice

The representative sample of Missouri teachers surveyed and interviewed are
generally prepared in good teaching strategies that are aligned with research based
sheltered instruction techniques that serve ELLs adequately and advance ELLs and
Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLCs) academically. Teachers among this
representative sample need more professional opportunities and support when obtaining
training in sheltered instruction techniques. Methods are varied in instructional
techniques and this multi-case study was limited to SIOP Model (Echevarria et al., 2006;

Echevarria et al., 2008) procedures. Many teachers surveyed and interviewed had limited
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contact with DLCs and often blamed the limited contact on lack of their own bilingual
skills. Opportunities are always afforded for contact among DLCs, but it is up to teachers,
schools, and school districts to make purposeful, initial, and continued contact.

Teachers need to make real and concerted personal connections with ethnic and
Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLCs). These personal connections can lead to
personal insight within DLCs and a greater understanding of social justice issues that
exist within DLCs. Because race and racism is at the center of Critical Race Theory
(CRT) and Latino Critical Race Theory (LatCrit) analysis, marginalization of ethnic and
DLC are present. Findings of this study suggest there is lack of explicit training in
sheltered instruction strategies and multicultural courses engaging in a general
understanding of the complexities DLCs. Teachers, schools, school districts, established
communities, and DLCs must have opportunities to experience each other. New
knowledge and connections can create diverse critical thinkers among ELLs and
established communities where ideologies and current schemas can be challenged,
critically analyzed, and changed through purposeful, respective inclusion at all levels of
educational processes.

Discussions

The current law guiding U.S. education policy, No Child Left Behind (2001),
requires English language learners (ELLs) to show significant academic gains after two
years of English language development. Because public school teachers today are not
adequately trained to maintain and sustain adequate yearly progress among ELLs in the
U.S., academic failure among Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLCs) will persist

(Adams & Jones, 2006; Echevarria et al., 2008). It is up to Local Educational Agencies
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(LEAs) and State Educational Agencies (SEAs) to provide professional development
opportunities in strengthening current core teacher knowledge of effective school
strategies among highly qualified public school teachers (Darling-Hammond, 2005;
Macedo & Bartolme, 1999; NCCTQ&PA, 2007a; Ochoa & Cadiero-Kaplan, 2004:
Slavin, 1996). Professional development and training in sheltered instruction
methods/strategies should not just be left to LEAs and SEAs. University undergraduate
teacher preparation and graduate programs nation-wide also have a responsibility to
educate teacher candidates in either basic or advanced sheltered instructional techniques.
Teachers are committed to their students and seek the basic sheltered instruction
strategies to better serve ELLs. Teachers are often not confident of their limited sheltered
instruction skills, resulting in limited or no academic success among the DLCs they
serve. There must be a real concerted effort among SEAs, LEAs, and teaching institutions
to better prepare pre-service teachers and the actual teaching population in service to
ELLs (Coleman & Goldenberg, 2009; Honigfeld & Cohan, 2008).

Continued and sustained support from Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) with
professional development opportunities in sheltered instruction techniques could
encourage qualified teachers to seek ESL state endorsements for possible leadership
positions as instructional coaches within school districts. The teachers in this study would
prefer to have had some exposure to sheltered instruction techniques during pre-service
training. Ultimately, State Educational Agencies (SEAs) could request specific
coursework related to research based English sheltered instruction techniques of all pre-
service teacher candidates graduating from state sanctioned teacher preparation programs

(Banks & Banks, 2005; Campbell, 2004; Echevarria et al., 2008; Neito & Bode, 2008).
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English language learners can eventually improve their academic success rate if their
teachers are informed and prepared to serve them with research based sheltered
instruction techniques and purposefully make attempts to have focused and meaningful
engagement with Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLCs). Many teachers already
possess the requisite good teaching skills that can assist them in serving DLCs; they just
do not know that those same good teaching skills are aligned with research based
sheltered instructional techniques currently used for ELL academic achievement.
Suggestions for Future Research

The researcher believes that there is a need for more studies in critical, quality,
and successful research based sheltered instructional techniques and the combination of
methods that can be used in the academic success of English language learners (ELLSs). It
is also suggested that more U.S. and Missouri public school teachers be surveyed and
interviewed based upon their perception of sheltered instruction techniques to enhance to
an existing field of ELL research. Finally, university teaching faculty and teacher
preparation and graduate programs could provide data as to attitudes and intentions in
including sheltered instructional strategies to pre-service teachers before they engage
Diverse Linguistic Communities (DLCs). Pre-service and current teachers have
suggestions as to when sheltered instruction strategies in service to ELLs should be
taught to better serve DLCs.

Conclusions

In conclusion, the researcher discovered two major themes from the study. First of

all, there seemed to be a “spirit of caring” among the teachers surveyed and interviewed.

Teachers genuinely want assistance with professional development to better serve
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English Language Learners (ELLs) and the myriad of Diverse Linguistic Communities
(DLCs) in their school districts. Survey respondents positively demonstrated their
knowledge and use of model sheltered instruction techniques. Unfortunately, many
teachers do not realize they already possess skills necessary for service to ELLs and their
academic achievement. The interview participants mentioned their overwhelming
commitment to their students and to the teaching profession. The teachers interviewed
care about their students’ success and want to insure that all children succeed. A teacher
cannot teach what they do not know. It is also difficult if teachers cannot engage with
DLCs because of ignorance or fear. School districts must make efforts to assist teachers
with cultural competency among the DLCs. That means more needs to be done in
meaningful and constructive community engagement.

A second idea was discovered by the researcher. Teachers believed that they were
often “left in the dark” when it came to professional development related to sheltered
instruction techniques and general knowledge about ELLs in their school buildings and
districts. Those teachers who were interviewed quite often mentioned the lack of
meaningful or mandatory professional development that related to ELL methods.
Interviewees complained of not really knowing the DLCs that existed around their
schools or districts and even how to engage them. Many interview participants (IPs) did
not even know where to begin in serving ELLs and engaging their parents. Some
interview participants wanted to have learned many of these techniques before they
engaged ELLs in their professional capacities, while others wished that the school district
provided more meaningful professional development of sheltered instruction techniques.

Finally, many IPs and survey respondents believed that SEAs and LEAs needed to lead
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the charge in efforts providing and improving professional development in service to
ELL methodology. Teachers care about their students in general, but having the requisite
knowledge and skills to improve academic achievement among ELLs they feel is
paramount.

The researcher has come to the conclusion that more must be done at all levels of
teacher preparation, to include university teacher preparation, graduate teaching
programs, and school districts to provide quality, research based instructional sheltered
instructional techniques. If ELLs are to have success in the U.S education system as
required by No Child Left Behind (2001) then teachers in the U.S. must be prepared to
serve them adequately for academic success at all levels of education to include post

secondary success and the challenges of life in the U.S. and abroad.
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Appendix A
Sheltered Instruction: Self Evaluation of Teaching and Instruction Survey

Full-time Missouri Certified Elementary School Teachers (K-6)

Directions for Section One: Please answer the following demographic questions as best
as possible by filling in the circle that best describes you or by writing your answers in
the spaces provided.

1. Indicate your gender:

O male
0] female

2. Age (optional):

3. Indicate your cultural ethnicity:
Anglo American (European descent; non-Latino)

African American (non-Latino)

Asian American (Samoan, Pacific Islander, South Asian, etc.)
Latino(a) American (non Anglo, non African American)
American Indian

International citizen: please write in nationality
Bi-Ethnic: please indicate bi-ethnicity

oN®

CQOQC0OO0

4. Do you have any knowledge about English Language Learner techniques or strategies
that can be used with ELLs in your classroom?

Yes

No

If yes, where did you learn about ELL techniques or strategies?

oN®

O undergraduate classes
O graduate classes
O district in-services
O other: please state
5. Were you required to take a multicultural education course as an undergraduate
student?
O Yes
O No

If yes, please list course(s) required and year taken:
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6. Please indicate the highest level of education attained thus far:
B.S./B.A./B.F.A.

M.A.T./M.S.Ed.

Ed.S., Ed.D, Ph.D

Other:

ol oNeoN®

7. How many years have you been teaching?

8. Please list which current certifications you hold:

9. Are you multi-lingual?
O Yes
O No

If yes, please list the languages you speak near proficiently or fluently:

10. In the past five years, approximately how many ELL students have you taught in your
classroom?

Directions for Section Two: Please rate yourself according to the following
statements where one (1) is the lowest (not like you) and five (5) is the highest (a lot
like you).

Preparation

1. The content Obj ectives are clearly not like me somewhat like me a lot like me
defined and displayed and I review ! 5 3 4 5
them with my students.
are clearly defined and displayed and 1 D) 3 4 5

I review them with my students.
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3. The content objectives I use in class
are appropriate for the age and
educational level of my students.

4. The supplementary materials |
employ are used to a high degree,
making the lesson clear and
meaningful (e.g. computer programs,
graphs, models, visuals).

5. I'make adaptations of the content
(e.g. text, assignment) to all levels of
student language proficiency.

6. I plan activities that are meaningful
and I integrate lesson concepts (e.g.
surveys, letter writing, simulations,
constructing models) with language
practice opportunities for reading,
writing, listening, and/or speaking.

Building Background

7. Tuse concepts explicitly linked to
students’ background experiences.

8. T use explicit links between past
learning and new concepts.

9. Iemphasize key vocabulary (e.g.
introduced, written, repeated and
highlighted for students to see).

Comprehensible Input

10. I use appropriate speech for students’
English language proficiency level
(e.g. slower rate, enunciation, and
simple sentence structure for
beginners).
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not like me

1

not like me

1

not like me

1

not like me

1

not like me

1

not like me

1

not like me

1

not like me

1

somewhat like me

3

somewhat like me

3

somewhat like me

3

somewhat like me

3

somewhat like me

3

somewhat like me

3

somewhat like me

3

somewhat like me

3

a lot like me

5

a lot like me

5

a lot like me

5

a lot like me

5

a lot like me

5

a lot like me

5

a lot like me

5

a lot like me

5



11. I clearly explain academic tasks.

12. T use a variety of techniques to make
content concepts clear (e.g. modeling,
visuals, hand-on activities,

not like me

1

not like me

demonstrations, gestures, body language).

Strategies

13. I provide ample opportunities for
students to use learning strategies.

14. T use scaffolding techniques
consistently to assist and support
students’ understanding
(e.g. think-alouds).

15. T use a variety of questions or tasks that

not like me

not like me

not like me

promote higher-order thinking skills (e.g.

literal, analytical, and interpretive
questions).

Interaction

16. I frequently give opportunities for
interaction and discussion between
teacher/student and among students,
which encourage elaborated
responses about lesson concepts.

17. 1 use grouping configurations to
support language and content
objectives of the lesson.

18. I consistently give sufficient wait
time for student responses

19. I give ample opportunities for
students to clarify key concepts in

their first language as needed with
the aide, peer, or a text in their first

language.

not like me

not like me

not like me

not like me
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somewhat like me

3 4

somewhat like me

somewhat like me

somewhat like me

somewhat like me

somewhat like me

somewhat like me

somewhat like me

somewhat like me

a lot like me

5

a lot like me

a lot like me

a lot like me

a lot like me

a lot like me

a lot like me

a lot like me

a lot like me



Practice/Application

20. I provide hands-on materials
and/or manipulatives for students
to practice using new content
knowledge.

21. T use activities for students to apply
content and language knowledge in
the classroom.

22. I integrate all language skills in the
activities I use (i.e. reading, writing,
listening, and speaking).

Lesson Delivery

23. The content objectives I use are clearly
supported by my lesson delivery.

24. The language objectives I use are
clearly supported by my lesson
delivery.

25. The students I teach are engaged
approximately 90-100% of the

period.

26. The pacing of my lessons is
appropriate to the students’ ability
level.

Review/Assessment

27. 1 provide a comprehensive review
of key vocabulary.

28. I provide a comprehensive review
of key concepts.

29. I give regular feedback to my
students on their output (e.g.
language, content, work).

not like me

not like me

not like me

not like me

not like me

not like me

not like me

not like me

not like me

not like me
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somewhat like me

somewhat like me

somewhat like me

somewhat like me

somewhat like me

somewhat like me

somewhat like me

somewhat like me

somewhat like me

a lot like me

a lot like me

a lot like me

a lot like me

a lot like me

a lot like me

a lot like me

a lot like me

a lot like me

a lot like me



30.1 regularly assess my students not like me somewhat like me a lot like me
for comprehension and learning
of all lesson objectives (e.g. spot 1 2 3 4 5
checking, group response) throughout

the lesson.

Additional comments:

Based upon the comment section, the researcher may seek individuals for personal
interviews. If you would be willing to be contacted for an interview, please fill out a
contact sheet provided by the researcher.

Thank you for your willingness to take time out of your busy schedule to complete this
survey.

Respectfully,

Z%;(’l;&é # Pecina

Mr. Uzziel H. Pecina, M.S. Ed. (Ed.D., Candidate, 2010)

Survey questions are based upon The Sheltered Instruction Observational Protocol
(SIOP) Model (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2000, 2004, 2008).
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10.

11.

12.

Appendix B
Interview Questions
Missouri Certified, Full-Time, Public School Teachers (K-6)

Can you give me examples of population growth in your district in the past 10
years in the area of English language learners (ELLs)?

Can you describe what your responsibility is in regards to teaching ELLs in your
classroom?

Can you describe what good teaching looks like?
How prepared do you feel to teach ELLs in your classroom?
What challenges do you see in serving ELLs in your classroom?

Can you describe what sheltered instruction techniques are? And how they can be
used for teaching language and content to ELLs?

What strategies do you use when teaching language and content to ELLs in your
classroom? Can you explain what you do in planning a lesson?

Where did you learn those strategies?

Do you have instructional coaches or aides when planning lessons using these
strategies?

Describe how your professional development and in-service opportunities address
language and content delivery in service to ELLs?

What efforts have you made to improve yourself as a classroom teacher in service
to ELLs and their academic achievement?

Is there anything else you would like to add?
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Appendix C
Informed Consent Form
Survey

Title: Perceptions of ELL Sheltered Instruction Methodology use among Elementary
School Teachers in service to English Language Learners.

Researcher: This research is being conducted by Mr. Uzziel Hernandez Pecina, M.S. Ed.,
a Doctor of Education Candidate at the University of Missouri-Columbia, in cooperation
with University of Central Missouri (UCM). Uzziel H. Pecina is also a Visiting Assistant
Professor at University of Missouri-Kansas City (UMKC) in the Department of Urban
Leadership and Policy Studies in Education and teaches Diversity and Foundation in
Education courses in the School of Education. This research is under the supervision of
Dr. Sandy Hutchinson, Associate Professor of School Administration, Department of
Educational Leadership and Human Development, College of Education, UCM. Dr.
Hutchinson can be contacted at hutchinson@ucmo.edu or 660-543-4720 for further
information regarding this research.

Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research is to understand perceptions of
current elementary school teachers related to English Language Learner (ELL)
methodology.

Request for Participation: I am inviting you to participate in a study on teacher
perceptions on personal preparation in regards to ELL methodology in service to ELLs in
public schools. It is up to you whether you would like to participate. If you decide not to
participate, you will not be penalized in any way. You can also decide to stop at anytime
without penalty. If you do not wish to answer any of the questions, you may simply skip
them. You may withdraw your data at the end of the study. If you wish to do this, please
tell us before you turn in your materials. Once you turn in the materials, we will not know
which survey or test is yours.

Exclusions: You must be a fulltime K-6 grade Missouri certified classroom teacher.

Description of Research Method: The research involves completing a short survey. The
survey will ask for demographic information and about your experience with ELL
instruction methodology. This research will take approximately 30 minutes to finish. You
will have an opportunity to ask questions. I you would like to know the results of this
study, please contact Mr. Uzziel H. Pecina. He can be reached at pecinau@umkc.edu or
816-235-2447.

Privacy: All of the information the researcher collects will be confidential. We will not
record your name, faculty/employment/student number, or any information that could be
used to identify you.
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Explanation of Risks: The risks of this study are similar to the risks of everyday life.

Explanation of Benefits: You may enjoy knowing that you have provided data for
educational research that may benefit you, your profession, the greater and educational
community, and the children you serve.

Questions about Your Rights: If you have any questions about human subject’s
participation and your rights in this research project, please contact the Campus
Institutional Review Board (573) 882-9585 at MU-C. If you would like to participate,
please sign a copy of this letter and return it to me. The other copy is for you to keep.

I agree to participate in this survey.

Signature Date
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Appendix D
Informed Consent Form
Interviews

Title: Perceptions of ELL Sheltered Instruction Methodology use among Elementary
School Teachers in service to English Language Learners.

Researcher: This research is being conducted by Mr. Uzziel Hernandez Pecina, M.S. Ed.,
a Doctor of Education Candidate at the University of Missouri-Columbia, in cooperation
with University of Central Missouri (UCM). Uzziel H. Pecina is also a Visiting Assistant
Professor at University of Missouri-Kansas City (UMKC) in the Department of Urban
Leadership and Policy Studies in Education and teaches Diversity and Foundation in
Education courses in the School of Education. This research is under the supervision of
Dr. Sandy Hutchinson, Associate Professor of School Administration, Department of
Educational Leadership and Human Development, College of Education, UCM. Dr.
Hutchinson can be contacted at hutchinson@ucmo.edu or 660-543-4720 for further
information regarding this research.

Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research is to understand perceptions of
current elementary school teachers related to English Language Learner (ELL)
methodology.

Request for Participation: You have indentified yourself as a willing participant for a
personal interview based upon the contact information you provided the researcher after
you completed the survey portion of this research. I am officially inviting you to
participate in a personal interview related teacher perceptions on personal preparation in
regards to ELL methodology in service to ELLs in public schools. It is up to you whether
you would like to participate in the personal interview. If you decide not to participate,
you will not be penalized in any way. You can also decide to stop the interview at
anytime without penalty. If you do not wish to answer any of the interview questions, you
may simply ask the researcher to stop the interview session. You may withdraw your data
at the end of the study. If you wish to do this, please tell the researcher after the interview
session has ended.

Exclusions: You must be a fulltime K-6 grade Missouri certified classroom teacher.

Description of Research Method: The research involves completing a short interview
session. The researcher will ask for demographic information and about your experience
with ELL instruction methodology. The personal interview will take approximately 30
minutes to finish. You will have an opportunity to ask questions. I you would like to
know the results of this study, please contact Mr. Uzziel H. Pecina. He can be reached at
pecinau@umkc.edu or 816-235-2447.

138



Privacy: All of the information the researcher collects will be confidential. We will not
record your name, faculty/employment/student number, or any information that could be
used to identify you.

Explanation of Risks: The risks of this study are similar to the risks of everyday life.

Explanation of Benefits: You may enjoy knowing that you have provided data for
educational research that may benefit you, your profession, the greater and educational
community, and the children you serve.

Questions about Your Rights: If you have any questions about human subjects
participation and your rights in this research project, please contact the Campus
Institutional Review Board (573) 882-9585 at MU-C. If you would like to participate,
please sign a copy of this letter and return it to me. The other copy is for you to keep.
I agree to participate in this interview.

Signature Date
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VITA

Mr. Uzziel Hernandez Pecina was born in Kansas City, Missouri in 1968. He is a
bilingual, first generation Mexican American. He was born to Antonio C. Pecina
(deceased) and Graciela H. Pecina, both immigrants from Parras de la Fuente, Coahuila,
Mexico. He is the eldest son of five children. He graduated in 1986 from Westport Senior
High School in the Kansas City Missouri School District (KCMSD). He graduated
Valedictorian and attended Kansas State University (KSU) where he earned a B.A. in
Modern Languages (1991), and a M.S. in Urban Education (1997). He is a certified
Spanish teacher both in Kansas and Missouri and holds a Building Administrator’s
certificate in Missouri. He has taught both in the public, alternative, and charter school
systems in Kansas City, Missouri, and is the former principal of Guadalupe Center’s Alta
Vista Alternative/Charter High School (1996-2002). He has taught at University of
Central Missouri (UCM) as an Assistant Professor of Elementary Multicultural Education
in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction in the College of Education and Human
Services (2002-2007). Uzziel currently is an Assistant Teaching Professor in the Division
of Urban Leadership and Policy Studies in Education (ULAPSIE) in the School of
Education at University of Missouri-Kansas City (UMKC). He currently teaches
multicultural and educational foundations courses at UMKC. Uzziel is married to
Adriana Melgoza Pecina and they have four children: Ximena (14), Uziel jr. (12),
Alejandra (8), and Luis Enrique (4). Their children currently attend Foreign Language
Academy, a KCMSD school. Adriana and Uzziel are very active both in the Latino and
greater Kansas City community, championing social justice and educational issues in all

communities. Uzziel is an accomplished musician/guitarist/vocalist. He currently leads a
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Mexican folkloric trio named, Trio Aztlan. Trio Aztlan has two recording efforts: Trio
Aztlan (2002) and Peor es Nada (2005) on independent labels. Uzziel is also a former
U.S. Army Kansas National Guardsman, MOS-13 Bravo (Artillaryman-Assistant

gunner), and earned the rank of Specialist (1989-1997).
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