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University of Washington
Abstract
High School English Teachers and ELLs in the Mainstream:
Perceptions, Accommodations and Supports for their Work
in an Era of Standards-Based Reform
Emily Bucknor Lenssen
Chair of the Supervisory Committee:

Professor Sheila Valencia
Curriculum and Instruction

This qualitative study examined the work of four language arts teachers in core
curriculum classes in two high schools within in one district and how they served the
English language learners assigned to their classrooms. The main focus of the study
was to document the supports that existed and that the teachers accessed to assist them
in addressing the specific needs of their ELL students. Four case studies of the teachers
were created to determine their perceptions of their ELL students’ needs and document
the accommodations that they made to address those needs. Using interviews,
observations, and document reviews, the researcher also examined the conditions and
policies at the school, district and state level that both supported and constrained the
teachers’ work with their ELL students, especially considering the pressures associated
with the standards-based reform that was being implemented at the time. Findings
indicated that there were few supports in place for the teachers’ work with their ELL
students, that their work was complicated by both the number and diversity of student
needs within their classroom, and that the specific needs of their ELL students remained

largely unrecognized and undifferentiated from the needs of their mainstream peers.



The assignment of ELL students to mainstream teachers who lacked the experience or
knowledge to recognize or address their needs was problematic without providing
supports to develop those teachers’ practice in that area. The standards-based reform,
which included assessments, standards, and accountability measure that did not
differentiate between mainstream students and ELLs and the resources and educational
services necessary for each appeared to increase the challenges faced by these teachers
and students. Findings include implications for both policy and future research in the

area of secondary ELL education within the mainstream education system in the US.
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CHAPTER ONE
OVERVIEW OF THE PROBLEM

The U.S. educational system is failing high school English Language Learners
(ELLSs) '--they are more likely to be placed in low level classes, drop out of school, and
lag behind their peers on assessments both at state and national levels (Council of Chief
State School Officers, 1990; Gandara et al, 2003; Lachat, 2004). The magnitude of this
problem is staggering. In the last decade, America’s ELL student population has grown
65% to over 5 million students in our K-12 system compared to only a 9% growth rate
of the mainstream student population. In the past, this population was mainly
concentrated in a fow statcs—California, Ncw York, Florida, Tcxas—however in the
decade between the 1993-94 and 2003-04 school years, the growth rate of this
population has reached over 200% in states where traditionally this population was
quite small and “flying under the radar” when it came to concern within the education
system. While the ELL population in the formerly highly impacted states continues to
grow, the growth rate of the population in states like Arkansas, lowa, Georgia, North
Carolina, Kansas, and others is greater than 200%. An increasing number of states have
K-12 populations made up of over 10% of students identified as Limited English
Proficient (LEP) (U.S. Department of Education, 2005). It would seem to be in the
nation’s best interest as a society to successfully educate these members to be

productive and contributing citizens.

! 1t should be noted here that though the term LEP has long been used to label these students, this project
instead uses the more recently accepted term, English Language Learner, or ELL (Rivera, 1994) which
recognizes a change from a deficit-based label to a more positive focus on process and leamning.
However, there will be cases where LEP is still used in citations from other sources,



New federal mandates from the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act requiring
increased testing of all students at grades three and above, and reporting requirements
regarding subgroups like ELLs have brought even more attention to the significantly
lower assessment scores of these students. Though fesearchers (Abedi & Lord,
2001;1997; August & Hakuta, 1997) agree that there are inherent problems in assessing
these students in English, their second language, in the nature of testing
accommodations, and in the accuracy of these assessments to gauge student
achievement, it is clear that ELL students are performing below their non-ELL
classmatcs.

What is happening to these students during their high school years? The
perception among researchers, the media, and the public is that students with limited
proficiency in English are spending their days with bilingual educators or Englishas a
Second Language teachers who have been prepared to address their language and
educational needs. However, the fact is that most students who are designated limited
English proficient (LEP) or English language learners (ELLs) spend much of their day
in classrooms with mainstream teachers who do not have the appropriate subject matter
or pedagogical background. Ultimately, the system appears to be failing these students.

In addition to mainstream teachers' lack of preparation for meeting ELL needs,
in the last decade there has been increased pressure on these teachers and on their ELL
students due to education reforms based on standards and assessments. Although at the
time of this study ELLs were exempt from testing associated with standards-based
reforms for their first year of entry into the US education system, since the passage of

NCLB in 2001 this exemption has been revoked. Though at the time of the study (1999-



2000) the NCLB act had not yet been legislated, state level reforms pushing higher
standards and assessments had begun to be implemented creating accountability
pressures for district, schools, and students. What began as the standards-based reform
movement of the 1990’s transformed into a federal call-to-arms that ramped up testing
requirements, accountability measures, requirements for teacher qualifications, and
curriculum changes in the form of the reauthorized ESEA, renamed the No Child Left
Behind Act. Accountability pressures tentatively begun with standards-based reforms
were heightened and standardized across the nation. Though NCLB was not in effect
during this study, the lcgislation is still salicnt to that time pcriod because many
elements of the policies that were governing decision-making at district, school and
classroom levels reflect the current federal policy. Consequently, though NCLB
provisions will not be referred to specifically, the reforms of that time period were
similar enough to remain significant to today’s context---the main difference being less
flexibility, local and state control and more accountability in the reform’s current state.
Many of the state high school assessments associated with standards-based
reform in the mid 1990s were considered high-stakes because they were slated to
become a requirement for graduation. As a result, mainstream teachers who had ELLs
in their classrooms were responsible for helping students meet the current standards and
for preparing them to take high-stakes assessments. How does the system support these
teachers as they endeavor to address the educational needs of the ELL students in their
classrooms, especially in light of new, higher standards and these high-stakes
assessments? Little research and attention in the public or policy arenas has been

focused on this issue.



Research

The existing research sheds surprisingly little light on what is happening to the
majority of high school ELLs in mainstream classes as teachers, schools, and districts
cope with both the increasing demands of higher expectations and a growing ELL
population®. The gaps in the literature fall into four main areas: (1) lack of attention to
English language learners (ELLSs) in high schools; (2) focus on exemplary programs and
models rather than the real-world situation found in most schools; (3) focus on ESL or
bilingual teachers with training in second language acquisition pedagogy rather than
mainstrcam tcachcrs who tend to tcach ELLs; and (4) lack of attcention to the influcnec
of standards-based reform on the education of ELLs.

First, few studies have looked at English language learners at the secondary
level. By far, the majority of research studies have focused on the education of ELLs in
elementary schools. Though some educational issues are similar at the elementary and
secondary level, additional pressures and needs arise in older students which create
different educational challenges. Many of the findings at the elementary level cannot be
generalized to the secondary level because of basic differences in the structure, staffing,
and size of the schools and the specific needs of secondary ELLs. At the high school
level, the greatest challenge for ELLs is seen as one of access to the core curriculum
which determines if they will graduate, and the limited amount of time that they have to

achieve English language skills that allow them this access. Access to content

2 The national ELL population more than doubled from 1979-1988 (Chapa, 1990) and grew almost 8
percent from 1995-96 to 1996-97 (NCBE, 1998). Hakuta and Beatty (2000) report that between 1990 and
1997 the number of US residents not bom in this country grew 30% (p.1).



knowledge for most ELLs comes through mainstream teachers and classes, especially at
the secondary level where students see different teachers for individual subject areas.

Second, most existing research describes and compares exemplary or ideal
programs (Lucas, 1994; Minnicucci & Olsen, 1992) rather than real world contexts.
Studies of exemplars are useful in defining effective practice and elements that exist in
successful models. However, the great majority of schools across the country cannot
replicate the models and elements defined in these studies for a number of reasons. For
example, bilingual programs where instruction occurs in the student’s primary language
require that students spcak the samc primary language. Howcver, most schools with
ELLs include at least three different languages, but may include as many as 30.
Resources in the community and existing personnel usually are not able to support these
bilingual models in more than one language. In addition, school districts are hard-
pressed to find the funds to add additional classrooms and teachers with their already
strapped budgets, especially considering accountability pressures impacting spending
on improving student test scores and the economic climate limiting and cutting
education budgets at federal, state, and local levels.

The great majority of high schools in the US utilize one program model to serve
their ELL populations with small variations depending on the capacity of individual
schools and teachers. This model may be termed sheltered instruction (Krashen, 1982;
1985; 1991), English immersion or structured immersion (Baker, 1998; Cazden, 1992).

It may even be referred to as inclusion (Harper & Platt, 1998), a term borrowed from



special education.’ The terms for this model may differ, but the rationale behind them
is the same; the most straightforward way to learn English is to be in an environment
where one is constantly exposed to English (McLaughlin, 1992). Implementation varies
from school to school; however in general, ELLs are placed in classes (both English as
a Second Language or ESL, and core curriculum) where instruction occurs in English.
ESL classes focus on the acquisition of English, while the focus of instruction in
mainstream classes is on core content. In mainstream classes, English language
learning and the learning of content are expected to occur simultaneously. Cornell
(1995) and othcrs (Anstrom, 1998; CTC, 1993; Ficishman & Hopstock, 1993; Macias ct
al, 1997) suggest that a majority of English language learners spend most of their time
in mainstream classrooms where the responsibility for their instruction lies with
mainstream teachers. Sheltered instruction is meant to signal some kind of
accommodation for ELL needs, often through the use of simplified instructional
language, vocabulary, or work assignments. We have few studies of what
accommodations teachers actually make for these students. However, data suggest that
most mainstream teachers need additional support to deliver appropriate instruction for
their ELL students (Constantino, 1994; Gandara, 1997; Lucas, 1994; Macias et al, 1997,
National Research Council, 1997).

Third, few studies have looked at mainstream teachers with respect to the ELLs
in their classrooms, the typical setting in which they are educated. These few studies

(Constantino, 1994; Harklau, 1999) have focused on what mainstream teachers lack

3 California has also begun to use the term SDAIE or specially designed academic instruction in English
(Gandara, 1997) to refer to sheltered immersion classes in content areas.



compared to teachers with ESL or bilingual education backgrounds, We have little
information about the kinds of resources and supports that exist and that teachers
perceive to exist, that help or hinder their efforts to address the needs of their ELLs.
Preliminary findings from a new study conducted by researchers at the UW for the

Center for Strengthening the Teaching Profession suggest that:

o Less than half of teachers (45%) have curriculum materials appropriate
for ELL students’ needs;

o Only a third of teachers surveyed had access to instructional assistants
who speak students’ native language;

¢ While more than 60% of teachers have one or more ELLSs in their
classrooms, few teachers had participated in professional development
directed specifically at working with these students. Of those who had:

o 36% had participated in professional development on
instructional strategies for ELLs

o 30% had participated in professional development on assessment
strategies for ELLs

o 15% had participated in professional development on working
with newcomers to the U.S.

o In addition, high school teachers surveyed who had participated in
professional development focused on instructional (36%)or assessment
(45%) strategies for ELLs found them “not very useful”(Elfers, Knapp &
Plecki, 2005).
Consequently, though few studies document this context, this very recent study sheds

some light on teacher perceptions within the state of Washington (the study site)

concerning supports provided for them and their relative helpfulness.

Finally, a fourth gap exists in the research area of standards-based reform and its
impact on the education of ELLs. Efforts to improve the educational system for all

students utilized curricular or content standards as the basis for reform both in the



1990’s as standards-based reform and more recently as the NCLB Act. The research
done on these reforms in mainstream high schools and classrooms rarely address the
needs of English Language Learners (McKeon, 1994). Researchers have just begun to
look at how standards-based reform affects diverse populations. At the time of the
study (1999-2000), a majority of states were attempting to reform their educational
systems through the implementation of standards, assessments, and accountability or
some combination of these elements followed by the federal NCLB which took these
standards-based reforms to another level. Much of the pressure and responsibility for
this kind of rcform falls upon tcachers, and when tcachers’ classcs arc composcd of 5%
to 15% ELLs, the reform pressures are even greater.

The typical mainstream high school teacher may not have the pedagogical tools
to address the needs of ELLs as they relate to those standards and assessments (NCES,
1998). The English language learner adds unique challenges to the already complex
endeavor of teaching to higher standards. Without some efforts to develop the
pedagogical knowledge base of mainstream teachers with respect to the academic and
language needs of their ELL students and to support these teachers in their endeavors,
reform based on higher standards and assessments is not particularly promising for this
student population (August, 1994; Chamot, 1992; Mckeon, 1994). As Cardenas (1991)
stated early in the standards movement, “New standards must be accompanied by new
strategies so that the extensive number of students who have failed under the old
standards can succeed (p.28).” As the recent Center for Strengthening the Teaching
Profession report (Elfers, 2005) suggests, teachers may or may not have supports such

as professional development, adapted or primary language materials and curricula,



advice or cooperation from experts, and resources (i.e., time, funds, and instructional

staff) to help them address the educational and language development needs of their

ELL students.

Clearly, we have few studies of the nature of supports available to mainstream
teachers, the real-world programs available to high school ELLs, and the effect of
standards and assessment reform on ELLs. This study addresses this gap by focusing
on two typical high schools within one district, and specifically on the perceptions and
practices of mainstream teachers of ELLs. However, teachers do not practice in a
vacuum. Conscqucntly the study will also focus on the support systcms for tcachers
that exist at individual, departmental, school, and district levels within the context of'a
state undergoing educational reform based on standards and assessments. I will
compare the conditions in the two schools and examine how they influence classroom
teachers' thinking and practice. In addition, I will examine the policy context at the
state, district and school level that creates these conditions. Consequently, I hope to
answer the following questions:

o What are the structural and demographic conditions at school, district, and program
levels that support or hinder these teachers in their efforts to meet the needs of
ELLs?

e What do mainstream high school teachers perceive as the needs of ELLs and the
challenges of teaching them?

o How do high school English teachers accommodate ELLs in their classes and what

is the effect of standards-based reform on their accommodations?



What affect do policies, reforms, and decisions made at the state, school, district,
and program levels have on mainstream teachers' abilities to address the needs of

ELLs?

10
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

There are three main areas of literature that build the research base for this
study. First, because ELL students and their teachers do not exist in isolation, it is
necessary to examine the body of literature which concerns the contextual factors that
influence, or potentially influence mainstream teachers and their students. The second
body of literature describes and examines the characteristics, needs, and challenges of
high school ELLs. At the root of an investigation of teachers and their needs is an
examination of the needs of the students they serve. Finally, I review the literature that
describes the challenges for mainstrcam tcachers in providing cffective instruction for
ELLs.

Policy Environment, and the Implications for ELLs

Teachers are situated in complex environments in which policies may influence
them directly or indirectly by shaping: the structure or organization of their time; their
curricular decisions; the nature of their responsibilities; and opportunities for their
growth. Knapp (1997) labels this contextual factor the “policy environment,” defined
as, “the system of overlapping and often conflicting formal and informal policy
components” that exist at several levels-- state, district, school, and classroom.
Currently, a dominant feature of this policy environment is educational reform based on
standards (McLaughlin & Shepard, 1993; Sykes & Plastrik, 1993). Standards-based
reform strategies are being used in almost every state in the country. (Council of Chief
State School Officers, 1998). As such, the policy environments of nearly every

classroom, school, and district are influenced in some way by these reform efforts. In

particular, I review the literature concerning the implementation of standards-based
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reform as it relates to student populations who fall outside the mainstream, in this case
ELLs. The policy environment, made up of the formal and informal policies (sometimes
construed as standard operating procedures) that influence decisions at state, district,
school, and classroom levels, plays a part in shaping and understanding teachers’ work.
For this study, it is necessary to review the policy literature that has the greatest chance
of being linked to the work of mainstream teachers of ELLs.

At the time of the study, the most salient policy influence at all levels of the
educational system and in most states in the country was standards-based reform and
the asscssments attached to it. Standards-bascd rcform is a concept that manifests in
many different policies throughout the levels of the educational system. Like many
reforms and policies, this particular reform was written for all students in the
educational system, but without specific deliberation of the implications for the
inclusion of ELLs. ELL students are included and addressed by the reform, but
consideration of the challenges of including them tended to be worked out only after
issues arise. The focus of the few studies that have been conducted around ELLs and
standards-based reform is around how schools, districts, and teachers construct their
practice to bring ELLs up to the mandated standards.

Many (McKeon, 1994; National Research Council, 1997) predict dire
consequences for ethnic minorities and students with disabilities, as well as ELLs, in the
form of increasing already significant achievement gaps between these groups and those
of the mainstream population. Some question the use of the term “mainstream” which
has been used to denote white, middle-upper class students in the educational system

who in the past were the majority or mainstream. Increasingly, the majority or
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mainstream population is beginning to resemble those who used to lie outside the
mainstream. McKeon (1994) construes the problem as “meeting common standards,
(when it) is uncommonly difficult.”(p.?)
National-Level Reform

First, it is necessary to briefly describe standards-based reform as a policy
strategy to improve the educational system, and its implementation and influence on
various levels of that system. Increasingly, states have initiated educational reform that
includes a more systemic approach using several aligned policies (Smith & O’Day,
1990). Thesc policics can focus on many arcas, though current cfforts arc aimed at
curriculum and assessment. Curriculum policies include those policies that intend to
influence the general design of instruction with broad conceptions of the purposes,
structure, and content. These include policies such as: instructional frameworks,
standards, instructional materials, and, in some cases, the methods of instruction which
may be built into a curriculum or framework or provide an orientation toward a
particular pedagogy or philosophy. According to Hirsch (Hirsch et al., 1998), the recent
use of frameworks, standards, and benchmarks has pervaded most state and national
level efforts, thereby influencing the content of instruction (e.g., Goals 2000, Essential
Academic Learning Requirements in Washington state). McLaughlin and Shepard
(1993) and others (Sykes & Plastrik, 1993) label this type of reform “standards-based.”
State-Level Reform

Many states have linked their versions of standards to assessments. Often these
are tied to high stakes for students, teachers, and schools in the form of retention and

promotion for students and monetary incentives and sanctions for teachers and schools.
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Assessment policies provide a means of checking on the results of education and may
act as visible targets for instruction (Cohen & Spillane, 1992). Assessment may serve a
number of functions depending on the types of assessment utilized and the uses to
which assessment scores are put. It may drive instruction and create a situation in
which teachers “teach to the test” if accountability measures include sanctions and
rewards (Cohen & Spillane, 1992; McLaughlin, 1991) or if assessments are used as a
basis for “high stakes™ decisions for student promotion, retention, and graduation. In
the late 1980’s, Popham (1987) touted assessment-driven instruction as “the most cost-
cffcctive way of improving the quality of public cducation” (p.679). Morc rceently, his
take has been more cautious and others warn that the content of traditional standardized
measurement tools is not the goal of instruction, ultimately ﬁ'agmenting and limiting
curriculum content (Bracey, 1987; McLaughlin, 1991). McLaughlin (1991), Darling-
Hammond and Falk (1997b), and others (Baker, 1992; Linn, 1994) have urged
policymakers to consider alternative forms of assessment when using them to shape and
measure instruction. Performance-based assessments in which students are asked to
demonstrate their knowledge rather than just recall decontextualized facts and figures
may guide instruction and work with curriculum frameworks to define the content,
purpose, scope, and structure of instructional programs.

Recent reform efforts that utilize state curriculum frameworks, standards, and
assessments are influencing instruction in a much more direct way than in the past
(Darling-Hammond, 1997a; Hirsch et al.,1998). However, local autonomy is still a
factor in the ways these policies are interpreted and implemented. State-level agencies

do not have the manpower or resources to oversee or implement these policies, so they
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delegate operations to the local level. The long-established trend of local control, in
both schools and classrooms, and the contextual factors in each environment interact
with policies to create curricular, instructional and assessment preparation that looks
different from school to school and classroom to classrcom. As Firestone (1989) notes,
there is still a big distance between state or federal policymaking and practice. Many
layers of decisions and interpretations lie between these levels and the classroom.
Though federal and state roles have increased dramatically since this study was
conducted and are felt more directly, there are still considerable differences to be found
across statcs, districts, schools, and classrooms.
District

Districts tend to be cast in the role of policy implementor; however, Spillane
(1992) argues that in interpreting and implementing state policy, districts are, in fact,
making policy. Districts shape the opportunities that practitioners have to learn about
instruction and state policy. They have much control over the kinds of influences that
reach teachers through professional development opportunities and information flows
from state and federal levels. Firestone (1989) places districts in a key role of
governance in the US education system as the lever upon which difference is built into
the system through their role as interpreters of local context and intersection of outside
policies. Though stronger and perhaps clearer messages are being sent from state and
federal agencies, local districts retain latitude in coping with these policies (Cohen &
Spillane, 1992). Districts control many key policy strategies including professional
development, curriculum guidelines, materials, recruitment and hiring of teachers,

teacher evaluation and supervision, and many aspects of student assessment. They may
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also make decisions about program design, structure and content for bilingual
education, migrant education, and other educational programs.
School

School level policy may be determined by district policy; however, schools
within a district may have very different work environments, and instruction may vary
widely by school (and within schools) in a district. Contextual factors within a school
ultimately affect whether policy shapes teachers’ practice. The teacher has been
termed the ultimate policymaker (McLaughlin, 1991). Individual contexts and
capacitics of tcachers shapc the ways in which they arc influcnced by dircctives from
state, district, and school levels. Teachers receive advice about instruction on a
continual basis, and from year to year they may receive contradictory messages both
from their profession and from policy sources. Flexibility, commitment, motivation,
experience, knowledge base, beliefs about teaching and learning, and instructional '
capacity are only some of the many factors that determine if a teacher is able or willing
to incorporate the instructional guidance from other levels into practice.

Many of the new instructional policies depend upon a level of capacity that
schools and teachers may not have, especially if one considers that mainstream teachers
may lack the knowledge of instructional practice geared toward diverse learners. Some
standards and alternative assessment systems require teachers to teach very differently
than they have in the pasts, and require deeper levels of knowledge in content areas.
Policies aimed at developing integrated content courses, collaborative teams of teachers,
and team teaching require teachers to have developed shared norms for instruction. For

example, the new state assessments in Washington require students to be able to
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demonstrate their mathematical knowledge through written explanations rather than just
computing or simply solving a problem. Math teachers, especially at the secondary
level, have not typically been prepared to use writing within their math classrooms nor
are English teachers prepared to help their students write in the realm of mathematics.
If school or district policy does not translate this instructional need into professional
development, then the capacity of teachers to implement the policy is limited.
Professional development is cited most often as tﬁe avenue of district or school
support for teachers as they seek to address instructional challenges (August & Hakuta,
1998; Lucas, 1994; Minnicucci & Olscn, 1993; National Rcécarch Council, 1997). As
such, the provision of professional development, the methods of implementation,
funding, topics targeted, etc. can be conceiyed of as a significant tool of policy in a
district or school. However, teacher development is not unidimensional; it can be
approached in a variety of ways other than the traditional “one-shot” in-service
workshop. In fact, most now agree that the in-service workshop is the least effective
method of development. Corcoran (1995), Darling-Hammond (1992; 1995), Griffin
(1994), McLaughlin and Oberman (1996), and others agree that effective professional
development occurs over time with many opportunities afforded for practice and
feedback. Collaboration and teacher networking is another method of teacher
development that shows promise. Many agree (Constantino, 1994; Lockwood & Lucas,
1999; Lucas, Henze, & Donato, 1990; Thomas & Collier, 1997) that with respect to
ELLs in the classroom, the greatest knowledge a teacher can have beyond pedagogical

content knowledge (Grossman, 1989) is knowledge of language development.
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Increasing Teacher Capacity

A few research projects have been conducted with the purpose of developing
mainstream teacher capacity with respect to the needs of high school ELLs (Cameron,
1997; Jaramillo, 1998, Sakash & Rodriguez-Brown, 1995; and Uranga, 1995).
Cameron (1997) documented the use of critical examination of classroom practice to
foster teacher growth in a British secondary school. First, teachers' knowledge of
second language development was enhanced through university-based seminars.
Second, teacher practice was documented, analyzed and discussed by teachers and
rescarchers who then developed new tcaching stratcgics to support specific aspects of
language learning.

Jaramillo (1998) documented one school's efforts to create immigrant-
responsive schools through the sustained use of peer classroom observations and
coaching. In this California high school, teachers iﬁitially looked to research and the
models that other schools were using to serve immigrant students, creating a structural,
curricular, and pedagogical model. ‘Then, teacher practice was assessed through peer
observations and the development of effective teaching strategies was addressed
through peer coaching.

Sakash and Rodriguez-Brown (1995) documented a three-year project in
Chicago that developed the capacity of mainstream teachers through greater
collaboration and teamwork with bilingual/ESL teachers. Increased collaboration was
achieved through weekly training sessions conducted by the researchers, and additional
activities focused on staff needs identified by an initial needs-assessment conducted by

the school staff.
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Uranga (1995) documented a staff development model in a New York high school,

that used methods similar to the Cameron and Jaramillo projects. Gonzalez and
Darling-Hammond (1997) described promising school structures and practices for
professional development of mainstream teachers and whole faculties such as the use of
school-wide colloquia and seminars (for faculty), interdisciplinary team teaching,
cognitive coaching, and small group collaborative work; however, as with much of the
literature, the focus was mainly at the elementary level and the studies were mainly
descriptive in nature and did not examine the effects on student learning.

Another projcct (CAL, 1999), focuscd on the sccondary lcvel and was meant to
improve the integration of lariguage and content instruction in science and mathematics
through collaboration between ESL teachers, content-area teachers, and administrators,
as well as extended learning opportunities through institutes, reflective journals,
mentoring, and visits with other project schools. Again, the study was mainly
descriptive and did not include an examination of the effects of the intervention on
student learning.

In order to understand the opportunities and systems that support mainstream
teachers in their instruction of mainstream students and ELLs, it is necessary to
understand the policies at these various layeré. The context of schools is complex;
policies created far from the classroom do influence the resources, curriculum,
preparation of the teacher, student requirements, and a host of other elements that make
up a school. These policies are mediated at the district level, at the school level, and
through individual teachers. The most salient feature of many states’ policy

environments at the moment is standards-based reform. The intention of this reform
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strategy, as previously discussed, is to shape curriculum and teacher practice. This is
particularly challenging for teachers with diverse learners in their classrooms. The next
section concerns literature focused on standards-based reform and its implications for
ELLs.

Standards-based Education Reform and ELL.

As much as policy implementation is not a simple, direct process, the policies
written for general education reform do not affect pophlations being served by special
programs in simple or direct ways. Several studies have explored the effects of reform
on ELL programs and studcnts (Anstrom, 1996; McLcod, 1996; Nclson, 1996; Olscn,
1995), though most of these have focused on district and school level reform and
restructuring and most have been conducted by ELL experts rather than policy
researchers.

The National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education published and sponsored
Anstrom’s (1996) exploration of the implications of federal and state efforts at reform
for ELLs. She emphasized thét policymakers and practitioners must incorporate
consideration of the heterogenous nature of the American student body in the three
major areas of education: curriculum, teacher knowledge, and assessment. As August,
et al. (1994) noted:

Systemic reform holds promise for improving instruction and learning for all

students, including LEP students. But such an outcome is not a foregone

conclusion. Thus far the reform movement has generally sidestepped the
particular conditions, needs, and strengths of LEP children. Difficult issues
remain to be addressed in many areas including, curriculum, instruction,
assessment, and leadership.

In a study of California high schools and their efforts in reform, Olsen (1995)

noted that ELL issues do not tend to be considered when mainstream reform and
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research-related practice is being implemented. In some cases, when policies for
mainstream reform were implemented, programs for ELLs were eroded or shut down.
The use of content standards and curricular frameworks emphasizes the need for
common goals at the school level. ELLs may have these same academic goals, but they
also have a goal of English acquisition not shared by the mainstream population.
Anstrom (1996) notes the need to incorporate what research and practice say about how
ELLs learn and how content is most effectively taught into the content standards. At
the least, supplemental standards in English as a second language should be included in
statc framcworks. If ELL goals arc not considcred and incorporatcd into mainstrcam
goals, including these students in the reform effort is made difficult. Much of the
research on effective ELL programs insists that comprehensive programs that are
incorporated within the mainstream education structure ensure greater equity in
educational opportunity (Berman et al., 1995; Chamot, 1994; Lucas, 1994; McLeod,
1996; Olsen, 1995). Inclusive goals are the first step toward creating inclusive
programs.

As McLeod (1996) found in a study of exemplary schools serving ELLs,
internal impetus in individual schools drove the creation of common goals that included
the development of English proficiency. Schools driven by compliance and external
factors do not tend to be inclusive or proactive in their development of a school vision
or services for ELLs. Ima (1995) noticed a pattern of “backing into” a policy of
submersion (a program model in which ELLs are placed in mainstream classes and
must “sink or swim” without either instructional or language supports for becoming

English proficient) in schools with very small populations of any one non-English
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speaking language group. In contrast, exemplary schools served ELLs in ways “neither

conceptually nor physically separate from the rest of the school”’(McLeod, 1996, p.6)
where supports were built into their placement to scaffold their instruction in both
English and academic content.

While the first element of the standards-based reform strategy is content
standards, the second element is assessment. It is important to note that there are two
types of assessment that are addressed in the literature concerning ELLs: assessment of
their educational achievement, and assessment of their language proficiency in English.
This study and this recvicw rcmain focuscd on achicvement asscssments rather than
language proficiency measures. Proficiency measures are mainly used to determine
eligibility and exit of ELLs for ESL or bilingual services. Achievement assessment of
ELLs is problematic for several reasons. First, it is difficult to accurately assess an ELL
student’s knowledge of content when the assessment is conducted in English. While
some might suggest simply translating assessments into a student’s primary language,
this is impractical for two reasons: the enormous cost of translating a multitude of tests
into the multiple languages present in the K-12 system, and the existence of cultural
bias or knowledge within test items that do not translate into other languages. An
example provided by one of the study teachers of the latter was an essay question
included in the statewide assessment that asked students to provide an argument either
for or against the state policy regarding the hunting of whales by the Makah Indian tribe
who had been given an exemption to the international ban on hunting whales. Within
the state, this was a fairly well-known controversy, however her ELL students from

Somalia and Eritrea had no knowledge of the issue and in fact had no prior knowledge
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of the existence of whales. In many of the assessments included in this reform, there is
the added problem of producing a response that requires a high degree of English
literacy, consequently, though a student might have enough English proficiency to
understand the test item, he may not have the degree of proficiency to respond
successfully.

Much has been written suggesting more equitable assessment of ELLs (Abedi;
2002; French, 1992; Hernandez, 1994; LaCelle-Peterson & Rivera, 1994; NCBE, 1997;
Rivera et al, 1997; Tannenbaum, 1996); however less research has been done in this
arca beyond surveys of accommeodations and modifications (Rivera ct al., 1997) and
postulations about the use of alternative assessments. Alternative assessments have
been suggested by many (Abedi, 2002; LaCelle-Peterson, 1994; Rivera et al., 1997,
Linn, 1994; Baker, 1992). However essay and extended response formats included in
some tests demand a high level of language proficiency which may detrimentally affect
ELL performance on content knowledge assessments (Linn & Baker, 1996). At the
time of the study, of the states that had systemic reform assessments, only ‘I'exas has
developed a native language version of their statewide assessment. Accommodations
and modifications utilized in the rest of the states do little more than allow directions to
be read to students in English (rather than have the student alone read them), or increase
the time allowed for completing assessments.

While inclusion of ELLs in statewide assessments and curricular reform is
problematic, so too is a policy of exemption which can further marginalize the
population. A particular phenomenon occurs in many ELL programs and schools that

now must include ELLs where there was an historical precedent of exemption. Many
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state and school level policymakers and implementors do not know how to include
ELLs so they delegate decisions to the local level, perpetuating inconsistency and
variability in programs. Schools are left to figure out how to include or serve ELLs
without clear direction from the state or federal level (Olsen, 1995; Sayers, 1996). This
occurs across both the curricular and assessment aspects of systemic reform. This
exemption phenomena is a complex issue when it comes to assessment, In the past,
many schools exempted ELLs in an effort to minimize the potential emotional damage
of being included in an assessment that demands a high level of English proficiency.
Howecvecr, by not including ELLSs, statcs, districts, and schools had littlc data by which
to measure progress or to develop appropriate future modifications, Historically, there
has been a severe lack of data concerning ELLs and programs and the relative rate of
academic progress and second language acquisition across program models (Gandara &
Merino, 1993). Olsen (1995) and Rumbaut (1995) suggested including ELLs in
assessments but tracking educational outcomes both by ethnicity and by language
status. 'I'raditionally, student performance may be disaggregated by ethnicity, but ELL
scores are masked by being included in categories that also include native-born
American students (e.g., East Asian includes Chinese immigrants and Americans of
Chinese decent). Once these data have been gathered, appropriate measures toward the
development of new modifications and native language assessments may begin.
Though the implementation and consequences of the more recent No Child Left Behind
Act have been problematic, the data being generated due to the disaggregation of results

by ELL status as well as by ethnic groups is a step in the right direction.
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Thus far, the literature has been more broadly focused on studies of education
reform and its implications for ELLs, how standards and assessments may affect ELLs.
The one study that actually documents the implementation of standards and
implications for secondary ELLs (Clair et al., 1998) was designed to both document the
implementation of standards and to assist schools and the district in designing
professional development to enhance their ability to support standards-based
instruction. Their initial findings are consistent with the literature previously discussed
concerning the educational challenges of ELLs, the needs of teachers of ELLS, and the
kinds of supports that providc for these needs including collaboration between
bilingual/ESL and mainstream teachers and university/school partnerships.

Though the Clair et al. (1998) study is the only one to directly address the
implications of standards-based reform for ELLs at the secondary level, this should not
be taken as an indication of the small size of this problem. As stated earlier, the
population of secondary ELLs is growing faster than the capacity of teachers in US
schools to serve their needs. In addition, standards-based reform is the norm across the
nation. The educational community is scrambling to address the needs of learners in all
of its classrooms; there is concern over whether most mainstream students will be able
to reach the standards and perform well on the assessments. However, researchers and
educators must also pay attention to the growing number of diverse learners and their
needs. The paucity of the research literature available is evident in this review. The
National Research Council (1997) created a document that laid out an ambitious
research agenda to address the gaps in knowledge concerning ELLs and their education.

This study is one attempt to address some of those gaps.
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In the next section of the literature review, I move closer to the classroom. First,
I review research related to the characteristics and needs of secondary ELLs. This
points to what mainstream teachers need to consider in their work with ELL students.
Then, I review the literature concerning the challenges and effective instructional
strategies of mainstream teachers as they address the needs of their ELL students.

Characteristics and Needs of High School English Language Learners

Much of the research, practice, and policy related to immigrant and ELL
student education has been directed at the elementary level. The assumption is that
immigrant childrcn arrive when they arc young, As Garcia noted (1992), “the lower the
grade level of a group of students, the more concern teachers and administrators express
about being fair and unbiased.” This does not bode well for the older student.
According to the Census Bureau (1994), half of the foreign-bormn children in the United
States are between the ages of 14 and 18. Additionally, they admit that this is probably
an undercounted number because many immigrants are not included due to a lack of a
permanent address, illegal status, etc. 'Though the Bilingual Education Act was passed
in 1968, the US Department of Education found it necessary to define the characteristics
of secondary language minority and limited English proficient youth in a report written
in 1993 (Special Issues Analysis Center, 1993). The report was a first step in
identifying the population and their needs. The following section will describe
characteristics of high school ELLs that create specific needs and challenges for

secondary schools and teachers.



Characteristics

The education of older ELL students is complicated by a number of factors
beyond the obvious language challenges. These can be divided into three broad
categories: (1) diversity, (2) time, and (3) economics. These factors are not clearly
delineated; each is compounded and complicated by the other. For example, the
economic factor, usually characterized by family poverty and the need for high school
ELLs to work, also adds to time pressures on students whose time for learning (e.g.,
homework, studying) is decreased. However, to clearly present the nature of these
studcnts' necds, I will discuss cach onc scparatcly.
Diversity
Diversity may provide the greatest challenge to classroom teachers, as well as to every
level of the educational system. ELL students are not a homogenous group. They are
extremely diverse in terms of their needs, experiences, and abilities. A few factors
predominate: education level, literacy level, primary language, and age. Rumbaut
(1994) argues that immigrants entering the United States today include the most
educated groups and the least educated groups, the groups with the lowest poverty rates
and the groups with the highest poverty rates. Some may come from countries with
comparable school systems and have content knowledge at grade level, thus they
primarily need to develop English proficiency. On the other hand, others may have
come from rural areas in Asia, Africa, or Central America and have had little or no
formal schooling. They may be virtually illiterate and unfamiliar with the social and

cultural norms of schooling. Haverson and Haynes (1982) identify four categories of
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native language proficiency and literacy that are generally used to characterize students;
the fifth category has been added more recently by others:

Nonliterate: Learners who do not have literacy skills in their native language but

who speak a language for which there is a written form.

Preliterate: Learners who come from sociocultural groups without traditionally

written languages.

Semiliterate: Learners who have 3 to 4 years of formal schooling but have

minimal literacy skills in a language. They have initial knowledge of a writing

system including the names of the letters and can recognize some common

(written) words.

Literate in a non-Roman alphabet or other writing system: Learners who are

literate in their native language but have to learn a new writing system (p.3).

Literate in a Roman alphabet. Learners who are literate in their native language

but have to learn English (Simich-Dudgeon, 1989, p.4).

Creating an academic program that provides instruction and curriculum for emergent
literacy at the one end and high school level academics at the other, within the same
high school building, is extremely challenging.

Immigrants come from a wide variety of countries with very diverse languages
and cultural norms; for example, the top ten countries of origin according to the Census
Bureau (1994) were Mexico, China, Vietnam, Italy, the Philippines, Korea, El Salvador,
India, the Dominican Republic, and Jamaica. Regional variations across the United
States contribute to complicated demographic differences in providing services. In
Washington state, for example, the six primary language groups served in its
transitional bilingual program at the time of the study (OSPI, 1997) were Spanish,
Vietnamese, Russian, Cambodian, Korean, and Ukrainian, but up to 100 other
languages were represented in its programs. California has seen a large shift in its

migrant population, from one dominated by Spanish speaking immigrants to

concentrations of immigrants from Asian countries. When students within one program
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or school speak a wide variety of languages, finding materials and personnel (e.g.
interpreters, bilingual teachers) is challenging (and expensive). The diversity of
academic and linguistic backgrounds and corresponding needs makes the development
and implementation of programs very difficult. Demographic shifts create a dynamic
environment that cannot be served by static programs.

Students entering secondary schools may also vary widely in age; due to
inconsistencies in documentation across countries and the sometimes immediate flight
from a country, students may enroll in high schools as young as 11 or 12 and as old as
25 depending on their appearance. Disparitics in age and cultural cxpectations result in
a large diversity of maturation levels and behaviors in classrooms.

Finally, another element of diversity that affects ELLs and provides indirect
challenges to the educational system is the diverse sociocultural experiences of students.
Some have had little exposure to a literate society; most have come from primarily
homogenous societies very different from the heterogeneous populations of schools and
communities in America. Olsen (1995), Valdez (1998), and others have written about
the clash of cultures that can occur both within the ELL population and between the
mainstream school culture and ELL students' cultures. In addition to experiencing
culture shock, some students come to the United States seeking refuge or asylum from
war, political oppression, and other traumatic experiences with associated emotional,
physical, and social service needs

Time

Time could be categorized as a factor that puts pressure on the system and

students, rather than being a factor in itself. However, there are several ways in which
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time, or rather a lack of it, becomes a problem for English language learners. This can
be broken down into two compounding issues: the amount of time it takes to learn
English at the level of proficiency necessary for academic success, and the limited
amount of time that ELLs who enter the educational system as high school students
have to learn. As Collier (1992) and others (Cummins & McNeely, 1987) agree, even
for the most advantaged student, it typically takes four to twelve years of second
language development to reach deep academic proficiency in English. At the high
school level, the language demands in both oral communication, termed by researchers
as basic intcrpersonal communication skills, or BICS, and in cognitive-acadcmic
language proficiency, or CALP (Collier, 1992; Krashen & Biber, 1988), are much more
intensive than at the elementary level®. However, the secondary student must reach this
proficiency within a short time frame. As Collier (1992) found, the academic and
cognitive demands on curriculum increase rapidly with each succeeding year. High
school teachers depend on a level of prior knowledge developed in preceding grade

levels upon which to build new content knowledge and skills. Immigrants entering high

4 Cummins (1984) and others (Edelsky, 1981; Edelsky et al., 1983; Faltis, 1994) have
pointed to some problems with the original conception of BICS and CALP developed
around 1980. The CALP construct was first defined as *“those aspects of language
proficiency which are closely related to the development of literacy skills in L1 (the
student’s first or primary language) and L2 (in this context, English),”(Cummins, 1980,
p.177) and “knowing how to process decontextualized language” (Cummins, 1979,
p.242). At that time Cummins (1979) definition of CALP was operationalized as the
ability to perform well on standardized reading and other language-based achievement
tests prompting critics to characterize CALP as a fancy term for “out of context,
irrelevant instructional nonsense” (Edelsky, 1983, p.9) or SIN (skill in instructional
nonsense) (Cdelsky, 1991). The original construct was also problematic because BICS,
being distinct from CALP, was seen as unrelated to language and literacy development.
These constructs, however, continue to be used by educators and researchers to
distinguish the two categories of language.
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school without this knowledge must quickly build this knowledge base and the English

skills to translate. Students need to fulfill graduation requirements within a short time
frame, fill academic gaps, and learn English. In addition, some of these students need
to learn basic literacy skills. Secada (1991) and Thomas (1992) argue that no matter
how rapidly these students with limited prior education progress, the target toward
which they are aiming is always moving. Their English-speaking peers are also moving
ahead in subject matter knowledge and skills, increasing the distance between them.
This makes inclusion of ELLs in core curriculum classes more difficult.

Timc in school for some ELL studcnts is also limitcd by the transicnt naturc of
some immigrant families. The low status jobs available to recently arrived immigrants
with little education or English proficiency may require many moves with
corresponding school absences. The limited amount of time for high school ELLs is
compounded by the need for increased instructional time. This challenge has been a
focus of much of the research in second language acquisition (Collier, 1992; Cummins,
1992; Krashen & Biber, 1988; Lucas, Henze, & Donato, 1990; Thomas, 1992). Most
students need five to seven. or more years of instruction in a second language to reach
even a moderate level of success in an academic curriculum taught in a second language
(Chamot, 1994; Collier, 1992; Cummins, 1984, 1992). Instructional time, and the
restructuring and reallocation of it in traditional programs and schedules is a major
factor in the success of ELLs and an element of effective and exemplary programs and
practices (Lucas, Henze, & Donato, 1990).

Though the amount of time that ELLs are in the US is not a factor under the

control of educators or policymakers, the likelihood of high school graduation and
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success is increased greatly by the number of years an immigrant has been in the United
States, even at the highly capable or gified level of ability (Duran & Weffer, 1992). Ina
study of highly capable immigrant students, Duran and Weffer (1992) found that the
years of residence in the United States strongly affected levels of reading, math,
science, and social studies achievement.

Economics

Compounding the problem of time is economics. Economics, like time, may
also put pressure on the system rather than acting as a factor in itself. Economic
prcssurcs on immigrant familics and their high school students decrcasc the amount of
time that high school ELLs can spend developing academic knowledge, skills and
language proficiency. Most immigrant families move to the United States for economic
reasons, wanting to better their quality of life. High school age ELLs may have to work
to support themselves (many are separated from their families or live with extended
family), to contribute to their families, or to send money to family members in the home
country (Dentler & Hafner, 1997; Minicucci & Olsen, 1993; Rong & Pressle, 1998).
Some may not have jobs but must take responsibility for younger siblings while parents
work several jobs. This takes time away from homework and may contribute to school
absences. In rural, agrarian areas, students may work seasonal jobs and incur absences
of several weeks at a time. Depending on school attendance policies, this may result in
a loss of credit, severely hampering the possibility of completing required course work
for graduation in the time allotted. If one considers the pressures and challenges outside
and inside of school, it is no surprise that many drop out of school or never enroll

(NCES, 1996). Rong and Pressle (1998) list the drop-out rate as 26% for foreign-born
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students at age 18, and at about 18% for students at age 17. The calculation of this rate
is complicated, however, by the number of students who never enroll and by the
students who leave high school for other or unknown reasons. For example, in the state
of Washington (OSPI1, 1997), 1,043 students served by transitional bilingual programs
[out of approximately 56,000 K-12 ELLs (NCBE, 1998)] are listed as drop-outs, but
5,910 left for unknown reasons and are not part of the drop-out category. For this
reason, it is speculated that this drop-out figure is underestimated. Many more may
never “drop-in” (Vernez & Abrahamse, 1996).

Thus far, this scction has described the characteristics of the high school ELL
population. The following section is concerned with the needs of ELLs based on these
characteristics, especially those needs that are served by the educational system.
Educational Needs

The characteristics of high school ELLSs are diverse and consequently lead to a
wide range of needs. As Chamot (1994) argues, while these needs are not limited to
academics, the role of academic success in determining options and future careers is
significant; consequently, these are the prioritized needs. Consequently, the educational
needs of high school ELLs can be divided into three categories,: (1) English language
development, (2) subject matter knowledge and skills, and (3) learning strategies.

English language development

The primary need for ELLs is obviously English language development, if only
for survival in this country. However, as posited by Vygotsky (1962), language
development is also important because of the critical role of language in learning and

thinking. It is crucial to both social interaction and intellectual growth. Younger



English language learners and native English speakers gradually build their academic
language skills used for learning in school. They have developed an array of academic
language skills and functions, including reading both narrative and expository text,
writing in different content areas, and using language to inform, explain, analyze,
classify, and evaluate what is being studied in school. Secondary teachers expect that
most of their students will be able to use language functionally for learning in different
subject areas (Chamot, 1994). Many ELLs who enter school at the secondary level
have only begun to acquire the first levels of social communication in English and may
not havc dcvcloped academic language, conccpts, or litcracy skills in their native
language.

Subject matter knowledge and skills

Another major need for secondary ELLs is subject matter knowledge and skills
(Gandara, 1997). The diverse array of prior academic knowledge that ELLs possess
and the resulting gaps in this knowledge require high schools to build both grade level
content knowledge and skills and the prior knowledge that is the basis for that new
knowledge. ELLs who have good educational backgrounds typically do well in
subjects such as math and science which share curricular features across international
lines (Chamot, 1994). However, the linguistic demands of subjects such as social
studies and literature make these subjects particularly difficult. Prior knowledge of the
American culture also plays a part in the structure of curriculum and learning in these
content areas. For example, high school teachers build instruction and utilize materials
based upon prior cultural knowledge obtained implicitly through living in the culture

and explicitly in the educational system (Olsen, 1996).
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Learning strategies

Finally, ELLs need to develop effective learning strategies for both content and
language (Chamot, 1994; Lucas, 1994; Minicucci & Olsen, 1992). Depending on their
academic backgrounds, students may not have had any experience with the process of
learning in schools, or they may have experienced very different instructional
techniques (often focusing on rote memorization and recitation). Of course, many
native English-speaking students also lack these skills, but the sheer magnitude of
content and language knowledge and skills that must be acquired by ELLs requires
maximum cfficacy. The standards-bascd rcform movement with its focus on higher
order thinking skills and performance assessments (e.g., performance-based assessment,
portfolios), increases the demands on both expressive and receptive language.

This is obviously a partial list of needs. ELLs may have many socio-emotional
needs due to the traumas of war, family separation, torture, and a host of other
experiences, in addition to the typical social service and emotional needs of adolescents.
‘They may have legal worries due to their status as citizens. They may be afraid to
remain in one place for long periods of time or to offer information that may alert the
authorities as to their status. The rights of illegal aliens are few; anecdotal evidence of
students being detained by Immigration officers while on school field trips increases
student stress over the possibility of displacement and arrest.

In sum, high school ELLs are a diverse group with a variety of needs, the
foremost of which are to learn English and have access to the core curriculum so they
may successfully complete their education. All of this must be accomplished in a very

short time, which may be complicated with legal and economic pressures, a lack of
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basic academic and literacy skills, and the process of acculturation, As a result,
teachers face a tremendously challenging task of providing appropriate instruction.

Challenges and instructional strategies of mainstream teachers of ELLs

The next logical step after identifying the characteristics and educational needs
of English language learners is to identify the challenges faced by their mainstream
teachers. What classroom strategies, pedagogical skills, and knowledge do they require
to successfully address the needs of English language learners? What does the literature
say about the preparation and ongoing development of these mainstream teachers?
What kind of supports do thcy nced? What conditions cxist? Becausc this study
focuses on teachers who are already in the field, rather than pre-service teachers or new
teachers, this section includes a review of literature concerning the challenges of
practicing mainstream teachers of English language learners at the secondary level.
Challenges
English immersion is most often chosen as the method for instruction of ELLs for

practical reasons—the resources required for native language instruction can be beyond
many district budgets and capacity. Some also point to the advantage of immersion
because of the greater opportunities for interaction in English afforded to ELLs in
mainstream classrooms (Baker, 1998). The argument for immersion is based on
theories and studies that seem to be sound, namely that complex learning develops from
social interactions (Vygotsky, 1978) and that interaction with a high level of English
gives language learners increased opportunities to create language output (Swain,
1985). It allows ELLs to practice components of the language, increasing the likelihood

of automaticity (McLaughlin, 1987); to negotiate meaning (Pica, 1994); and to acquire
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the conventions of English and practice academic communicative skills (Hall, 1993).
Green and Harker (1982) argue that students learn the social and communicative skills
they need to gain access to academic content as they learn that content. However, it
should be noted that though there are some advantages to educating ELLs in immersion
classrooms, most in the field agree that in the best of circumstances, ELL students
develop their English language and content knowledge best with instruction in their
primary language. The reality of most districts, where students come from multiple
language backgrom&s and bilingual teachers are few and far between, is that English
immcrsion is the most often uscd mcthod of cducating ELL students.

Few studies (Green; 1992; Harklau, 1994; Schinke-Llano, 1983) have focused on
ELLs in mainstream classrooms at the secondary level; however, those few studies have
identified several areas of concern regarding the English language learner. These
concerns are echoed by researchers who have been focused on ELLs in ESL programs
(Lucas, 1990; 1993) and newcomer magnet programs (Olsen, 1996; 1992) but also have

been observed in ELL students within mainstream classes.

The reality of mainstream high school classroom interactions has not been found
to foster the high level of English acquisition promised by English immersion
proponents who claim that being immersed in an English only classroom will force ELL
students to speak and understand English. Green (1992), Schinke-Llano (1983), and
Olsen (1996; 1992) claim that ELLs interact significantly less than their English
Proficient classmates. These studies found teachers used fewer questions with ELLs

and talked to them more about classroom management than content. Teachers in these
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studies (Green, 1992; Schinke-Llano, 1983; and Verplaetse, 1998) tended to use more

directives, less open-ended questions, and fewer higher level questions with their ELLs.
Verplaetse (1998) conducted a discourse analysis of three secondary content teachers
and their classroom interactions with English Proficient (EP) and LEP students. The
teachers were chosen because of their highly interactive teaching styles and their
sensitivity to the needs of LEP students. Verplaetse found that these teachers
unwittingly limited ELLs’ opportunities to interact verbally in the classroom. For
example, she found that mainstream teachers tended to underestimate the language
compcteney of students, did not Icave cnough wait time between questions (allowing
them to construct an answer) (Cazden, 1988), and wanted to protect ELLs from
embarrassment (which was postulated as giving an incorrect response and being
corrected in front of their peers). In the latter case, this led teachers to finish sentences
for ELLs and to hold off on higher level or harder questions. Hatch (1992) refers to this
phenomena as a "benevolent conspiracy” which reduces ELL opportunities to interact in
mainstream classes. Constantino (1994), in her study comparing mainstream teachers
and ESL teachers, agreed with Verplaetse (1998) and documented this lack of
knowledge of language acquisition and the consequences that it can have in a
mainstream classroom with ELLs.

Harklau (1999) examined both mainstream and ESL classrooms in American
high schools in light of the research examining the nature of participation structures and
classroom activities in typical mainstream classes. She and others (Applebee, 1981;
Boyer, 1983; Goodlad, 1984; Sirotnik, 1983; Sizer, 1984) concluded that there is an

"abundance" of teacher talk in high school classrooms. Much of the discussion
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observed by Harklau (1999) did not allow for the high level of student interaction

needed for successful structured English immersion. She noted that discussion tended
to be equal parts lecture and initiation-reply-evaluation or IRE (Mehan, 1979). Harklau
did contend that there was a high level of language input from the teacher which served
as authentic communication (Krashen, 1981), however she determined (through queries
of students) that much of it was incomprehensible to ELLs because it was aimed at the
English-speaking students in the class. Some teachers' talk also included puns or asides
that made comprehension even more difficult for ELLs.

Harklau citcd other rescarch that pointed to the first-language socialization
patterns of ELLs that may render teacher-directed participation structures relatively
ineffective as a means of engaging students in learning (Heath, 1986; Trueba, Guthrie,
& Au, 1981; Wong Fillmore, 1985). In one study, Park (1999) demonstrated this
mismatch in socialization through an examination of learning preferences of students
from five countries (Armenia, Laos, Vietnam, Korea, and Mexico). She found that not
only did the learning preferences of the students not match the teaching style used in the
classroom, but student preferences differed by cultural background.

Harklau (1999) and others (Anstrom, 1998; Cameron, 1998; Verplaetse, 1998)
also noted that opportunities for ELL "output" (Swain, 1985) are limited by a number of
factors in the mainstream classroom. Output is defined as the language that students
produce, a chance for negotiating meaning and practicing. The size of the mainstream
class hampers opportunities (Knott, 1987) giving learners only a 1 in 25 or 30 chance of
being designated by the teacher to respond. ESL classrooms, on the other hand, tend to

be limited to approximately 15 students. Harklau (1999) also noted the lower level of
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response expected by teachers, since they tended to ask questions with word or phrase
level responses rather than questions that required authentic negotiation of meaning.

Another aspect of mainstream classes that provides limited opportunities for
ELL learning is the heavy reliance on written language (Adamson, 1993; Cumins &
Swain, 1986; Saville-Troike, 1984). Virtually every activity in high school classrooms
involves literacy. This can be an advantage for ELLs, in that print is reviewable at their
own pace and proficiency level. Print can also be a rich source of academic vocabulary.
However, the types of literacy events and authenticity of interactions with print vary
considcrably with the content arca. Constantino (1994) and Harklau (1999) found that a
large part of instruction that was missing for ELLs in mainstream classes was explicit
instruction on linguistic form. Mainstream classes seldom provided appropriate
occasions for feedback on pronunciation or grammar in spoken interaction. Feedback
on written language (as well as explicit instruction) was also erratic. Some mainstream
tgachers focused on correcting grammatical errors while others focused on content.
Grammar instruction was mainly intended to formalize and label intuitions that English
proficient students were already expected to possess. Grammatical rules and principles
did not tend to be provided, though they are relied upon by ELLSs in lieu of those
intuitions. This reliance on written language also creates extreme problems for ELLs
who lack basic skills in reading and writing.

Cameron (1998) also identified the challenges and ways that mainstream
teachers are not meeting ELL language and academic needs in her report of a study
done in a British secondary school. The school was involved in a partnership with a

university-based School of Education to address this concern. The researcher



41

conducted interviews and classroom observations to determine several "sites of action”
for teacher development. She identified the following: ELLs were not provided with or
convinced of a clear purpose for listening; teacher talk did not always make it clear
when instructions were coming or help learners distinguish instruction from other input;
instructions were sometimes entirely verbal; learners developed coping strategies which
involved paying attention only in certain circumstances. For example, instructions that
were imbedded in ongoing talk made it difficult for an ELL student to determine
important talk from peripheral, and when pupils expressed confusion, the teacher
rcpeated instructions or broke them down into more helpful stages. This latter scenario
resulted in selective attention; in which students stopped listening because they knew
that later they could ask for clarification.

Anstrom (1999; 1998a; 1998b) provided a good synthesis of the literature on the
challenges faced by secondary mainstream teachers in language arts, social studies, and
science. She identified several of these challenges, including adapting mainstream
lessons and materials; assessing and grading ELLs; distinguishing between language
difficulties and learning problems; incorporating ESL methods in the mainstream
classroom; making academic English more comprehensible; managing multi-language
and level classrooms and interactions between ELLs and their English-speaking peers.
Harper and Platt (1998) boiled down concerns for mainstream teachers and their
instruction of ELLs to three important areas: comprehensible instruction, opportunities
for participation and interaction, and appropriate curriculum.

The studies completed thus far have done much to identify the challenges of

mainstream teachers of ELLs at the secondary level. These identified needs will prove
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particularly useful in developing the instruments for this study. The purpose of this
study, however, is to go beyond a description of these needs to a description of the
efforts of teachers and schools to address these challenges. In order to identify these
efforts, it scems necessary to review the literature concerning effective instructional
strategies for ELLs, especially by teachers in the mainstream classroom.

Many of the descriptive studies of exemplary programs have noted the use of
instructional strategies that may already be used in mainstream classrooms: cooperative
learning (Crandall, 1992; Lucas, 1994), task-based or experiential learning (Rosebery,
Warrcn & Conant, 1992), and holistic languagc arts stratcgics (i.c., dialoguc journals,
reading response journals, process-based writing, and language experience stories)
(Blanton, 1992; Crandall, 1992). Though the use of these strategies is much more
widespread in elementary mainstream classrooms, some secondary teachers have begun
to incorporate these methods into their classes rather than rely on traditional lecture and
IRE (Inquiry-Response-Evaluate) formats.

Instructional strategies

Instructional strategies that have been identified for mainstream teachers of
ELLs appear to differ in some ways based on content area (Anstrom, 1998a, 1998b,
1998c; Garcia, 1992; Lucas, 1994). It appears to be important to examine the strategies
used by mainstream teachers of ELLs across and between subject areas. Some studies
have begun to focus on teachers in specific content areas as they work with ELLs.
Fradd and Lee (1999) for example, examined teachers’ roles in promoting scientific
inquiry with ELLs. The researchers found that scientific inquiry in classrooms

containing ELLs is much more challenging, due to the limited capacity of students to
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engage in discussions with their peers and teacher, and the lack of depth of subject
matter knowledge of the teachers assigned to ELLs. They found two competing models
of instructional interaction, teacher-as-facilitator, and teacher-as-knowledge-transmitter.
Finally, Fradd and Lee (1999) stated that much of the literature in science education
indicates alternative and sometimes opposing instructional approaches, thus more
inquiry is needed to determine the effectiveness of these approaches.

Sanders and Goldenberg (1999) investigated the effects of instructional
conversations and literature logs on story comprehension and thematic understanding,
where the tcacher helps students study litcraturc in relationship to their own cxpericnccs
and a central theme, through ongoing discussion (instructional conversation), writing
activities, and reading. The researchers found that these methods resulted in
significantly higher levels of both interpretive and factual story comprehension for
students of all language levels, but especially for students with more limited proficiency
in English.

Corasaniti, Dale, and Cuevas (1992) studied ELLs and their difficulties with
mathematics instruction in the US, suggesting explicit instruction in the translation of
mathematical syntax to linguistic statements, among other things. It should be noted
that much of the remaining literature concerning instructional strategies is not based on
research per se. Many of the references to particular strategies are based on anecdotal
data, instructional guides, and classroom experiences (Chamot, 1998; Echevarria, 1998;
Fathman et al, 1992).

Harklau (1999) lists some additional classroom strategies that mainstream

teachers can use to adjust their speech to make it more comprehensible to their ELLs
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based on her study of mainstream high school and ESL classes. Reducing the speed or
complexity of teacher talk may help. Harklau also cited other researchers in the field
(Chaudron, 1988, Hatch, 1983, Wong Fillmore, 1985) who suggested increasing
repetition and pausing or contextualizing abstract concepts through the use of nonverbal
cues such as pictures, demonstrations, or gestures to increase ELL comprehension.
Finally, Harklau (1999) emphasized the need for flexibility in course curriculum and
instruction on the part of the teacher. The ESL teachers she studied responded to this
need for flexibility by developing a spiral syllabus and unit-based approach to
curriculum that could be adjusted up or down or supplemented, depending on the needs
of the class. The challenge of planning a flexible curriculum to meet contextual needs
is certainly significant. However, a number of teacher development programs and
projects addressing these concemns have been documented. Some involve collaboration
with the resources and expertise that exist within schools, while others draw upon
outsidc sourccs for tcachcr devclopment.
Summary

To summarize, this review of the literature reveals gaps in the research that lead
to the major reasons for pursuing this study. First, the majority of research concerning
ELLs and their education has been conducted at the elementary level. Though there
have been a few studies in high schools, they have only begun to describe the
educational practices of mainstream teachers teaching ELLs in their classrooms and
have tended to look mainly at professional learning opportunities as a support for their
teaching. Second, the majority of studies that have been done have focused on

exemplary programs and models (e.g., bilingual programs and two-way immersion
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programs’), used in isolated cases and regional pockets of the US. The majority of
studies done thus far do not speak to the typical situation in US schools which include a
diverse population of English language leamers and a varying capacity of schools to
meet their needs. Most studies have occurred in states with high concentrations of
ELLs (CA, TX, and FL) from one language group (Spanish). There are growing
numbers of ELLs in states that have not typically housed these students and their
families. Third, of the research focusing on teachers, few studies have examined
mainstream teachers and ELLs; the majority have observed ESL and bilingual
education teachers who have the pedagogical background and training to address ELL
educational and language acquisition needs. The studies of exemplary programs do not
describe the typical educational situation for the high school English language learner,
nor do they describe the typical situation for the majority of teachers of ELLs.
According to a descriptive study done in 1993 (Fleischman & Hopstock), 66 percent of
tcachcrs scrving ELLs were mainstrcam tcachers, and 18 percent were mainstrcam |
classroom teachers serving these students primarily in the mainstream without ESL or
primary language support. Many researchers in the field (Faltis & Arias, 1993; NCBE,
1993; National Research Council, 1997) have called attention to the need for further
study of both secondary ELL programs, and mainstream teachers of ELLs. Finally, few
studies have documented the impacts of standards-based reform on the education of

El Ls.

5 Two way or dual immersion refers to programs that are considered “additive” in nature. They include
both ELLs and students from the mainstream culture. Instruction occurs in two languages, providing the
opportunity for mainstream students to become proficient in a second language, and ELLs to maintain
proficiency in their primary language and gain proficiency in English as well.
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This study focuses on the typical: the typical state, pursuing typical education

reform based on standards and assessments that promise high-stakes accountability and

made up of a fairly typical percentage of ELLs, with a fairly large population of ELLs

located typically in both rural and urban pockets; the typical urban district facing a

crumbling infrastructure, a decreasing tax base coupled with the challenges of

increasing diversity in its student population: the typical large, comprehensive high

school with its diverse mix of student needs; and the typical high school teacher with a

preparation in subject matter but not pedagogically prepared for the specialized learning

nceds of ELLs. Kceping this in mind, the qucstions that I will address arc:

e What are the structural and demographic conditions at school, district, and program
levels that support or hinder these teachers in their efforts to meet the needs of
ELLs?

e What do mainstream high school language arts teachers see as the needs of ELLs,
and the challenges of meeting those needs?

o How do high school teachers of the core curriculum accommodate English language
learners in their classes and what is the effect of standards-based reform on their
accommodations?

e What affect do policies, reforms, and decisions made at the state, school, district,

and program levels have on mainstream teachers' abilities to address the needs of

ELLs?
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY

Selection of Sémple--State and District

There are four areas which were considered in the choice of the sample state,
district and schools: the existence of state-level educational reform policy(s), student
demographics, size, and to a lesser extent, education expenditures. Though the findings
of this study were not meant to be generalized to any population, this was also not
meant to be a study of an extraordinary educational setting.

First, the state in which the sample district, schools, and teachers were located
was one dominated by standards-based reform characterized by associated statewide,
performance-based assessments and accountability measures. At the time of the study
these measures were still to be named, however since that time, sanctions for not
meeting school improvement goals in the form of higher test scores have been put in
place. The kind of educational reform underway at that time was similar to reforms in
the majority of the states in the US.

Second, geographically and demographically, the state’s educational system
served students in rural, suburban and urban areas with higher concentrations of ELLs
in both urban and rural pockets. During the time of the study, the majority of the state's
students were served in one region of the state which included two large urban areas
connected by suburban communities and the district chosen for this study. Though the
percentage of minority students and ELLs statewide was below the national average, the
percentage in this region was much closer to the national average as demonstrated by

the sample district data in Table 1. School level data are also included in Table 1 to
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illustrate that the levels of poverty (as measured by % of students eligible for free and
reduced-price lunch), minority students, and ELLs were within the range of national
averages.

Third, the size of both the district and schools was fairly typical. According to
the National Center for Education Statistics (Education Statistics Quarterly, Fall 1999)
at the time of the study, 18.6% of all the students in the US educational system were
served in districts of a similar size (10,000 to 24,999 students). The size of the two high
schools chosen for the study also fell within the range of the average high school in the
US.

Finally, there is the matter of expenditures. Table 1 illustrates the typical level
of expenditure per student in the state, which although below the national average, was
exactly the national median at the time of the study, according to the National Center
for Educational Statistics (Education Statistics Quarterly, Fall 1999). It is important to
notc here, that though the cxpenditure data reported by the state was closc to national
norms, the district reported (1998-99 Year in Review, 1999) expenditures of only $4,058
per student.

Table 1 Comparison of Sample Schools, Sample District and National Averages in
1999-00

Descriptor School 1 | School 2 | Sample | Sample | National
District State Average |

% Minority 35% 45% 37.9% 23.2% 36.7%

% ESL 7% 12% 10% 7% 8%

% Free/Reduced lunch | 20% 40% 39% 31% 29.6%*

# of students 1,452 1,143 18,403 974,504 | N/A

Expenditure/student N/A N/A $5,753 $5,734 $5,923
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* Average was computed w/o data from 9 states who did not report, including WA.°

Study Sample
Four high school teachers from language arts departments in two high schools

within one middle-sized urban district were chosen as case study teachers in this
qualitative study. The four teachers, two from each language arts department at each
school, were selected from faculty who taught at least one class containing a minimum
of five English Language Learners. Language Arts was chosen as a subject area
because of its priority status in the state systemic reform. By sampling two teachers
within a subject area in one school, the potential effects of culture and influence of the
high school department were able to be studied as a possible condition that supported

teachers in meeting instructional challenges.

The teacher sample was chosen, in part, based on principal and counselor
recommendations. Interestingly, the original criteria for teacher selection included a
requirement that the teachers be neither novices in their first two years of teaching nor
veterans within two years of retirement to limit the compounding effects of experience
and or motivation. The reasoning behind this being that novices would be struggling to
develop their practice and veterans close to retirement might be “coasting” or less likely
to be searching out new ways to improve or have their teaching supported. However,

upon examining assignment schedules and recommendations from administrators and

6 The data in columns 1,2,3 and 4 are from "1998-1999 Enrollment reports,” by Office of Superintendent
of Public Instruction, 1999.

The data in column 5 are from "Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey ," by U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data (CCD), 1997-
98.

The ELL data in column 5 are from "Summary Report of the Survey of the States' Limited English
Proficient Students and Available Educational Programs and Services, 1996-97." by R.F. Macias, et al.,
1998, Washington, DC: National Clearinghouse for Bilinguai Education.
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staff, it became apparent that only veterans close to retirement and novices with less
than two years of experience were assigned ELL students in their language arts classes.
This was not a study of exemplary practice or exemplary teachers, though exemplary
practice could have been documented or observed. This was also not a study of failing
teachers, consequently, peer and administrator nomination and researcher observation
were used in choosing the case study sample. Though the teachers selected did not
match the original criterion, they did appear to be similar to other teachers assigned to
teach ELLs in mainstream classes according to surveys of teachers done both nationally
and in the statc studicd (CSTP, 2005; US Dcpartment of Education Survcy of the Statcs,

2005).

At that time, the district chosen for the study was encountering many of the
challenges being faced by urban education systems. The student population was
increasing (going from a low of 15,606 in 1985 to the 1999 average enroliment of
18,403) and becoming much more diverse, creating instructional challenges in the
classroom. According to district sources at the time of the study, 37.9% of the students
were classified as minority, an average of 39 % students received free and reduced-price
lunch, and schools had between 6% and 80% ELLSs representing up to 44 different
languages. At the same time, the facilities and infrastructure of the district and
community were aging, leading to greater maintenance costs. The tax-base was
decreasing and the district’s attempts to pass a bond measure to construct or improve
facilities had failed consistently for several years. Some of the district’s general

education fund had to be allocated to maintaining crumbling facilities rather than to
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curricular or instructional costs. In this district context, school and district
administrators were forced to make difficult decisions about the allocation of resources
without the relative luxury of having enough resources to go around. The decisions
they made at district and school levels built the context in which teachers had to find
organizational supports (e.g., professional development programs, instructional
assistants 01; paraprofessionals, materials, translation assistance) that helped them meet
ELL needs. On the other hand, the financial situation in this district, much like other
urban districts, was apt to create a context where funding or providing these
organizational supports was a challcngc.
Data Collection

Three methods of data collection were used: semi-structured interviews,
observations, and document reviews. The bulk of data was collected through interviews
and observations, however document reviews performed the important function of
triangulation, providing evidence that supported those perceptions recorded in

interviews and observations.

The first method of data collection, semi-structured interviews, was conducted
using protocols created for specific participant roles (school counselor, case study
teacher, principal, district ESL coordinator, building ESL teacher, state ESL/bilingual
education administrator) (see Appendix A). Protocols were pilot-tested with other
teachers and administrators who were not a part of the sample but part of a larger study
conducted by the Center for the Study of Teaching and Policy located at the University

of Washington. Interviews were conducted with state, district and school administrators
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to determine the policies and contexts that directly or indirectly influenced mainstream
teachers, and to define the policy environment that existed at these levels, especially
with regard to standards-based reform. Interviews were also conducted at the school
level with several staff members including: (a) school counselors to collect data on
assignment practices for students and for teachers; (b) principals and departmental
chairs; and (c) ESL teachers and department chairs to determine school level
instructional supports for case study teachers. Initially, case study teachers were
interviewed to determine teacher preparation and experience, instructional
mcthodologics, and pereeptions of tcaching challenges and student cducational nceds.
When logistically possible, brief pre-observation interviews were conducted with each
teacher before each of the three observations to document lesson goals and objectives,
instructional methods to be used, and curricular content. Post-observation interviews
were also conducted when possible to further understand teacher rationale for content,
pedagogy, and classroom organization decisions (see Appendix B for protocols).
Finally, exit interviews were conducted to document teacher perceptions of policies,

pressures, and ELL student issues. All interviews were recorded and transcribed.

The second method for collecting data was through observations. Classroom
instruction was observed and documented through field notes and structured by guide-
sheets created with the relevant literature in mind (see Appendix C). I observed each
teacher at least three times over the course of the second semester of the 1999-2000
school year. Focused observations were conducted in only one class out of each

teacher’s course load, however other classes were also briefly observed to document
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whether the teachers’ behaviors were specific to a particular class or consistent with
their practice in other classes. The class contained at least five ELL students, however
due to student attendance issues some observed classes contained as few as two. The
first focused observations occurred within a month of the start of the semester, while the
second and third observations occurred on sequential days to document lesson-follow
up. Additional observations of professional development classes, staff meetings,
faculty study groups, and other school and district events were conducted to document
the nature of these events and their relation to the case study teachers’ ability to address
instructional nccds of ELLs. Ficld notcs werc taken in all obscrvations. Notes from
observations were referenced during post-observation interviews. Field memos were
written to summarize each observation and to aid in identifying emerging themes. A
constant comparative method of analysis was used to allow the researcher to prompt

further investigation of emerging themes in further observations and interviews.

Finally, document reviews were conducted of relevant documents at state,
district, school and classroom levels (see document list in Appendix D). When
applicable, these documents were used to triangulate data collected through interviews
and observations. In addition, classroom documents were used to prompt discussion in
post-observation interviews and to help determine when and how the case study
teachers differentiated assignments, grading, or instruction for ELL students compared
to their mainstream classmates. Document reviews also included budget and fiscal data

linked to the conditions and allocation of resources for mainstream teachers of ELLs.



54

Analysis
All interviews were transcribed and coded for themes and issues

connected to the foci of the study. Field notes of observations, events, and interviews
and memos were also coded. A coding structure or schema was created based on the
conceptual framework of the study, the literature reviewed, and from themes that
emerged from interviews and memos. The initial coding scheme was based on the
conceptual framework of the study which focused on the myriad of policies within the
broader environment at state, district and national levels based on the work of the larger
study underway in the same district and schools at the time through the Center for the
Study of Teaching and Policy (Knapp et al, 1998). The initial round of coding was an
attempt to identify as many of the variables as possible that were creating the policy
environment and structural and programmatic conditions that were most likely to
influence the practice of the case study teachers within their classrooms with ELL
students. Codces from the conceptual framework and from the relevant literature were
based on policies at the state, district, school, and department levels that theoretically
could be linked to pressures, constraints or supports for teachers’ practice. An
illustration of the conceptual framework is included in Appéndix E. The codes
generated from this framework were used in initial analyses of the interview and
observation data. The initial coding scheme is listed in Table 2. The codes were

organized by the level of focus.
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Focus Code Description Code
Teacher Preparation: education, experience, TP
certification, endorsements
Professional Learning Opportunities (individual) PD-1

Teacher Collaboration with other teachers CT-I
State Reform: WASL, EALRs, accountability SR-I
Students: demographics, # of ELLs, skill levels S8-1
Instruction or curriculum (teacher decisions) IC-1
Assignment of teachers, students, classrooms A

School Programs serving ELLs (includes ESL consultation for | PELL-S
teachers)

School improvement initiatives SI
Professional Learning Opportunities (school-led or PD-S
initiatcd)

Instruction or curriculum (school-based) IC-S
State Reform: WASL, EALRs, accountability, school SR-S
improvement plans-school level interpretations

Collaboration with other teachers (release time, CT-S
department, common planning)

Nature of students, faculty, facilities school-wide SS-S
Instruction or curriculum (school decisions) IC-S
Programs for ELLs: eligibility, funding for, personnel PELL-D
Professional Learning Opportunities (district-led) PD-D

District District improvement initiatives DI
State Reform: WASL, EALRs, accountability SR-D
Instruction or curriculum (textbook adoptions, IC-D

curricular alignment)

All transcripts, memos, and observation notes were entered into both a large

hard-copy notebook and computer files in Microsoft Word. Interviews with case study
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teachers were compiled into single documents with interviews listed sequentially and
numbered continuously. Consequently, citations and quotations from teachers cite the
teacher’s pseudonym and a page number. Coding using the initial codes listed in Table
2 occurred in both the hard-copy notebook and using text and string searches in Word.
These deductive codes served as a first round of analysis. Analytic files were created
for each code category. A second round of explanatory coding (Miles and Huberman,
p1994) occurred using themes that emerged both from the process of coding and from
field memos (Glaser, 1978) which served as a means of finding patterns across the
codcs, tcachers, and schools. Thesc codces in some cascs cxpandcd the initial coding
categories and in other cases resulted in further dividing the category. The coded data
files were then examined to determine if there were themes that ran across categories or
if there were other pattefns in the data that emerged. Analytic files were created for
each code and divided by teacher cases and schools. The conceptual framework and
research questions were then used to guide the organization of the data for writing case

studies.

Case studies were created for each teacher to then allow a cross case analysis to
determine if variation existed between and within schools, departments, and individuals.
Data collected through interviews, field notes, observations, and documents at state,
district, school, and classroom levels was used to write case environment pieces that
described the policies, interpretations at those levels, practices, and resources that
created or allowed the conditions for support of the teachers. Text and string searches

of the Word files were conducted once themes were identified to find particularly
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illustrative quotations across the case study teachers, building administrators, ESL

teachers in the buildings, and district personnel. Text searches within the analytic files

also provided a tool for analyzing this large quantity of qualitative data for themes

across and between the various levels of the educational system, providing a feasible

and effective way to link policy interpretations and implications from the level at which

they originate to the level of implementation.

Questions and Data Sources
e What are the structural and demographic conditions at school, district and

program levels that support these teachers?

Conditions of Support

Data Source

Expertise, Advice, Professional
Development

Interviews- case study teachers, SL teacher,
district staff

Document review- professional development,
assignment, salary schedule documentation for
steps, master schedule

Observation- department meetings, classroom, -
collaboration, teaming, in-service meetings

Materials (ESL, primary language)

Interviews- case study teachers, ESL teacher,
district staff

Document review- classroom materials, ESL
materials, district materials, lesson plans
Observation- classroom

Personnel (instructional assistants,
interpreters)

Interviews- case study teachers, ESL teacher,
district staff, principal

Document review- assignment (district and
school), grants and evaluations, master schedule
Observation- classroom, tutoring sessions,

preparation periods

Other resources (time, community,
volunteers, work environment,
administrative support)

Interviews- case study teachers, other building
teachers, administrative staff, district staff,
community members/volunteers, parents
Document review- parent/community
communications, budget, discretionary budget,
master schedule, assignments
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Observation- school, staff meetings, classroom,
faculty study groups

¢ What do mainstream high school teachers see as the needs of ELLs and what are the

challenges of teaching them?
Teacher Perceptions Data Source
Instructional Needs and Teaching
Challenges of ELLs Interviews- case study teachers

Document review- lesson plans, student
assignments, curriculum materials
Observations- classroom instruction,
lesson planning

e How do mainstream high school language arts teachers accommodate

English language learners in their classes and what is the effect of standards-

based reform on their accommodations?

Accommodations for ELLs

Data Source

Address English Language Acquisition?

Interviews- case study teachers

Document review- curriculum, student
assignments, lesson plans

Observations- classroom instruction

Address Skills Acquisition?

Interviews- case study teachers

Document review- student assessments,
curriculum, lesson plans, student
assignments

Observations- classroom instruction

Address Content Knowledge Acquisition?

Interviews- case study teachers

Document review- curriculum, state and
district curriculum standards, student
assignments, lesson plans, assessments

Observations- classroom instruction
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Broader Instructional Framework
(assessment, instructional methods, etc.)

Interviews- case study teachers

Document review- assignments, lesson
plans, assessments, curriculum

Observations- classroom instruction

o What effect do policies, reforms, and decisions made at the state, school, district,

and program levels have on mainstream teachers' abilities to address the needs of

ELLs?

Influences from Reform Policies

Data Sources

State Level Policies

Interviews- state superintendent’s office
(bilingual/migrant program administrator)

Document review- legislation, licensure
and certification requirements, written
policies, budget and expenditure reports,
program and professional development
cvaluations and rcports, curriculum and
assessment standards

District Level Policies

Interviews- district bilingual/ESL staff,
curriculum coordinators (Language Arts &
Science), budget/fiscal officer

Document review- curriculum standards,
budget and expenditure reports, professional
development plan and budget, program
evaluation and interim reports (grants,
reform-related, ESL)

School Level Policies

Interviews- principal, department heads,
case study teachers, ESL teacher

Document review- assignment policy,
curriculum frameworks and adoptions,
master schedule for teachers and students,
professional development allocation plan,
budget & allocation, school improvement
plan, state and district student assessment
reports




CHAPTER FOUR
FINDINGS: STATE AND DISTRICT

What does one have to understand at the state and district level in order to
understand the broader context in which these schools and teachers operated? More
specifically, what were the conditions at district and program levels that supported or
hindered mainstream teachers in their efforts to meet the needs of ELLs? What affect
did policies, reforms, and decisions made at the state, district and program levels have
on mainstream teachers’ abilities to address the needs of ELLs? The most salient
decisions or policies that influenced these teachers can be divided into four categories at
both the district and statc level.

The first category includes the kinds of services provided for ELLs and how
they were delivered; the criterion that established which students received services and
the duration of those services; and based on these criterion, the demographics of the
population served in the state of Washington and the district (Typfield, a pseudonym).
The second category includes those policies that determined the source, amount, and
types of resources that were allocated to both programs that specifically served ELLSs
and programs that may have provided support to ELLs and their teachers in the
mainstream, outside of the state’s (and district’s) ELL services. The third category
includes the policies of the education reform underway at that time and those elements
that placed pressures on ELLs, their teachers, districts and schools. In keeping with the
literature that insists that even though up to 66% of ELLs are served in mainstream
classes by teachers who are not prepared to serve their needs (Fleischman and
Hopstock, 1993), the last category contains those policies that determined how

mainstream teachers were prepared and certified to serve ELLs, both initially and



throughout their careers. This includes both teacher education requirements for
institutions and individual teachers, and ongoing professional development required
and/or provided by the state or district. Both Washington state and the Typfield school
district will be discussed in terms of these four categories.
Washington’s Services for ELL Education

The first category, services provided through the state’s Transitional Bilingual
Instruction Program’, at first appeared to have an indirect influence on mainstream
teachers, since the students who were mainstreamed had at least begun to be
transitioncd from this program and the scrviccs it provided. However, the scrvices
provided by the Transitional Bilingual Program begin to describe the educational
experiences of ELLs. In addition, those ESL personnel at the school, district, and state
level did serve as a resource for mainstream teachers. At the school level for example,
though students may have officially exited ESL classrooms, they still might have been
assigned to classes with an interpreter or been providéd with modified materials
technically provided by a school’s ESL program. The state of Washington was similar
to many states in terms of the way in which it served its ELL population. At the time
of the study, the majority of services provided through funding from the Transitional
Bilingual Instruction Program were termed “bilingual no primary” and “bilingual
limited” by the state’s Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI).

Instruction was described as follows:

7 Though the state terms its program as “transitional bilingual instruction”, it should be noted that
according to annual reports from the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI}), only 21%
of programs are described as being “bilingual” where the language of instruction matches that of the ELL
students.
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Bilingual No Primary: in which students are provided with intensive ESL

instruction and may receive other special instructional services which enable the

student to participate in the regular all-English classroom; and

Bilingual Limited: provides intensive ESL instruction with additional basic

skills and literacy offered in English, with limited assistance in the primary

language. This may include academic tutoring provided by non-certificated

staff, translators, interpreters, etc. (OSP1, 2000)

The description of instructional services matched the model used in most other state
educational systems, though the terms may have differed. The term “bilingual” may be
misleading, since the instruction was not provided in the ELL’s primary language, the
most commonly understood definition of bilingual education. Other systems called the
type of instruction English Immersion, inclusion, English as a second language or ESL
instruction, or sheltered instruction (Baker, 1998; Cazden, 1992; Harper and Platt,
1998; Krashen, 1991). The Office of the Superintendent of Instruction (OSPI), the state
department of education in Washington, did not require districts to provide services
using any particular model of instruction. Rather, OSPI dictated the criterion for
eligibility and the assessments to be used for student eligibility; allocated funding to
districts; and tracked how that funding was used, the number and background of
students served, and how they were served, all based on district annual reports.

Students became eligible for state transitional bilingual funds for services when
it was determined that they spoke a language other than English in the home, and they
scored at or below a specified level on a test of oral English. There were three
language assessments deemed acceptable by the slate of Washinglon at that time,
however, the majority of districts used the Language Assessment Scale-Oral (LAS-0),

which was relatively short and easy to administer. The state guidelines stipulated only

that the student must be assessed on a test of oral English, however federal regulations
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required districts to assess student proficiency in reading and writing. Most districts
assessed students using the versions of the LAS for reading (LAS-R) and writing (LAS-
W) to determine student eligibility. The state left it up to individual districts to specify
the level at which students would become eligible for services.

Exit criterion, however, were defined quite clearly. Students were to be exited
when they reached the 35" percentile on the Total Reading and Total Language Arts
sections of a standardized assessment, though which instrument was not specified.
Since Washington administered the Iowa Test of Basic Skills at the 3", 5™, and 8"
gradc and the Towa Test of Educational Development at the 9" grade, most districts
used this assessment as the measure of student proficiency for program exit. Here it
should be noted that this level of proficiency is quite low. At the time, educators argued
that students who scored at this level were not prepared to perform successfully in
mainstream classes. As a further complication for ELLS at the high school level, there
was an added time pressure to exit the ESL program. Content area requirements for
graduation were not offered (except in rare instances) in ESL or sheltered English
formats. Consequently, high school ELLs were under pressure to exit ESL classes and
begin taking mainstream courses in order to graduate in the allotted time, usually three
or four years. This will be discussed further in following chapters, as details are
dependent upon school level contextual factors.

Under these eligibility and exit guidelines, OSPI reported that the number of
students being served by transitional bilingual programs in the state rose from 13,939 in
1985 to 56,939 in 1998 (OSPI, 2000). In the last two decades, many districts have had

to develop new educational programs to serve ELLs. In 1985, only 106 districts in
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Washington provided services to ELL students. In 1998, there were 178 (there are 296

districts in the state). In addition to a growing ELL population, diversity within this
ELL population has also increased. In the past, most ELLs came from one or two
language groups whereas in 1998, there was a total of 175 primary languages
represented among ELLs in Washington. Eighty-two percent of the students were from
six primary language groups (Korean, Ukrainian, Cambodian, Vietnamese, Russian, and
Spanish), though the number of students speaking other languages was significant at
10,000. However, these numbers only reflect the students who were served by the
transitional bilingual program, not the studcnts who cxitcd or had been placed in the
mainstream. Tracking of these mainstream ELL students tended fo be less precise.
However, OSPI reported that between 1994 and 1998, almost 17,000 students were
officially transitioned out of the Transitional Bilingual Program. In addition, over 1000
students dropped out of the program each year in that period (for a total of 5,382 drop
outs). An additional 24,683 left the program for “unknown or other reasons”(OSP],
2000 p.10). One could argue that these numbers begin to define the size of the
population that ended up in mainstream classes, where mainstream teachers provided
for their educational needs.
Washington’s Funding for ELL Education

The second category of salient policies can be broadly defined as resources, or
more specifically as funding. There were two main sources of funding for educational
services for ELLs in the state of Washington: Transitional Bilingual Education funds
and Emergency Immigrant Education funds. Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE)

funds were allocated on a per student basis and tended to be used in a variety of ways
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depending on the provision and structure of services at each district. At the time of the
study, the state allocation per eligible ELL student was $558 totaling an approximate
expenditure statewide of $31,753,000 (OSPI, 2000). Eligibility was determined using
the criterion discussed previously. Additional federal monies were also allocated
through the Emergency Immigrant Education program at the state level. These were
meant to provide funds for districts that had seen a rapid influx of immigrant students
and needed to quickly allocate new or increased special services. Individual districts
could also apply for federal Title VII grant monies aimed at creating or developing new
programs for ELLs. Howcver these funds were usually limited to a threc year period
and were meant to cover start-up costs for new programs. By and large, it appeared that
districts in Washington were unable to fully fund their programs using only the state
Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) funds. Districts in the state found it necessary
combine TBE funds with Basic Education dollars in order to provide educational
services for their ELL students required by the state’s Transitional Bilingual Program,
with the occasional federal supplements in emergency situations. Consequently,
districts with large ELL populations necessitating the provision of specialized ESL
services tended to be heavily impacted in terms of the resources required to serve these
students, especially considering the limited funding available from state and federal

coffers.

Washington’s Education Reform
The third category, education reform, seemed to be placing direct pressures on

mainstream teachers, thus it could be seen as a salient influence. In addition, the high-



stakes nature of the reform affected ELLs as well as mainstream students. It is
important to understand the role that this reform played in shaping teacher practice,
especially the reform’s inclusion efforts toward ELLs. This third category extends the
discussion of resources begun in the second category, since funding for ELLs might
have been a story of what services and which students didn’t get funded rather than a
description of what and who did (considering the relatively short time that ELLs were

served under those exit criteria).

One of the most salient policy actions that was underway in Washington at the
time of the study was a standards-based reform package. This package included
standards (entitled Essential Academic Learning Requirements--EALRs), performance-
based assessments based on the standards (Washington Assessment of Student
.earning--WASL.), and accountability measures tied to WASI. performance and
improvements in that performance over time. This packaée was similar to reforms
underway in the majority of states in the country. However, Washington’s reform was
different in several important ways. First, it was developed and implemented over a
longer period of time. Schools and districts had several years of voluntary participation
for assessment administration as a transition, and other subjects continued to be added
and developed in increments. Second, the assessments were performance-based and
developed directly from the EALRs. Many states chose to adopt standardized tests
already developed by testing companies, a considerably easier and less expensive way
to implement assessments. Customized, performance-based assessments involved

greater costs and challenges both in development, administration, and scoring stages.
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Finally, accountability measures had yet to be decided upon even after several iterations
by different committees in the past three years. Washington appeared to be moving
more slowly in determining both the criterion for accountability, and the consequences.
Other states had implemented assessments and accountability at a much faster rate.

One aspect of Washington’s reform remained consistent with the standards-
based reform movements of other states---the high-stakes nature of the assessment for
high school students wishing to graduate. House Bill 1209, the original legislation for
the reform, maintained that by 2008, in order to graduate from high school, students
would rcach proficicney on the WASL administered in the 10™ grade (upon which they
would receive a “Certificate of Academic Mastery™”). This last element of the reform
placed pressures on both high school students and all of the elements of the educational
system--- teachers, schools and districts. Considering the levels of performance on the
10" grade WASL at that time, high school seniors might be retained in record numbers.
In the Spring of 2000, only 35% of 10™ graders reached proficiency on the Math
WASL, 59.8% of 10™ graders demonstrated proficiency on the Reading WASL, and a
mere 31.7% on the Writing WASL. If student performance on the WASL did not
improve drastically, the state of Washington may have faced an overwhelming task of
retaining and remediating as many as 60% of seniors. This pressure to improve student
performance fell both on students and their teachers, and as the following paragraphs
describe, ELLs were not exempt from this pressure.

In general, education reform placed pressure on high school teachers and
students, however the reform also increased the pressure placed on ELLs. Among

researchers and educators in the area of ELL education, there continues to be some
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controversy over whether to include or exempt this population from mainstream
requirements. Some argue that by exempting ELLs, one creates a separate education
system with all of the implications of that decision (Gandara, 1994). If ELLs are never
considered a part of the system, it is argued, they will not gain equal access to society.
Others (Faltis and Wolfe, 1999) argue that requiring all students including ELLs to
reach the same academic standards in the same amount of time, though they may have
entered the system years behind academically and speaking another language, is unfair
and places undue stress on both the system and the students. In addition, if ELLs are
not includcd then their performance is not included in further test development (c.g.
norms, relative performance measures). However, including them, even after their first
year in the US or school system (with limited English language abilities) has possible
damaging psychological effects, especially considering the length of the WASL which
took several days to administer. Though there was some deliberation over this point,
Washington required its ELL students to take the WASL after one year of exemption.
‘The exact wording of the exemption clause allows students to avoid taking the WASL
if:

The student has spent one school year or less in a school where English is the

language of instruction. AND

The student is not proficient in English and scores at the lowest level on a state-

approved language proficiency test administered within the current school year

(CSL, 1999.,p.7).

Once the student must take the test, Washington included accommodations for
ELLs if they had not reached English proficiency (as measured by oral language

proficiency assessments and standardized tests---the same ones that determine program

eligibility). The accommodations included:
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Providing English or native language dictionaries—except on the reading test.

Sls.\ilr]?g a reader to read math assessment items verbatim in English (CSL,

1999,p.17).

An additional challenge became evident when one examined the nature of the
WASL. As a performance-based test, the WASL included language intensive tasks that
required students to demonstrate problem solving in written form in all subject areas.
Some argued that if measurement was to drive instruction, then the forms of
measurement should better approximate real life tasks rather than tasks like choosing
from multiple responses or recalling isolated facts. However, this same language
intcnsive format, which somc argucd was the strength of Washington’s reform, also
increased the difficulty of the assessment for ELLs who may have understood the
concepts and be able to perform the tasks, but be unable to demonstrate that they had
done so in proficient written English. Add to this the high-stakes accountability for
high school students who would not graduate unless they “passed” the WASL and one
begins to understand the most visible challenges for mainstream high school teachers
both in general, and specifically for the ELLs that they served in their classrooms.

Washington and Professional Education

Finally, we come to the fourth category--Washington’s policies surrounding the
preparation of teachers for meeting ELL educational needs. There are several areas in
which the state can shape this preparation: pre-service teacher education as realized in
accreditation standards for teacher education institutions, initial teacher certification
requirements, and continuing teacher certification standards. At the time of the study,

Washington appeared to be reluctant to centralize specific requirements for its 22

teacher education programs, instead relying on more general goals and requirements for
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program certification and accreditation. Consequently, some individual programs
required pre-service teachers to take a course in meeting ELL student needs (or other
special populations, e.g. special education students), but there were no statewide
requirements. Thus, many beginning teachers were not prepared to meet the needs of
ELL students through their pre-service teacher education.

Another way the state may require teachers to have some training or education
in serving ELLs is through certification standards both for initial and continuing
certification. Washington was in the process of changing its certification requirements
for both initial and continuing ccrtification. At thc time of this study, thc systcm for
continuing certification relied upon the accumulation of clock-hours of professional
development for which there was no direction or focus. Teachers could choose from a
variety of providers and subjects and were not required to submit a rationale for their
professional development activities or match those activities with their own needs as a
professional. This last area--professional development is one of the most often used
methods of supporting teachers and their needs in the classroom. Much of this type of
support existed at district rather than state levels in Washington.

In summary, the salient issues for ELLs and their mainstream teachers at the
state level included: educational services for high school ELLs limited by few
resources, early exit criteria, and time constraints that left ELLs less-than-prepared for
mainstream academic work; an educational reform that included ELLs in the high-
stakes assessment at an early stage; impending accountability measures for students
who did not perform proficiently on those assessments; and graduation requirements

that left little time for the development of language proficiency in English and rapidly
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pushed ELLs into the mainstream. Add to this, the mainstream teacher who was ill-
prepared and not required to specifically seek professional development to be better
able to meet ELL needs and one begins to understand the nature of the challenge that
existed for both teachers and students in mainstream high school classes. These state
level policies landed squarely in the lap of districts who took the funding, the reform
requirements, the assessments, and the teachers prepared and certified by the state, and
attempted to provide a viable educational system under which teachers and schools
could provide quality learning opportunities that in turn allowed students to be
successful.
Typfield and ELL Education

Typfield, the district in which the case study teachers and schools were located
faced many of the same challenges as other urban districts around the US. Its
population was growing more diverse (in both mainstream and ELL populations);
funding both improvement cfforts and maintaining the currcnt systcm was taxing both
community and district resources; and standards-based reform and accountability were
adding further pressure to a district already struggling with student achievement.
Typfield’s size and demographic make-up was similar to many urban school districts
across the country today. The district enrolled approximately 19,000 students, 54.6%
White, 11.3% Black, 11.6% Hispanic, 3% Native American or Alaskan Native, and
19.7% Asian or Pacific Islander. The district averaged 41% free and reduced-price
lunch, however there was great variability across schools, from 3% to 90% (OSPI,
2000). At the time of the study, Typfield’s ESL program served over 1,200 students-- a

number that has continued to rise to more than 1,700 students in 2005. Typfield faced
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many of the educational and fiscal challenges of urban districts. The tax base in the
district had been decreasing, while the educational needs of its students had been
increasing.

During the time of the study, transitional bilingual instruction services in Typfield
were provided using an ESL education model with some primary language support
provided by interpreters and instructional aides as well as several bilingual teachers.
The district defined its instructional model as one that was “not a bilingual program”
but one where the “majority of the instruction is in English with limited first-language
instruction or support for ncwcomer students.” (Typficld School District, 1999, p.7)
Upon first arriving in the district, students were assessed for both academic and English
language abilities and placed in schools and the ESL program accordingly.

Newcomers, those just arriving from other countries with little English, were to be
placed in self-contained ESL classes, while ELLs with greater English proficiency were
placed in mainstream classes with pull-out ESL instruction or in-class interpreters
(generally classified staff). Not all schools had ESL programs. 'The district designated
many, but not all schools as ESL magnet schools. A few schools also operated
bilingual education programs when possible®. According to the ESL coordinator, the
district chose to structure their services for ELLs in this way to maximize the use of
personnel with ESL endorsements and interpreters and to provide the best services with

the limited funds they received from the state.

¥ In order to provide a bilingual classroom, a number of factors must be present: 1) ELL students must
have the same primary language, 2) there must be a large enough number of them to form a class, 3) a
bilingual teacher fluent in the students® primary language must be available, and 4) materials must exist in
that primary language.
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At the secondary level, the district concentrated their ELL students and ESL
staff in three of the four high schools. Students took ESL courses in reading, language
arts and composition as well as a very limited number of content area classes taught
through ESL or sheltered English instruction (modifying and simplifying the
instructional English spoken) by ESL staff at the high school level. ELLs took their
content area classes and graduation requirements through the regular education
program, though ESL classes count toward graduation as Language Arts credits.
Typfield appeared to be structuring its services in a tyi)ical manner to districts across the
US. Howcvcr, there were some clements of ESL scrvices in Typficld that were not so
typical and that had direct implications for exiting or transitioning ELLs.

From an ESL program perspective, the most salient policies affecting ELLs in
the mainstream were the policies that determined whether they were eligible for
services and how long those services were to be provided. Just prior to the beginning of
the study, district administrators had spent a considerable amount of time negotiating
with both the state department of education and the Office of Civil Rights around these
policies. In Typfield, there were two policies in this area that differed from districts in
the rest of the state. The first involved a policy action initiated by the Office of Civil
Rights in collaboration with the ESL coordinator which was focused on the state/federal
conflict in eligibility requirements. State guidelines indicated that ELLs were eligible if
they demonstrated a lack of proficiency in oral language, while federal guidelines listed
oral language AND reading and writing. Hence, students who qualified for services
under the federal guidelines, may not have qualified under state guidelines. Experts in

the field of bilingual education (Krashen, 1991; Cummings, 1991) point to the ability of
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ELLs to develop conversational language proficiency at a much faster rate than
academic language proficiency, the first being measured by the oral language
assessment, the latter being measured by the reading and writing tests. Typfield,
through negotiations with Office of Civil Rights implemented federal guidelines,
qualifying more students and continuing to serve more students, though neither federal
nor state funding was attached to these students. Consequently, Typfield allocated
additional funds from its basic education budget to provide the additional ESL services.
This also meant that ELLs could be supported by ESL staff for a longer period of time.
The sccond policy action involving the number and cxtent of scrvices offcred by
the ESL program was initiated by the ESL coordinator and negotiated with the state
office for transitional bilingual instruction. The agreement created new, more
subjective exit criterion that included: ESL and mainstream teacher input, portfolios of
student wérk, other district assessments (i.e. Six Trait Writing Assessment, the Typfield
Reading Assessment based on the WASL reading assessment), and additional
standardized assessments (i.c. lowa Tests of Educational Development subtests in
Language Arts, Mathematics, Social Studies; Reading and Writing sections of the
WASL). Through this policy, ELLs could continue to receive ESL services after they
reached the 35® percentile on standardized tests. ESL teachers reviewed the progress of
ESL students at the end of each year to determine if these criteria had been met.
Students who met district criteria were placed on “trial exit” and were monitored during
their first year of exit by means of a mainstream teacher feedback form. District plans
were to continue the monitoring process through the second year of trial exit and to

monttor progress at least twice during the year; the district maintained that this was
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based on federal requirements (as understood through discussions with OCR). The

expectation, according to the district ESL office, was that as the state’s standards-based
assessments became more established, the transitional bilingual program would follow
other programs (i.e. Title 1) in using standards-based measures as criteria for program
exit---content standard assessments, WASL, and report cards related to content
standards.

Through these two policy actions, using federal rather than state exit criterion,
and the establishment of a trial exit period, the Typfield district extended services for
ELLs as a wholc. Howecver, scveral previously mentioned factdrs at the sccondary
level contlicted with this extension of services--graduation requirements, time
constraints on graduation, and accountability pressures. These pressures on high
school ELLs tended to push them into mainstream classes before they had developed
the English language skills and/or academic skills necessary for them to succeed, even
though the services were available for a longer period in their academic careers’.

With these district policies (i.e. extended ESL services, assignment of ELLSs to
schools with concentrated services, and more inclusive eligibility and exit criterion), the
nature of the student population in Typfield should be defined. Demographically,
Typfield’s transitional bilingual program included both diverse and numerous language
groups. Though it was not the largest program in the state (it was 10" during this
period), Typfield served over 1,700 students and employed 44 certificated teachers as
well as 26 para-educators. [ts population was very diverse in several aspects.
According to OSPI’s evaluation report (OSPI, 2000), Typfield served students from 49

different language groups in 1999. By far, the most students spoke Spanish (41%),
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however there were significant numbers of Vietnamese (244 students), Somali (126
students), Punjabi (100 students), Cambodian (90 students), Ukrainian, Bosnian,
Hmong, Samoan, Russian, Kurdish, Amharic, and Tagalog speakers (as well as Arabic,
Haitian Creole, Mandarin, Korean, Persian and Pilipino). Other languages were
represented by only a few students which created additional challenges in providing
educational services both in staffing, interpreting, and finding materials in those
primary languages.

Typfield had seen some changes in its ELL population over the years. During
the study, thc population of ELLs rcprescnted a shift in demographics over the previous
five years. Before that time, the program mainly served Spanish, Vietnamese, and
Cambodian speakers. According to OSPI’s reports, the district had only served about
1200 students speaking 39 different languages in the 1997-98 school year. Compared to
the report released in 2000, there were an additional 10 languages being spoken and 500
more students in their ESL program.

Another change that occurred was the dispersion of ESL students and families
throughout the district, which created additional challenges in transporting and serving
these students. Previously, immigrant families tended to live in specific neighborhoods
or municipalities (the district included eight municipalities at that time). The district
also reported that there had been an increasing number of students who arrived with
little or no previous educational experience. It is interesting to note that though
Typfield was facing challenges due to its increasing diversity, and was struggling with a

crumbling infrastructure that was draining its decreasing and already overwhelmed tax
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base, it was recognized as having exemplary programs for ELLs according to sources at
the state department of education and in other districts.
Typfield’s Funding of ELL Services

Funding of the ESL program and services provided for ELLs at the school level
came from several sources. The ESL coordinator in Typfield was also the administrator
for the Migrant, Title 1, and Indian education programs in the district, which allowed
some schools to collaborate among services and combine resources within those
programs, especially since many students qualified for one or more of those programs.
For cxamplc, many ELLs werc also cligible for Title 1 scrvices duc to their low
socioeconomic status. This practice was one found in many districts around the state.
One budget policy not found in most districts was Typfield’s policy of funding ESL
teacher salaries through state Basic Educatioh monies, rather than state transitional
bilingual instruction funds. These funds then became discretionary monies for other
program expenses (i.e. para-educators, materials, professional development).

Another district resource that could be a source of support for mainstream
teachers and their ELLs was the allocation of para-educators. The ESL coordinator was
responsible for the assignment of para-educators throughout the district, many of whom
assumed itinerant positions due to the need for specific language support at particular
schools throughout the day. At the time of the study, the district employed 26 bilingual
tutors. By far, the greatest number of tutors spoke Spanish (over half), however there
were tutors who spoke Vietnamese, Russian, Ukrainian, Tagalog, Amharic, Arabic,
Korean, Cambodian, and German. Most of the para-educators were well educated,;

most had bachelor’s degrees and some had masters in various subjects. Though the
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allocation of para-educators occured at the district level, schools and teachers (both
mainstream and ESL) could use those classified staff in a multitude of ways. Their

roles will be discussed in more detail in the following chapters.
Typfield and Education Reform

This third category begins to describe much of the activity in the Typfield district
both at the district and school level. Administrators in Typfield had taken the state’s
education reform very seriously and based many decisions, such as professional
development for teachers and adopting whole-school reform packages, on their goal of
improving student performance on the WASL. Decisions concerned with professional

development will be discussed in the following section.

There were three additional areas of activity at the Typfield district level that could
be attributed to Washington’s education reform. The first area was curriculum
standards and resulling changes in the content and sequence of curricula. The second
area was assessment and the prominence of testing in Typfield. The third area was
remediation and the district’s attempts to improve student achievement through the
implementation of packaged programs in reading and writing. A description of these
three areas of activity gives a telling look at the policy environment that was most

salient to teachers and schools in Typfield.

The curriculum standards created at the state level (the EALRs) were like many
standards set at that level across the US. The EALRs were meant to be guidelines for
the more specific content standards created at local levels. Typfield, like most districts

in Washington, formed committees of teachers and administrators around subject areas.
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These committees used the EALRs as benchmarks and created standards that were more
accessible and offered more specific guidelines for teachers. These content standards
were then published and distributed to teachers throughout the district. The absence of
ESL EALRs at the state level added to the challenge of designating or coordinating an
ESL curriculum in Typfield. The ESL coordinator and teachers, like other providers of
educational services for students outside the mainstream (i.e. special education),
modified the Typfield content standards developed for reading, writing, and
communication to set guidelines for ESL classes. Though these activities around the
content standards and curricula scemed significant for district administrators, the
activities focused on the statewide assessment, the WASL, took on added importance
due to its links to accountability. The prominenée of the WASL as an important factor
in decision-making in curricular issues brings us to one of the most salient areas of

activity in Typfield, assessment.

Describing assessment in Typfield does much to build the context within which
district and school decision-making was done. Typfield had taken the state’s promise of
accountability very seriously. Student performance on the WASL at all levels of the
educational system, but namely the 4", 7" and 10™ grades was of great concern. The
weak performance of high school students on the 10" grade WASL was particularly
challenging with only 44.1% proficient in reading, 29.5% proficient in math, and 25%
proficient in writing (OSP1, 2000). Considering the looming Certificate of Academic
Mastery, the district had much to be concerned about---a conservative estimate which

considered only proficiency in reading slated 56% of district seniors for retention.
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Typfield responded in several ways. One way they responded was by adding more

assessment of students. First, the district developed two of its own assessments based
on the Reading WASL and the Math WASL to measure student progress toward
achieving proficiency on the WASL. They named these assessments the Typfield
Reading Assessment of Proficiency (TRAP), and the Typfield Math Assessment of
Proficiency (TMAP). During the study, these tests were administered at the elementary
level five times in the course of the year. At that point in time, Typfield had plans to
create and administer a TRAP for the secondary level within the next two years.
Elcmentary tcachers administered and scored the TRAP and TMAP and then submitted

those scores to the district otfice where they were analyzed.

Second, Typficld had chosen to administer the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS)
in almost every grade level (excluding the WASI. administration grades at the 1% and 4™
levels) rather than at just the 3, 5, and gth grades required by the state. Third,
Typfield had teachers administer a district-wide writing prompt to students in the 4%, 7"
and 10" grades which was then scored by two teachers using the Six Trait Writing
Rubric. This rubric served as the basis for the scoring process of the writing portion of
the WASL and had become the rubric of choice in the district particularly for language
arts teachers. The increased frequency and number of assessments administered seemed
increase the pressures on students, teachers, and schools. Much of this assessment data
had driven decisions to adopt remedial programs in areas where student performance on

assessments was below standard.
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Remediation, the third area, had for the most part been based on the low levels

of proficiency on the WASL of the student population and the promised accountability
of the education reform. The district adopted several programs in reading and writing
intended to increase student proficiency in those areas. One of the programs already
mentioned was Six Trait Writing. Another program was Accelerated Reader which is
tied to the STAR computerized reading assessment and utilizes level reading books.
This program is one element of a larger program called Reading Renaissance. Several
teachers in the district had been sent to multi-day seminars focused on Reading
Rcnaissancc and Acccleratcd Reader. Although Accclerated Reader and the STAR
assessment were meant to be implemented district-wide, the decision to integrate
Accelerated Reader into the language arts curriculum tended to be made at the school
and teacher level. Thus, a description of the implementation and school level decisions
about the level of integration will be included in the following chapters concemning the
school and teacher levels. In addition, the district supported extended day, Saturday, and
summer schoo! programs with Accelerated Reader as the curriculum---however the
decision to take on the responsibility and implementation of those programs was made

at the school level and will thus be discussed in the school findings chapters.
Typfield and Professional Education

While professional education policies at the state level were focused in the areas
of certification and requirements for teacher preparation programs, at the district level
this had more to do with professional development. This fourth category can be divided

into three areas: professional learning opportunities provided for ESL teachers (or
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organized by ESL teachers district-wide); general opportunities for mainstream
teachers; and those focused on issues around the state’s educational reform. The first
has an indirect influence on mainstream teachers, since the opportunities were provided
to ESL teachers. However, ESL teachers could serve as one of the most immediate
sources of support and knowledge for mainstream teachers. The second area includes
professional learning opportunities for teachers concerning content, pedagogy, serving
special student needs (i.e. At Risk, ELLs, special education students), etc. The third
area could be subsumed within the second, however because of the nature of the reform
much of the profcssional development being offered at the time of the study, both
through state and district offices, was either about the content of the reform, or in
reaction to the reform (i.e. improving test scores). Consequently, this third area appears

to warrant a separate discussion.

Traditionally-configured professional development provided by the ESL
department at the district office was for the training of para-professionals rather than for
ESL teachers or mainstream teachers. According to the ESL coordinator, the focus of
the training tended to be toward giving the paraprofessionals a background in the
educational system, giving them CPR and First Aid training, and sometimes providing
training in specific instructional programs or curricula that had been adopted district-
wide, though most of these curriculum or program specific professional development
trainings were offered at the individual schools. This professional development tended
to occur on the district early dismissal days (termed TUC or Time Use Committee days

for the committee that evaluated their effectiveness) because para-educators were “on
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the clock” during that time. However, the coordinator contended that it was becoming
more difficult to find the funding and time to train para- educators and that the training
that was provided was “inadequate” (District administrator interview, p.3). In addition
to the training on TUC days, the coordinator reported that there were district-wide para-
educator meetings twice a year and the ESL department published a newsletter to
maintain awareness for other generic kinds of training (i.e. AIDs training, hazardous
waste, rules and regulations, etc.) that they provided centrally. Consequently, the
training provided had little relation to serving ELLs in the classroom, or in classroom
instruction.

Professional development aimed at certified staff had changed over the years
due to the loss of Student Learning Improvement Grant (SLIG) money (state funds
earmarked for teachers’ professional learning opportunities). In the past, the
coordinator released all of the ESL teachers four times a year for an entire day to meet
and discuss instructional and programmatic issues. The high school and middle school
ESL teachers met twice a year together and then twice a year separately (by levels).
Topics included ESL program improvement plans and goal setting, or incorporating
ESL student needs into the new district report cards, or what kinds of materials were
needed to supplement the new curriculum adoptions. However, with the loss of funding
that provided substitutes and time for these meetings, the coordinator could only meet
with department heads at the secondary level once a month. She continued to
communicate with teachers over email on a regular basis and spent time in classrooms
and school buildings. But with the loss of funding, the coordinator reported that there

was only enough money to meet with the entire group of ESL teachers for four hours
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once a year. According to ESL teachers interviewed in several district schools, the
coordinator and the ESL district department stood as an excellent resource for ESL
teachers. As one ESL department chair noted:

One of the main things that works well is the support, the direction of leadership

we get from the Program Coordinator. I was telling one of the other people the

other day in our department, she’s head and shoulders technically and
interpersonally above all the rest. I can talk with her at a professional technical
level that we both understand where the other is going and she is ahead of me in
some stuff, so I can go to her. I can say, where is the research in this and what
do we need to talk about this and she is there because she reads in it. She also
works real well with the principals, some of the ones who are a little

rambunctious or feisty to deal with (p.12).

However, the great majority of this support was focused on ESL teachers and para-
professionals rather than mainstream teachers. This support certainly was needed, took
priority, and was a full-time job in itself, however, this left mainstream teachers who
served ELLs out of the loop.

Typfield faced several challenges in providing professional development
opportunities for their faculty. Costs for professional development were twofold. First,
the district paid funds to the provider; this cost was relatively small. Second the district
had to pay for substitutes for all of the teachers attending the workshop or class; this
cost could be quite large. In addition, substitute shortages made offering this kind of
district-wide professional development almost impossible. In response to fiscal and
personnel challenges, Typfield initiated what it called TUC days. Up to two days a
month schools either dismissed students early or began the school day late, during
which time teachers were free to attend district-sponsored professional learning

activities (or school-driven activities discussed in the following chapters) without

having to pay for or find numerous substitute teachers. The focus ot these activities was



85
decided at the district level for the majority of schools in the district. Schools had the
option of pursuing their own foci if they offered the district a reason for doing so or tied
the learning activity to their school improvement goals. District topics range from
addressing the needs of students living in poverty to classroom management, however
by far the greatest focus in the two years prior to the study had been on educational
reform issues-—especially assessment. A partial list of district professional
development offerings included:

e Teaching Reading Across the Curriculum,

¢ Intergenerational Poverty,

e Six Trait Writing,

e (Classroom Management,

e Prioritizing WASL formats in Classroom Assessments,
e Teaching Writing Across the Curriculum,

e Teaching Mathematics Across the Curriculum, and

e Using WASL Assessment Formats for Classroom Assessments.
On the other hand, though the district had been clever in finding a way to offer

professional learning opportunities at a reduced cost, these opportunities did not address
the needs of the teachers in this study or their ELL students. The heavy emphasis on
WASL activities and improving student performance on the WASL did not include
ways to address ELL student issues on those assessments. Consequently, though this
was one way the district was attempting to better prepare teachers to address the state

reform, it was not one that helped teachers in terms of their ELL students.

To summarize then, Typfield faced the challenge of educating high school ELLs

through an extended ESL program, however graduation requirements and the state’s
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promise of high-stakes accountability pressured students to move to mainstream classes
as soon as possible conflicting with this offer of extension of services. The district did
little to offer support specifically to mainstream teachers who served these ELLs. It
provided professional learning opportunities on a range of subjects, but opted to
prioritize a focus on raising WASL scores and did little to tie those opportunities
together or to improvement plans of either the district or individual schools. The ESL
program and coordinator had a large enough task serving the students and supporting
the teachers within the ESL program without expanding their scope to support those
ELLs and tcachcers outsidc the program (much lcss taxing their limitcd rcsourccs).
Consequently, mainstream teachers who served ELLs were not specifically supported in
this role by the district in either its ESL program, through funding or resource

allocation, or in its professional development offerings.

Getting a picture of the state and district and their policy actions and supports
for individual schools and teachers was a difficult task. Much of the district support
provided was dependent on active leadership at individual schools, the climate of
schools and departments, and the array of resources available at the school level from
the knowledge base of experienced teachers to the existence of a magnet program.
Consequently, it is necessary to move to the next level where we can begin to
understand the context of these two high schools, the Language Arts departments, and

the four teachers within them.



87
CHAPTER FIVE
FINDINGS: TWO ENGLISH TEACHERS WITHIN
STONYBROOK HIGH SCHOOL

The policy environment and decisions made at district and state levels discussed
in the previous chapter played a role in creating the educational context of the
individual schools. The school environment, however, served as the most immediate
sphere of influence on teachers’ practice and thus on their ELL students, bringing
together the consequences of decisions and interpretations of policies made at both local
and state levels. Thus, the two case study teachers provided a snapshot of the school
environment and the policies enacted there and at the district and state levels and what
the combination and interaction of those meant for teachers.

Through each of these case studies, I examine issues that inform all four of my
research questions. I begin this chapter by addressing the first question: What are the
structural, physical, and demographic conditions at the school and program level that
support or hinder these teachers in their efforts to meet the needs of ELLs? A
description of the physical environment of Stonybrook, the structural and programmatic
conditions, and the demographics of the school population provide a context within
which the two case study teachers’ work was located and constructed. Next, in order to
address the question focused on the perceptions of mainstream teachers regarding their
ELL students’ needs and the challenges of teaching them, I provide a description of the
two teachers: Heidi, a novice teacher in her second year, and Martha, a thirty-plus year
veteran approaching retirement. Following this introduction to the teachers and

examination of their perceptions, I address the question: How do high school English

tcachers accommodate ELLs in their classes and what is the effect of standards-bascd
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reform on their accommodations? This section of the chapter focuses on an
examination of their practice through analyses of classroom observations. Finally, I
conclude with the fourth research question and an examination of the ways in which
policies, reforms and decisions made at various levels in the educational system
appeared to affect these teachers’ abilities to address the needs of their ELL students.
Stonybrook High School: Students and Physical Space

A description of the demographic and physical context of Stonybrook provides
important background to help understand what occurred in both teachers’ classrooms as
well as the types of policics and choiccs that administrators at the school and district
made concerning the targeting of resources, programs, and services.

At the time of the study, Stonybrook High School enrolled just over 1200
students served by 60-65 certified teachers. Table 1 includes a break-down of both the
ethnic make-up of the student population and the percentages of students receiving
special education and English as a Second Language services.

Table 3 Demographics of Student Population: Stonybrook High School

* Approximations--School level data unavailable at that time.

The population at Stonybrook also included a large proportion of students
receiving free and reduced-price lunch (over 40% qualified), an indication that this
population (and their families) were facing economic as well as educational challenges.

At the time of the study, only 37 % of Stonybrook 10™ graders had met standard on the
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Reading WASL, approximately 18 % had met the math standard and 32 % had met

standard on the Writing portion. Stonybrook’s students performed below the district’s
averages in all three areas of the WASL. Additionally, at over 13%--a significant
number of students qualified for special education services, and the percentage of
students eligible for ESL services was one of the highest in the district at the secondary
level (over 12%).
Facility

Like many buildings in the Typfield district Stonybrook’s facility was a
maintcnance challenge.,  Structurcs mcant to last twenty-five years during an
enrollment boom were still in use at their maximum capacity thirty years after their
construction. To compound matters, Typfield was at a point in its history where fiscal
crisis was an ongoing reality and maintenance of facilities was more a matter of
patching holes and dealing with the most immediate, critical needs rather than true
repair. Broken windows received plywood patches rather than glass replacements, a
leaky roof received another patch of tar that would only last until the next big rain.
According to the principal, resources earmarked for instruction, curriculum materials,
and to pay for staff were continuously being redirected toward maintenance and repair
costs. Since the cafeteria was too small to feed all 1,200 students at once, two lunch
periods had been instituted dividing the campus, both students and staff. Haphazard
numbering of classrooms and offices contributed to confusion of students and visitors,
especially new immigrant ELLs and transfer students (and researchers). For the past ten
years, the district had been attempting to pass a construction levy for new facilities to

replace this and those of other schools. This promise of new buildings appeared to keep
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both district and school administrators from making more long term-oriented repairs on
existing facilities.

The condition of the facility affected the way in which the 65 or so teachers
worked in several ways. First, the facility was built to house a much smaller number of
students, consequently, small rooms meant to keep class sizes to an intimate level were
now overcrowded. The classrooms observed housed as many as 37 students in rooms
built for 20 to 25. Accommodating individual student needs in overcrowded classrooms
proved to be a challenge, where small disruptions were exaggerated and even finding
cnough scats was problcmatic. In addition, duc to a lack of classrooms, three tcachers
were forced to ‘travel’ from one open classroom to the next throughout the day. This
created logistical challenges for these teachers—preparing the room for a lesson,
transporting materials, finding time to meet with students before or after class, etc. that
seemed to affect their ability to address both ELL and mainstream student needs.

Second, the physical layout of the buildings spread teachers, classrooms and
students over a great area separated by parking lots, administrative offices, and spaces
filled with dirt (or mud). The lack of sufficient classroom space had even resulted in
classes being taught in the adjacent middle school. Ten teachers’ rooms, including one
case study teacher were located in buildings on the middle school campus. This created
safety and discipline issues for the administration due to the physical latitude given to
students. The lack of physical proximity also limited the opportunities for teachers to
collaborate or consult with one another around student or curricular issues.

Third, by dividing the students and faculty in half for the two lunch periods,

time for teachers to interact outside of class with colleagues and students was
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minimized. Lunch-time meetings invariably excluded faculty members who were
scheduled for the alternate lunch time. This pushed meeting times to before or after
school or professional development days (district TUC days or Early Release days)
impacting the amount of time available for professional learning. In addition, this
limited the time and staff members with whom teachers could share expertise, materials,
and knowledge. This also appeared to limit opportunities for ESL teachers and their
mainstream colleagues to share knowledge concerning the special needs of ELLs.
Programs
The clements of the physical cnvironment discusscd above reflect the overall

climate at Stonybrook. However, the scattered buildings, divided time, lack of repairs,
and teacher isolation, also seemed to be characteristics of the social and academic
environment of the high school. Though there were a multitude of well-intended
programs in place, as one teacher put it, “where’s the whole here?(Heidi, p.34)”
Programs had been instituted over the years to address crises in a number of areas--low
reading levels, a high incidence of drop-outs, large numbers of failures in mathematics,
and a lack of connection to the community. At the time of the study, programs at the
school included:

¢ An ATLAS whole-school reform effort,

e Travel and Tourism Academy,

o Technology Academy,

o Connections for At Risk Youth, |

e 21" Century Schools Community Program,
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e Accelerated Reader and STAR computer assessments,
e Reading Renaissance,

e A magnet ESL Program, and

e The Regional Deaf and Hard of Hearing Program.

New programs were layered on top of old programs, stretching scarce resources.
Neither old nor new programs received the resources or support necessary to be fully
implemented and/or successful. Professional collaborations or interactions were
inconsistent and infrequent at Stonybrook, despite a host of programs and activities
meant to foster these. Upon examining the individual programs and activities, it became
clear that though some had promising elements that might support teachers’ work with
their diverse student population, the sheer array of activities without a guiding strategic
plan to provide coherence, and the significant amount of resources required to fully
implement each seemed to limit their chance of success. As one of the case study
teachers noted:

~ Tt seems to me that Atlas, like Reading Renaissance, is a program that needs

100% participation 100% of the time, there has to be a certain level of

administrative, as well as non-administrative support....to my understanding one

of the keys to the ATLAS program is that you don’t take time out for your own
personal time, that’s supposed to be time (built into the schedule)...I’ve not seen
that. They’ve tried to reimburse us. They’ve tried to make it so that we get paid
for the extra time through...whatever extra money (the school) gets, but that
requires, on our part, documenting all the time, submitting the paperwork. And
so, the way that it’s set up, it seems to be defeating....when they (the ATLAS
people) talk about what it takes to make this, is not being done....it makes me
question how much other aspects of it are getting supported...it’s my
understanding with ATLAS that you need to have one basic focus for the whole
school. For instance, reading...which I would love. That would figure right

into Reading Renaissance...what a beautiful thing. And instead we are, I think
we're at 8 or 10 different focus groups...and [ don’t see how that fits....the
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bedrock things that are supposed to make the program successful are missing
(p.85,86).

On the other hand, there were two programs at Stonybrook that appeared to
support the teachers’ work with their ELL students, even if they were not entirely aware
of that support.

After-School Tutoring

Through a 21* Century Schools grant, Stonybrook had created a program to
better connect the surrounding community, parents, and students to the school. The
grant provided staff, a facility, and transportation to create a place for community
members and students to gather off-school hours four days a week in a school building
and in the adjacent park complete with basketball courts and a skateboard park. The
YMCA, in partnership with the school, helped staff the program intended for all
students at Stonybrook. In addition to providing supervision and a facility in which to
gather, an after-school tutoring program was included. Though many non-ELL students
took advantage of the program for the “hanging out” aspect, the tutoring services
quickly became an extension of the ESL services provided during the school day. In
fact, the tutoring took on the informal role of supporting ELLs with their work in
mainstream classes after they officially exited the ESL program. The after-school
program was staffed primarily by ESL staff (interpreters, instructional assistants and
certified teachers) working for an hourly wage paid by the grant. Though I did not
directly observe this program, ESL teachers who served as tutors estimated that on
average 15 to 20 ELL students took advantage of the program on a given day. It

seemed that ESL teachers saw the after school program as a time they were able to
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support students once they had left the ESL classes. As one ESL teacher put it, “I just

don’t have the time to follow or check up on their progress after they leave my class
(within the school day)...there’s a whole new batch of students to worry about (J,
p.45).” Both the continuous enrollment of new ELLs at Stonybrook and the limited time
for working with students (52-minute class periods with loads of over 30 students in
beginning ESL classes) constrained the ESL teachers in their ability to fully support
students (their primary concern) and their colleagues in the mainstream.

A secondary consequence of this tutoring program came to light in examining
the casc study tcachcers’ practice. It appcarcd that when ELLs utilized this tutoring,
their difficulties with assignments were masked. When the case study teachers
received completed assignments and few questions from their ELL students, it seemed
to indicate that their classroom instruction was adequate to meet their needs. In reality,
many of these needs and questions were arising and being met in these after-school
sessions.

ESL

A description of the ESL program at Stonybrook illustrates two elements salient
to this study: the characteristics of the ELL students who had been exited from the
program and their preparation for mainstream classes, and the existence of an ESL staff
with the knowledge necessary to support both ELL students and their mainstream
teachers. Though the ELL students who were in the mainstream language arts classes
with the case study teachers had been exited from the ESL program at Stonybrook or a
prior school, a brief description of the nature of ELL students’ needs and ability levels

upon exiting the ESL program at Stonybrook is relevant.
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The ESL program consisted of a set of classes taught by ESL-endorsed teachers

focused on reading and writing in English, and a set of content classes seen as
transitions to mainstream or core content including low level math classes and some
sheltered social studies courses. Though the social studies credits counted toward
graduation, the math classes did not. After the first year or so of high school, ELL
students had taken most of the ESL and sheltered content courses, though they may still
have lacked a proficient knowledge of academics or English necessary for participation
and success in core curriculum classes. The three to five years allowed for high school
graduation madc timc a precious commodity. Statc graduation requirements drove
student schedules, especially for ELL students. While there was some room built into
the schedule for course failure and electives, the pressure to accrue credits (specific
course credits) for graduation grew as ESL students spent precious time in ESL courses
for their first few semesters, collecting few graduation requirements. As the head of the
ESL department stated, “(they) don’t go into English until at least fourth or fifth grade
level (in reading).” 'T'he gap between this reading level and the ninth or tenth grade
reading level literature and texts used in the mainstream language arts classes of the
case study teachers was considerable. In addition, a growing but still developing
proficiency in academic English was naturally a challenge for ELLs to be able to
participate fully in mainstream classes.

The second element that made the ESL program salient to this study was the
ESL program staff who were a possible avenue of support for mainstream teacher
practice through consultation and collaboration. ESL teachers stood at the nexus

between the worlds of the core curriculum and the ESL program for both core
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curriculum teachers and ELLs. Knowledge of instructional strategies, curricular
materials, diagnostic assessments, and ways in which to modify mainstream materials to
address ELL-specific needs existed within teachers in Stonybrook’s ESL program.
Knowledge of the students’ primary language existed within ESL classified staff and
interpreters. This kﬁowledge and experiential base was a rich resource for mainstream
teachers. However, in talking to ESL teachers at Stonybrook, it became clear that there
were limitations on how much they were able support either teachers or exited ELL
students.

At the time of the study, the three ESL tcachers at Stonybrook “had their hands
full (Martha, p.18)” in serving the 120 to 190 students eligible for ESL services within
the program in addition to teaching mainstream courses in other departments leaving
little time to consult with other teachers about ELL student needs. The physical space
between their classrooms and the those of the case study teachers also seemed to limit
opportunities for interaction or consultation. More importantly for this study, the case
study teachers did not appear to perceive the ESL teachers as a resource for supporting
their work, but only as a resource for directly working with ELL students. Rarely did
either case study teacher seck out help or advice from ESL experts on the faculty. This
mirrors reports from ESL teachers at Stonybrook who reported that few teachers ever
consulted them about ELL student needs, instructional or curricular medifications, or
for the use of materials for their ELL students.

Consequences of these Conditions: Case Study Teachers—Their Practice
and their Perceptions

The best way to understand the real implications for teachers’ practice is to

examine specific teachers and their experiences, perspectives, and classroom practice. |



97

examined two teachers’ practice and perceptions regarding the educational needs and
challenges of their ELL students, as well as the perspectives of administrators and other
teachers on the faculty at Stonybrook in as much as they helped illustrate and
corroborate the contextual elements of those teachers’ work environments. Each
teacher offered a unique, though interestingly, mutually reinforcing look at teacher
practice in language arts classeslat Stonybrook High School: one through the lens of a
novice and the other through the perspective of a 30 plus year veteran.

“You learn how to make shit up”—Heidi, a Novice Teacher at Stonybrook

The first thing onc noticed upon mecting Heidi was her cnergy levcel---she
almost never seemed to be at rest. This vivacious quality appeared to serve her well in
her role as teacher in a variety of programs, subjects, and extracurricular activities at
Stonybrook. Heidi’s undergraduate degree was in drama. Immediately after finishing
her degree, she enrolled at another Washington university for teacher education, and
became certified to teach secondary level English.

She substitute taught for two years and reported that she, “loved it. 1 was
teaching at one particular school three days out of five...and you get to know the kids
and get a feel for it...I liked being on my toes like that (p.74).” However, she could not
afford to live without benefits, so she left the profession for a year and worked as an
office manager. Missing the intrinsic rewards of teaching, she returned to “subbing
with the focus of getting a full-time certificated position (p.75).” She came to the
Typfield district to fill a position in a special education kindergarten even though she
wasn't certified in that area. Consequently, she went back to school to become certified

in special education while she was teaching under an emergency waiver from the state.
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The next year, she had a half time position at Stonybrook teaching English and taught
the rest of the day in the kindergarten for the first semester. Finally, the administration
found a way to offer her a full time position teaching drama and English at the high
school.

The administration at Stonybrook had assigned Heidi to teach a variety of
courses and levels of students. One low-level Language Arts class was part of a special
program for students identified as being At rigk of dropping out. In addition, she was
assigned to teach classes in two different, though closely aligned departments--English
and Drama. Her two Language Arts classcs were madc up of low to average 9™ gradc
students. These classes included ELL students: one in particular included four ELLs
(17% of the class) and was the focus for my observations. She was also assigned a
Shakespeare course for honors and college bound students. Her assignment to this
array of classes was problematic for several reasons. First, as a novice teacher, the
literature suggests (Moore-Johnson, 2005; Sewell, 2002) that having multiple
preparations added to the stress and workload of developing a teacher's instructional and
class management practices. Heidi’s variety of courses also added to her preparation
workload, requiring her to prepare multiple lessons for differing student levels and
content. Upon reflection she had this to say about her course assignments in the English
department and on the lack of curricular guidance, especially as a novice teacher:

....on your mark, get set, go. Oh my God, it’s the two years of subbing, I tell
you. You know? You learn how to make shit up (p.93)... I’ve literally been on
my own and wandering from classroom to classroom since day one, so I’ve had
to make my own program, and do the best I can to make sure it matches state

guidelines, but I don’t know. Nobody’s come to check and tell me whether it is
(p.78).
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Another consequence of having multiple preparations within a few departments
(added to the increased workload of preparing for an array of classes and levels of
students) was that Heidi did not have the kind of support that a department and its
resulting network might offer a developing teacher. In theory, she could have found
guidance and support from the English Department, the Drama Department, and the
interdisciplinary team for the special at risk program. However, in reality, her time was
divided among these groups and guidance was more sporadic than sustained. As she
explained:

This littlc ccll is my English class, and what I do with and to these children is
me and all me. And trying to establish just an English department is
crazy...we've got people who teach one or two English classes and then they're
social studies, or they’re math, or they're another language...I mean...we don’t
just have English teachers. We've got somebody who teaches for the Academy
and then they've got other classes, so trying to create a program is really
difficult. There's one teacher who does the 10th (grade language arts)...I think
there might be a third who just has one class...and just trying to get together and
plan doesn't work because we have different planning periods, they don't give us
the same planning period. Iknow that there are some departments who have the
same planning period AND the same lunch (p.77).

Due to the number of students and teachers at Stonybrook and the overcrowded
facility, Heidi was one of the teachers without a permanent room assignment. Instead,
she traveled to other teachers’ rooms during their preparation periods to conduct her
classes. She talked about the consequences of traveling for her practice:

It’s misery because I don’t have any of my materials in one place...my drama

class is over in the band room, so it’s not my room. Finding a place for my

materials is crazy, and we’re not allowed to touch the instruments, so I can’t
even move around the room the way 1I’d like to. The only luxury in my schedule

is that I teach two language arts classes in the same classroom--it’s somebody’s
science classroom’®. My first period is in a classroom over in the (other)

% Heidi only had the room for two classes because the Science teacher gave her the room during her
preparation period, she was originally due to travel for all five of her classes.
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building...so I never beat my kids to class, so I can never set up the classroom
for them. Anything I put up is gone by the next day ‘cause the other classroom
needs to use it, unless I make special allowances to have it be left there (p.78).

From her comments, it seemed that there were two factors that made this aspect of
traveling particularly problematic. The first was the direct influence that it had on her
preparation time and her ability to have materials at hand for her lessons, ultimately
making her question her effectiveness.

I really struggle with how effective...how I could possibly be effective, because

I feel like all I do is teach mini-lessons, because that’s all I can do. All Icando

is walk into a classroom and say, ‘okay, this is what we’re going to learn today’

and the continuity is pathetic at best (p.78).

The second physical assignment issue appeared to speak directly to the main
research question of this study—conditions that support or hinder teachers as they strive
to meet the needs of their ELL students. This issue, being assigned to rooms far from
teachers who teach either her same subjects or even the same students further limited
her access to teachers who might have provided support, materials, expertise affecting
her practice with all of her students, especially her ELL students. By keeping her
traveling to remote classrooms across the campus, Heidi remained isolated from the
teachers who might have assisted her with curriculum or management issues.

In answering the research question focused on the conditions of Heidi’s work I
have focused on the structure of the school, its programs, and her class assignment.
While this describes the nature of her work, it does not illustrate the ways in which
Heidi perceived her students, particularly her ELL students and their needs. In the next
section, I discuss Heidi’s perceptions based on an analysis of interviews with her and on

discussions of her practice that followed classroom observations.

Heidi’s Perceptions of ELL Student Needs: Heidi Talks about her ELL students
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Heidi faced many challenges in her classes, from determining curriculum to

dealing with student behaviors to working with students with a large range of abilities
and needs. In dealing with the latter, she reported drawing upon her educational
background in special education:
My special education background has been a huge help to that...I feel fortunate
in that I hadn’t been teaching very long when I got into special ed...I don’t think
I’ve taught a class that didn’t include, incorporate all kinds of special ed
practices...there is nobody who’s a teacher now who doesn’t practice special ed
techniques, the diversity of population here literally requires it (p.89).
Interestingly, her perception of the diverse needs of her students seemed to be limited to
those students with disabilities. In multiple interviews and discussions, it became clear
that Heidi’s perception of the needs of her ELL students was limited and sometimes
conflicting. In one respect, she seemed to recognize that her ELL students had different
needs than her mainstream students. In a statement given in response to a question
about what she did when assigned a class with ELLs she said, “I’m not...even been
given any special tools for, ‘Okay. Here’s what we know will work with this kid. Use
this on a regular basis (p.90).” This seemed to imply that Heidi realized that ELLs
would require ‘special tools,” or at least ones that were differentiated than those used for
her other students. She referenced these ‘special’ tools again when she said:

I just know that, okay, if this kid is doing this writing assignment, I’m going to
check the grammar in a different way. The grammar standard is different.
Period. But I’ve not been given any special materials or...(p.90)

This statement also repeats her expectation that she would be ‘given’ these tools. This
particular notion of the receipt of help, information, or materials as a matter of course,

and her recognition that this was not the norm at Stonybrook was evident in a statement

from an interview later in the year where she said:
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I’ve had to identify the need and then identify a potential source and go to that
source. So, if I work hard enough, I’m able to get some help, but nothing

appears magically. (p.138)

However, in reality, Heidi did not appear to actually do this when developing her
practice with her ELL students, as she did not access the ‘source’ in terms of what her
ELL students might need. Heidi did find a *source’ to help her with curriculum and
instruction within the Language Arts department for her English classes, however she
did not appear to feel the same need (at least enough to identify or access a source) in
terms of the instructional or curricular needs of her ELL students. Perhaps because she
was facing an overwhelming number of challenges as a novice teacher assigned to
multiple courses, a diverse array of students with varying needs, trying to develop her
classroom management techniques, make curricular decisions, and manage to organize
and transport her materials from room to room throughout the day, she did not appear to
take her notion that her ELL students might need something *special’ and act upon it
either by searching for the instructional knowledge from her ESL colleagues or trying to
research and figure out how to differentiate instruction for her ELL students on her
own.

Another indication that Heidi may have perceived that her ELL students had
different instructional needs than she was prepared to provide might have been an
inclination on her part to seek opportunities for professional development to address this
gap in her pedagogical knowledge about ELLs. Professional development is cited most
often as the avenue of district or school support for teachers as they seek to address the
instructional challenges of teaching ELL students (August & Hakuta, 1998; Lucas,

1994; Minnicucci & Olsen, 1993; National Research Council, 1997). In Heidi’s case, in
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particular, there were two forms of professional development support that she felt were
supportive of her need to develop her practice: the ATLAS school reform model being
implemented at Stonybrook and Reading Renaissance, a week-long summer institute
that deepened her knowledge of reading instruction using the Accelerated Reading
materials and computerized assessments that the school (and district) had adopted.
However neither directly focused on the needs of ELL students and though they may
have supported the development of her practice and curricula for her mainstream
students, they did not support or address her need to develop some differentiated
instruction for ELLs in her classcs.

On the other hand, in light of the literacy needs of the ELL students in her
classes, the support in reading instruction provided to Heidi may have benefited her
ELL students. Though their particular needs might not have been targeted, these were
students who were reading below grade level and may have benefited from the use of
‘level books’ from the program. Thus, though Reading Renaissance, Accelerated
Reader and the Star program may not have addressed ELL needs directly, they may
have inadvertently supported Heidi in her reading instruction for those ELL students.

In sum, Heidi may have perceived that her ELL students had different
educational needs than her mainstream students, but she could not speak to what they
might be and had not made attempts to identify them through collegial or professional
development avenues. The next section deals with the second research question: How
do high school English teachers accommodate ELLs in their classes and what is the

effect of standards-based reform on their accommodations? Essentially, what did the
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case study teachers do in their classrooms based on their perceptions of ELL student
needs? -
Heidi’s Practice and her ELL Students

In the previous section, I established that Heidi did not have a clear perception
of what her ELL students needed. An examination of Heidi’s classroom practices might
shed additional light on how these perceptions were reflected in her instruction. 1
observed Heidi’s focus class formally on six occasions looking each time for evidence
of her practices for her ELL students. Ilooked for instances where she: modified
assignmcnts, matcrials, or instructions to makc thcm morce casily undcrstood; or drew
her ELL students into small or large group discussions to support their development of
English language skills. I examined curricular choices and the implications those
choices would have for her ELL students. I examined the language she used in the
classroom and her style of interaction with students. I also focused on the places in the
curriculum or lessons where standards-based reform seemed to be shaping activities and
the affect upon her ELL students. Given that her perception of their needs did not give
her a differentiated direction in which to pursue their instruction, finding instances of
~ the above was difficult. The following analyses of the six observations should not be
seen as an evaluation of her practice, it is only meant to provide a glimpse of her
practice in terms of the ELL students in her class.

The language arts class upon which I focused included four ELL students within
a class that had 28 students officially enrolled, but only 24 students regularly attended.
Of those students 12 were White, the remaining 12 came from a diverse range of ethnic

backgrounds. The class met during second period in a science classroom. Across the
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observations, it was clear that Heidi had an easy rapport with most of the students in her
class. I observed Heidi and her students sharing personal stories and experiences, and
joking with each other. However, there were some characteristics of her style of speech
that appeared problematic for her ELL students. Heidi tended to use sarcasm fairly
often when speaking to the class as a whole: across observations, approximately 25%
of her comments or instructions to students tended to include a sarcastic tone which,
according to the literature, may confuse students who are learning English, as the tone
denotes a different meaning than the word spoken. For instance in talking to one
student about his missing assignmcents, she said, “You don’t want to break your record?
Most consecutive homework assignments not turned in (Observation, 5/30/00).” She
also tended to use a number of idiomatic expressions that also may confuse ELLs. For
example, in one class she talked about “beating around the bush (Observation, 6/6/00)”
in their writing. On the other hand, her creative use of drama in explanations and in
reading literature aloud may have increased her ELL students’ understanding. Her
drama background seemed to shape her ability to be entertaining and engaging,
especially in lessons involving literature. It also seemed to influence her choice of
texts, in that for four of the six observations the students were reading Shakespeare’s,
The Merchant of Venice. Four of her mainstream students were in her drama club and
interacted much more regularly and informally with her, providing the bulk of
responses during class discussions (approximately 75% of student responses came from
these four). Nevertheless, her choice of text appeared problematic, in that the language
used seemed particularly difficult for her students, at least half of which (from her

accounts) read below grade level. At one point in one lesson, one mainstream student
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said upon receiving a set of questions about Act III, “I don’t think any of us get it
(Observation, 6/6/00, p.4).” If the Elizabethan language was problematic for her
mainstream students, it would appear to be even more so for the ELL students in her
class.

Activities during her classes tended to be structured consistently, in that certain
activities occurred regularly thus creating a stable classroom structure on which
students could depend. The class began with a 15-minute Sustained Silent Reading
(SSR) period, instituted school-wide, during which students were to read from
Accclcrated Reader (AR) level books and then complcte a reading log in which they
wrote a few sentences about what they had read in their books, either in reaction or
summation. If a student completed a book, then he could spend the SSR period taking
the computerized assessment for that book in which he answered mainly literal
questions. Upon passing the assessment students printed their assessment and grade for
Heidi and then charted that completed assignment on a chart displayed on the wall.
‘This particular activity seemed to be one that had differentiation built into it, in that if
students used their documented reading level to choose books within a close range to
that level, they would be making appropriate choices in terms of books. The majority
of students (88%) seemed to be on task during this time period, and the requirement that
students read at least two books per semester, and that Heidi ‘sign off” on whether they
wrote in their reading logs appeared to ensure compliance. The AR reading activity
seemed appropriate for her mainstream and ELL students, including those who were

reading below grade level
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The bulk of class time was spent reading The Merchant of Venice and answering

written questions about one Act at a time. A few students (those four drama students
and one or two others in the class) volunteered to read parts of the text out loud, while
Heidi provided dramatic readings for several sections each class. In an interview

following this lesson, Heidi explained that she used to ‘force’ students to read, but

moved to this voluntary system rather than “treating (them) like little kids (Observation

interview, May 6, 2000 p. 2)” Her talent for making the play engaging and entertaining

for all the students was apparent. From student comments and questions during the
period, thcy may not have always understood the vocabulary, but through the usc of
present-day examples and language, Heidi was able to make the general plotline and
individual scenes or interactions between characters understandable to most of the
students. For example, when in Act HI the characters were discussing “four score
ducats” Heidi wrote a formula on the board showing that a score meant 20 and that
ducats were worth approximately $200. A student then calculated that in the play the

merchant’s daughter had spent $16,000 which started a discussion about how she was

“going through her Daddy’s money” and his reaction. Although it was difficult to know

for sure if the ELL students understood, they did not take part in any class discussion
nor did they ask any questions during the discussion or reading of the play, and Heidi
made no effort to provide differential support to them during this whole class activity.
The ELL students in the class sat together at one table and seemed to work
diligently on written assignments, closely monitor the text as Heidi or a mainstream
student read aloud, and frantically confer with one another when answering questions

about the play. When mainstream or ELL students asked for help with these written
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questions, Heidi most often directed them to the page upon which the answer might be
found. It appeared that most of the questions regarding the text were more literal in
nature, serving as a check for comprehension rather than asking students to engage
further with the text or go beyond. When I asked Heidi if these comprehension
questions prompted review or alerted her to gaps in student understanding, she reported
that she did not have much time for review. It appeared that the purpose for these
informal assessments was to provide a grade and perhaps a more general check of the
progress of the class as a whole rather than providing diagnostic information from
which to differentiatc or address gaps instructionally for individuals. During this
particular activity, Heidi walked around the room helping individual students with the
assignment.

Another activity I observed being used in Heidi’s classes was a journal in which
students were given a prompt, in the two instances observed the prompt referenced a
situation in the literary text and then asked the students to apply that situation to one in
their own experience and write about it. For example, one prompt was:

In the Merchant of Venice, Antonio was willing to risk his life to help out his

friend. Have you ever put your life on the line for a friend? What’s the biggest
risk you have ever taken for friendship’s sake? (Observation May 29, 2000, p.6)

Heidi provided the prompt, reviewed the situation in the text that prompted this question
and then provided her own example of helping a friend in a risky situation. When asked
about the use of the journal and purpose behind it, Heidi explained that she wanted the
students to practice their writing more and that she was “trying to connect them to the

story (May 29, 2000,p.8).” Again, this assignment was not modified for any group of
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students, however in her explanation and in providing an example, Heidi did appear to
be trying to make the assignment clear to all of her students, including her ELL
students.

In sum, it did not appear that Heidi was differentiating her instruction,
assignments, or materials for the ELL students in her class. Then again, from her
interviews it was not clear that she had a good sense of what those needs or ability
levels were or what accommodations would have been appropriate for her ELL
students.

Heidi’s Perception of District and State Policy: Reform Assessments as “a rather
unifying beast”

The last part of the question concerning the accommodations made by Heidi for
her ELL students has to do with the affect of standards-based reform upon her
accommodations. At the time of the study, the state’s standards-based reform appeared
to be most visible and relevant to Heidi in the form of the state assessments. From
Heidi’s perspective, there were some policies that did shape what she did in her
classroom, though in her mind it was more a lack of influence that stood out. Asa
researcher, it was clear that even when prompted, Heidi’s consideration of policies,
programs, and her responses to my questions were devoid of references to her ELL
students or the consequences for them. On the other hand, Heidi did point to the state
assessment (WASL) as offering clearer guidance on curriculum than had existed before.

Okay they’ll be able to write a five-paragraph essay by the time they’re through-

--about what?...I’ve been able to get some more out of that---the WASL has

since stated that they’re supposed to be able to do expository, narrative, and

persuasive. So, by God, my kids know those terms. They know what that
means. (p.136)
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She credited the WASL with adding focus to her instruction in multiple instances.

There’s pressure also from the WASL---that’s a big part of what’s going on
these days, which actually I don’t object to. Anything that creates focus in this
situation and in this environment is all to the good and it has been a rather
unifying beast. I’ve seen adjustinents that strike me as good because of it.

(p.135)

As a new teacher, struggling with defining her curriculum and making choices
about materials, the lack of clear and specific guidelines seemed to frustrate her. In her
mind, the WASL was the ‘unifying beast’ that had been missing in terms of curricular
guidance. The consequences of the WASL as a high-stakes assessment for her
mainstream and ELL students did not appear to be of concern at the time of the study.
This may reflect the situation statewide because at that time, the consequences for
schools in terms of sanctions or rewards for student performance on the WASL had yet
to be determined and the accountability measure for students tying the WASL to
graduation was still a distant promise.

Experienced, Overloaded and Isolated—Martha, a Veteran Teacher

Martha was a feisty, veteran English teacher who often advocated for her high-
needs students even when it resulted in negative consequences for her own career. Her
long hours (she arrived between 4 and SAM to begin her day) and tireless persistence
made it obvious that she was dedicated to her students, many of whom were facing their
last chance in the district’s education system. Martha grew up “always wanting to be an
English teacher,” went to college in Eastern Washington, taught in a rural town for two
years, then got married and moved to Typfield where she began working as a substitute

teacher at Stonybrook. The teacher for whom she subbed never came back and she was
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hired for that position. She taught for several years at Stonybrook--then went to
Greenlake High School for sixteen years. After twenty-two years in the district she was
“surplussed”'” and went to teach at the middle school level. She reported approaching
that assignment with trepidation, but found the faculty to be very supportive and
community-minded--much more so than the high school level. She regarded this foray
into middle school as “the best education training she had ever received (p.2).” As she
said,

I walked onto that campus and within 24 hours every faculty member had
dropped by my room to introduce themselves and offer support. I'd been at
Greenlake for 16 ycars, and I didn’t know half the staff....Middlc school takes
care of its people much better than high school. You’re less isolated and there’s
a better support system—maybe in reaction to survival (p.2).

After several years at the middle school, Martha returned to the high school,
but this time at Stonybrook. Martha was certified under the ‘old rules’ in Washington'!,
which allowed her to be assigned to teach any subject K-12-- a “universal certification”
as she referred to it. In her more than 30 years in the district, she had taught a number
of different classes at both the middle school and high school level. However only
recently had she been assigned to teach a class outside of the Language Arts area—in
mathematics.

Martha was seen (by the administrators at both the school and district levels) as

a teacher who reached all levels of students, but did particularly well with ‘high need’

students. Based on observations and interviews with the other case study teacher and

19 Also referred to as RIF-ing, or reduction in force, when a district or school due to a budgetary crisis or
drop in enrollment (resulting in the former) must reduce the number of teachers. Generally, teachers with
greater seniority remain in a building and the more recent hires are either laid off, or moved to open
{)ositions in other buildings within the district if they’re available.

! There have been a series of changes in certification requirements and requirements for endorsements in
the state. Teachers certified after 1987 are required to complete coursework in a specitic subject in order
to receive an endorsement or to be certified in that area.
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the principal, her classes tended to have certain traits: more students in general (her
class size ranged from 25 to 39 students); more students at low skill levels (she taught
all “regular” classes); a greater number of transfers from other schools, suspension,
other classes, and the juvenile court system (which tended to translate as students with
behavior problems). As Martha reported, “I work well with students who have special
needs; I've done it a lot. I’'m willing to take on more. They (administration) will come
to me and ask me.. .thé teachers ask me (p.16, 17).”

Considering her workload and her level of experience, the type of support that
Martha nceded as a vetcran tcacher was different from that needed by Heidi. However,
it was clear Martha also longed for and could have benefited from opportunities to
connect with other teachers at Stonybrook. As a further complication, it appeared that
Martha’s stance of not accepting decisions made by the administration without question
put her at odds with the principal and district officials who had deemed her a
“troublemaker.” Consequently, when administrators had to make choices to fill
leadership positions or to assign a teacher to a higher status class or program, Martha
was not considered.

Though Martha recognized that she was ‘out of favor’ with the administration,
she appeared to purposefully continue to challenge that same administration. She
described herself as an advocate for high need students both in the district and more
specifically at Stonybrook. She questioned resource allocations for special programs at
Stonybrook targeted to attract more college-bound students rather than allocating

resources for programs aimed at the larger population of students already enrolled at
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Stonybrook who needed to significantly improve their reading skills. She spoke about
her conversation with the principal:

They have nine sections dedicated to (the special Academy program), that’s nine
teacher periods for one hundred kids (in fact there were less than 90 students
enrolled in the program at the time)...we’ve got 25% of our students reading at
3™ grade level or below...we don’t have a reading program. I was told we
couldn’t because we didn’t have a teacher--period(p.120).

Ata tiine in her career when she had seniority and the privileges that might
accompany it, Martha had little say in the courses, physical space, or students to whom
she was assigned. In a review of the master schedule, she appeared to have one of the
most diverse and challenging student loads at Stonybrook considcring her class sizc and
the number of high needs students assigned to her. She described the make-up of her
classes in this way:

...between ESL, transitory populations, plus students coming out of a multi-
month suspension...I’ve got a student who hasn’t been in school before this
year; A girl who had been out since October on suspension [this statement was
made in the middle of February]; another one who had been expelled last year
and chose not to come in until second semester [having been court-ordered to
either attend school or go to jail](p.15).

One can only imagine the challenge of teaching in this environment, especially
considering the diverse array of skills and ability levels represented. She recounted:

this year-long class, and I had lost four students, so I thought that I would be down
to 24; first day of the semester, 15 new students come in from ESL. None of them
spoke English very well. So I added fifteen students to that class...they took two of
my sophomore (classes) away and gave me the two-hour block. My reading class
was supposed to be a year-long, but I got half new kids there. Then I walked into
my fifth period class, my best class, and the first day of the semester I had 44
students; they just kept coming... they had collapsed a class; the computer had it
under different names...so instead of reaching 32 and putting closed, it kept going.
I went with that for five days before they would do anything....and I got it down to
36.(p.15)...In my fourth period class, thirteen are in Connections (the at risk
program), four of them are ESL, and five of them are special ed--all in one period.



114

So, out of thirty, three quarters are special-problem students. That is tough on
everyone (p.17).

Though based on observations of her practice and from accounts of administrators and
teachers at both district and school levels Martha was particularly good at serving high
need students, she appeared to have reached a breaking point. She was physically and
emotionally exhausted. The sheer number of students in her small classroom as well as
the large array of needs and skill levels insured that all of the students in her large

classes could not be served well.

The physical space of Martha’s classroom was a further complication to her
practice. She was assigned to a portable classroom that actually stood on the campus
of the adjacent middle school, physically separated by a parking lot and a steep hill
from the rest of the high school campus. The classroom was small and cramped for her
typical class sizes, which ranged from 25 to 40 students. Seating was designed ideally
for 20-25. In the class I observed, the average attendance was 25 students, five of those
were ELL students (according to Martha) and four of the students were White. The
room had windows on two sides and was not well insulated making it less-than-ideal all
year. The room was stuffy and uncomfortable in both cold and hot weather. In warmer
temperatures, the windows couldn’t be opened because the portable was located on the
athletic fields of the middle school which meant large numbers of middle school
students were noisily playing out her window making it impossii)le to hear either
student responses or Martha’s instruction. In colder months, the roar of the heater left

students and teacher shouting to be heard.
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Martha’s physical isolation limited her ability to collaborate with other teachers.

Other teachers in the English department were spread all over the campus making daily
contact a challenge. Her proximity to the ESL teachers who might have provided some
assistance, materials, or suggestions for serving her ELL students were located at the
furthermost point on campus from her classroom. The aforementioned existence of the
two separate lunch periods and the physical distance between teachers made

interactions with other teachers during lunch improbable.

In recent years, Martha had been assigned only freshman and sophomore
students. In one interview, the principal reasoned that Martha prepared the students
well for the WASL. However, this assignment had been done without her being
consulted, which appeared to frustrate her. She had requested a section of Honors
students for the past several years and felt that she was qualified having taught summer
school classes for the district’s gifted program for several years. The principal requested
documentation from Martha justifying her assignment to an Honors English class.
Martha complied, but was assigned regular freshmen and sophomore English classes.
The high needs of the students in these classes were matched to Martha’s talents;
however, seeing 160 of them per semester was burning her out. She felt an assignment
to an Honors English class would be a break and a chance to branch out.

Again, this description of the conditions in which Martha’s work was
constructed—the assignment to students and classes, her physical space, and the
programs that existed to support teachers and students at Stonybrook speaks to the

structural, physical, and demographic conditions at the school and program level that
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supported or hindered her efforts to meet the needs of ELLs in her class. In the next
section, I analyze interviews with Martha to determine her perception of the needs of
her ELL students.

Martha’s Perception of ELL Student Needs in Her Classroom

Though Martha had considerable experience in teaching high-needs students, it
did not appear that this experience included the kinds of differentiated instruction that
might be helpful to ELL students. Martha, like Heidi, appeared to lump together her
students who had special needs, or low reading levels, behavior problems, etc. Her
experience with ELLs and with the ESL program seemed to be less extensive than with
her past work with special education teachers around meeting the needs of students with
disabilities. For several yeafs of her career, Martha had worked as a counselor for
students with developmental delays which seemed to color her perception of ELLs
needs. When Martha was asked if she felt like she had support for the ELLs in her
class, shc replicd:

...not for ESL. For hearing impaired, in years past...and they’re fabulous'.

For ESL, I have come to recognize that students are the best resource. We have

a huge Hispanic population, so I just find someone who speaks the language and

get them to interpret. If I run into a real problem, (the ESL teachers) will send

someone to me if I say that I have a problem (p.17).
In this statement, her confusion between the “Hispanic population” and the “ESL”
population pointed to a lack of knowledge not only about their differing needs, but of a

misidentification of Hispanic students as ELL. The ELL population at Stonybrook

certainly included immigrant students from Spanish-speaking countries, however it also

2 The schoot houses the district’s Deaf and Hearing Impaired program with the appropriate staff

including American Sign Language teachers, interpreters, special education teachers, and instructional
aides.



117

included Eritreans, Somalians, Cambodians, Russians, and students from a variety of
other language groups.

Martha’s perception of the needs of her students did not appear to be
differentiated by student population—even when pressed, her responses to questions
about the needs of her ELL students were couched in terms pertaining to all ‘special
needs’ students. It did not appear from her statements that she regarded the needs of her
ELL students as any different from those with low reading abilities, except with regard
to the need to translate upon occasion. This perception, in terms of the need for
instructions or assignmcnts to bc translatcd into a student’s primary language, was only
talked about when she spoke of her method for addressing this need—in pairing ELL
students with other Spanish-speakers. The statement above where she said that
“students are the best resource,” and she “just find(s) someone who speaks the language
and get(s) them to interpret” is the best illustration of this perception.

In regards to finding support for her ELL students, Martha did mention that if
she were to “run into a real problem” she would contact the ESL teachers. However,
Martha seemed reluctant to ask for help describing the situation in this way: “They get
thirty-five totally non-English speaking people and they are supposed to teach them.
It’s criminal what’s happening in ESL. It’s no one’s fault. We can’t find teachers
(p.18).” It was Martha’s perception that the ESL teachers and classified personnel
(instructional assistants) had their hands full with their own classes and couldn’t spare
the time to help her own practice. On the other hand, it appeared that Martha thought
about accessing their assistance only in terms of direct support for students rather than

as a source of support to enhance her own teaching. This may have had to do with the
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cultural norms constraining collaboration in place at Stonybrook, the physical
constraints on accessing other teachers mentioned previously, or Martha’s own
professional norm where she tended to ‘handle things (p.19)’ by herself.

Martha’s Practice: Accommodations for her ELL students

During my six observations in Martha’s classroom, I focused on the second
research question: How do high school teachers of the core curriculum accommodate
English language learners in their classes and what is the effect of standards-based
reform on their accommodations? I examined her practice across the observations to
dctcrminc if and when she was differentiating instruction, assignments, matcrials, and
assessments for her ELL students. I also examined her practice looking for instances
when she had provided opportunities for English language development through
interaction and communication for her ELL students, either in small or large groups or
individually. Based on the previous section, her perception of their needs was not
differentiated from the other high-needs students in her classes, but the observations
allowed me'to look for evidence 1 her practice.

I observed Martha’s second period class in which she had 30 students on her
roll but only an average of 25 students in attendance across the six observations. In one
class, 27 students were in attendance and her earlier comments about overcrowding
became very real as one student had to sit at the teacher’s desk, as every seat was full.
Four of the students were White, and there were five ELL students (according to
Martha), though it was not clear if they had more recently been in the ESL program or
had been exited for some time. There were a few students who stood out as particularly

challenging behavior management problems. One of the students whose behaviors had
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proven to be a challenge had been mainstreamed from special education. His need for
individualized attention and instruction was proving problematic in that when he wasn’t
receiving one-on-one attention, his behaviors were disruptive for the rest of the class.
These behavioral challenges seemed significant because they kept Martha from
providing individualized instruction to other students—the accommodation she reported
as her method of addressing different student needs. In fact, Martha did provide
individual attention, instruction, and assistance on a regular basis to the majority of the
students who asked for help. In the six observations, Martha spent the majority of the
class timc moving around the room assisting individuals and small groups of studcnts
with assignments. Her ELL students also received this individualized assistance,
however it seemed that students with disruptive behaviors gained more of Martha’s time
during her classes.

Like Heidi’s class, Martha’s class also began with a 15-minute Sustained Silent
Reading (SSR) period during which students were observed to be reading their
Accelerated Reader (AR) books, writing in their reading logs, and completing the
computerized assessments linked to those books. She also tracked their progress with a
chart that listed each student’s completed AR books. In addition, she had provided
additional high-interest, low-level books for her lowest level readers for whom the AR
books at their level were perceived to be “babyish” according to Martha. She required
students to write three sentences summarizing what they read during SSR and three
sentences reacting to the reading in their reading log. Martha did appear to be
supporting the different levels of literacy of her students in reading through monitoring

and assisting student choices of texts. She also appeared to be supporting their different
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writing levels through the use of individualized instruction and templates for writing
with clear expectations for grading spelled out. I observed her helping students with
writing for a variety of assignments where she assisted them with phrasing, and in
explaining the template and how to use it.

Of the six classes I observed, the majority of activities in five of them were
focused on writing. Martha reported that she was trying to prepare students for the
upcoming WASL, so she was trying to include assignments that asked students to do
tasks that were similar to those required by the WASL. Of the five writing assignments,
which varicd from short rcading log cntrics to longer three and five paragraph cssays
and even included the design of a student and teacher survey for the Stonybrook
community, Martha included attention to the writing process in two of them. In those
two assignments, she required students to go through the process of writing a rough
draft, proofing and editing, and revisions for a final product. Martha gave the same
assignment to all of her students and seemed to accommodate their different levels of
ability by helping them with their writing individually or in pairs. 'Thus, the level and
quantity of writing produced by students varied widely in those assignments, perhaps
because of the level and variety of needs and the limitations of Martha’s ability to
provide individuai attention to each of her 25 or so students.

Because Martha recognized that she couldn’t always provide this individual
attention, she also paired stronger students with students who had lower writing or
reading levels. In addition, Martha had a former student who volunteered in her class
twice a week. In the one class in which the volunteer was observed, she worke_d one-

on-one with individual students who in previously observed classes had been disruptive,
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freeing up more of Martha’s time to work with her other students and ELLs. Only

about 25% of the classes observed included whole-class instruction, where Martha
stood at the front of the room and spoke provided instruction to all of the students at the
same time. It appeared that Martha’s main method of providing differentiated
instruction was to individually assist each student to accomplish the same whole class
assignment, which seemed problematic due to the size of her class. In fact, Martha’s
statements regarding her frustrations with her work appeared to mainly focus on
overwhelming nature of student needs due to their sheer number as when she
said,“When you have 35 kids, cxplain to mc how you individualizc instruction (p.53)?”

In terms of assessment of student progress, Martha completed and sent home
progress reports for each student every five weeks in which she provided both a student
self-assessment and her own assessment of the student’s progress. She also included a
list of the criteria and a rubric against which each student was assessed. She reportedly
saw these progress reports as a “reality check” for students. However, perhaps because
her ELL students were completing their assignments with the assistance of the after
school tutoring program, this monitoring activity did not alert her that her ELL students
were struggling with their assignments. This may have been an illustration of the
previously reported “masking effect” of the after-school tutoring program where her
ELL students received assistance with their assignments and homework. Perhaps, in
conjunction with the large number of students that she was attempting to monitor, both
behaviorally and academically, her ELL students’ needs did not rise to the fore.

In terms of the affect of the standards-based reform on the accommodations that

Martha provided for her ELL students, it seemed clear that though she provided some
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individualized support for her ELL students (in fact for most of her students), these

accommodations were not adequate to meet the needs of her students, especially in light
of the state reform. Though individual or class-level performance data were not
available, the percentage of students meeting standard at Stonybrook in the year after
the study (the results for this class of students), as measured by the WASL in the
reading and writing portions of that assessment was only 42% and 18% respectively.
Because Martha was assigned a significant portion of the ‘regular’ students at that grade
level (she taught five of the six 10™ grade regular Language Arts classes), this suggests
that her students were not being particularly successful at Icast in tcrms of the statc’s
expectations for reading and writing. Martha’s practice, especially her classroom
assessment was observed to have been shaped by the state WASL. She reported having
changed her assessment practices. Though I did not observe her prior assessment
practices, I did observe her using the Six Trait writing rubric to score her students’
assignments and from district and school accounts, this rubric had only been
“delivered” at the secondary level recently. However, in regards to her ELL students, it
was not clear that she was differentiating her instruction, assignments or materials for
their unique needs beyond providing the individual assistance she gave to all of her
students. Though Martha had changed the ways in which she assessed students in her
class because of the state reform, this did not appear to have shaped her assessments,
assignments or assistance for her ELL students in particular.
Heidi and Martha: Questions Answered?
Thus far, this chapter has focused on exploring the first three research questions

through a description of Heidi and Martha’s perception, practice, and work
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environment, Looking across the two teachers, it seems clear that their perceptions of
the needs of their ELL students were influenced both by the environments in which they
worked and by their own experience and knowledge. The diverse array and level of
student need in their classrooms interacied with the challenges of space, curriculum,
classroom management, attendance, school political climate (as it affected each
teacher’s assignment to classes), and professional isolation to impact both teachers’
perceptions and actions. Though both Heidi and Martha included ELLs in their
description of the diversity of student needs present in their classes, neither offered
morc specific detail about how ELL student needs differed from the needs of their other
students, even when I prompted them to do so. The question concerning what
mainstream teachers see as the needs of ELLs and their challenges for teaching them
assumes that these needs make themselves known or that teachers will recognize them.
This also assumes that other students’ needs aren’t in direct competition with those of
ELL students’, as seemed to be the case in observations of classroom practice. In fact,
this condition seemed to have a large influence over what needs the teachers were aware
of or addressed.

The question concerning the accommodations made for ELL students assumes
that the two teachers perceived that a differing need existed. Heidi did not describe
accommodations that she made specifically for her ELL students. Martha only
mentioned utilizing other students who spoke the language (Spanish in this case) to
translate (p.17). However, the ELL students observed in Martha classes were not solely
Spanish-speaking. Four of the students observed spoke Eritrean and Cambodian, for

example. In neither case were other speakers of those languages available to translate
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sufficiently. In observations of Heidi and Martha’s classes, ELL students used the same
texts as their mainstream peers, were give the same assignments, and did not receive
any modified materials or extra assistance. Though both teachers were observed
assisting ELLs during written assignments in class, the teachers were giving the same
assistance to ELLs’ mainstream peers.

In addition, from policy choices made at both school and district levels, it
appeared that although they were serious about serving ELLs in the ESL program, the
mainstreamed ELL population was not seen as one needing targeted services. No
district or school profcssional devclopment resources were cxpended on supporting
mainstream teachers for serving ELL-specific needs. Strong advocates for ELL
students did not appear to exist beyond the ESL teachers who were stretched serving the
students within the program, much less the students that had exited.

School Conditions and Policies: Impacts on Teachers’ Work Environment
Finally, there were several points that initially stood out in describing the
collective policy environment at Stonybrook, and the ways in which this was translated

to the faculty as a whole and specifically to Heidi and Martha. Collective policy
environment in this study is defined as the collection of policies and decisions made by
administrators and teacher leaders (i.e. department heads or chairs) about a full range of
elements affectirig the school organization---how teachers, students, courses, and
physical spaces were assigned; how students had come to be at a school orin a
particular “track” or level of classes; how specific curricula or materials came to be
utilized; how time was used or organized (e.g. instructional time, “passing time” for

moving between classes, lunch time, extracurricular time, etc.); how resources were
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allocated, including professional development opportunities for teachers; and a host of
other decisions. The final research question speaks to those influences that Heidi and
Martha may or may not have perceived to be present or salient to their work, but that
did appear to impact their work environment-—determining who, what, where, and how
much they taught and with what tools or supports. The final research question states:
What effect do policies, reforms, and decisions made at the state, school, district, and
program levels have on mainstream teachers' abilities to address the needs of ELLs?
Thus far, this chapter has mainly been focused on the school and teacher levels,
howcver the policics crcated and implementced at district and state Icvels also impact
what occurs and the kinds of decisions made at the more immediate school level.
District and State policies and their intersection with Stonybrook High
Much of the direct and more obvious influence from state and district policies
according to Stonybrook teachers and administrators appeared to come from the district
in the form of work a focus on state learning standards and pressure to change
classroom assessment in order to prepare for and improve student performance on
statewide assessments. Professional learning opportunities led by district staff or
outside experts focused on improving student learning and performance on the WASL
assessments and did not include special attention to working with ELLs in mainstream

classes. Topics of these workshops included:

o Teaching Reading Across the Curriculum,
e Teaching Writing Across the Curriculum,
e Teaching Mathematics Across the Curriculum, and

e Using WASL Assessment Formats for Classroom Assessments.
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Other district-led workshops were focused on using the state writing scoring
rubric on a regular basis in classrooms, or analyzing the formats used on the
assessments in order for teachers to prioritize which formats to use more often in their
classrooms based on the number of points students could gain by de-emphasizing
certain formats and content and paying more attention to others. The influence of
district and state reform policies on teachers’ work and school environments might then
be seen in several elements of school and classroom decision-making. However, these
particular formats did not stand out to either case study teacher as particularly
supportivc of their work, cspecially in terms of their work with ELL students in their
classes. On the other hand, both Heidi and Martha did mention the guiding effect that
the state assessments had had on their classroom practice. From Heidi’s perspective,
where she was searching desperately for curricular guidance, the “unifying beast” of the
WASL was a particularly helpful source. The focus on writing for the WASL also
seemed to have shaped Martha’s practice influencing her choice of assignments and her
use of rubrics for scoring students’ writing assignments. However, in terms shaping the
two teachers practice for their ELL stuﬂents, it did not seem that the state or district
policy environment influenced either their perception of their ELL students or their

accommodations based on those perceptions.
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CHAPTER SIX
FINDINGS: TWO ENGLISH TEACHERS WITHIN
GREENLAKE HIGH SCHOOL

At first glance, the climate at Greenlake High School appeared quite different
than that of Stonybrook. Administrators at the school and district level touted its
academic and technology programs, successful sports teams, and the large percentage of
students going on to postsecondary schools. Because of Typfield’s ‘choice’ policy,
which allowed students to choose which district high school to attend, administrators
had direct evidence as to which high school was the most in demand, and Greenlake
was the school chosen by students wanting a good comprehensive education with the
accompanying extracurricular activities.

Comparing teachers’ work across such different climates at Stonybrook and
Greenlake, one might expect that the ways in which they served their ELL students
would also be different. Like Chapter five, this chapter focuses on two teachers-- their
perceptions of ELL student needs, their practice and thinking regarding these needs, and
their school work environment as well as policies and conditions that shaped it. The
two case study teachers at Greenlake, Kathy and Lila were Language Arts teachers and
like the case study teachers at Stonybrook, these teachers stood at opposite ends of the
career spectrum. Kathy was in her second year of teaching, and Lila was at the end of
her teaching career having taught in the Typfield district for over thirty years.

I begin this chapter by addressing the [irst research question, namely: What are
the structural, physical, and demographic conditions at the school and program level

that support or hinder these teachers in their efforts to meet the needs of ELLs? A

description of the physical environment of Greenlake, the structural and programmatic
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conditions, and the demographics of the school population provide a context within
which the two case study teachers’ work was located and constructed. In order to
address the second research question which focused on the perceptions of mainstream
teachers regarding their ELL students’ needs and the challenges of teaching them, I
provide a description of the two teachers, one at a time. Following this introduction to
the teachers and examination of their perceptions, I address the third research question:
How do high school English teachers accommodate ELLs in their classes and what is
the effect of standards-based reform on their accommodations? This section of the
chaptcr focuscs on an cxamination of thcir practicc through analyscs of classroom
observations. Finally, I conclude with the last research question and an examination of
the ways in which policies, reforms and decisions made at various levels in the
educational system appeared to affect these teachers’ abilities to address the needs of
their ELL students.
Greenlake High School: Students, Climate and Physical Space

Greenlake High School appeared to be a relatively good place to teach and to
learn in this district as evidence by the number of teachers in the district applying to
transfer to Greenlake, the low turnover rate of staff (hiring an average of approximately
five teachers a year), and the high gfaduation rate (approximately 55% on time
graduation) and rate of students going on to post-secondary institutions (around 43% for
each 2-year and 4-year enroliment) compared to other district high schools. During the
year of the study, almost 40% of Greenlake’s 10" grade students had met the state’s
reading standard on the WASL, just below the district average but several points above

Stonybrook’s students. Approximately 25% of the students had met the math standard
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on the WASL, still below the district average but considerably above Stonybrook’s

average, and almost 39% had met the writing standard, above the district average. At
the time of the study, it served about 1500 students in grades 9-12 with a faculty of
approximately 75 teachers. Table 2 provides information about the maké-up of the
student population and the percentage of students eligible for the ESL program and
services through the special education department.

Table 4 Demographics of Student Population: Greenlake High School

65%
6% 6%
14% 22%
13%
2%

While a comparison of student demographics is not the focus of this
chapter, it should be noted that the percentage of ethnic minorities and students eligible
for ESL and special education services at Greenlake was quite a bit lower than at
Stonybrook. At 22%, Greenlake’s population of students qualifying for free and
reduced lunch was considerably less than Stonybrook’s (over 40%).

A few years before the study, the school schedule had been restructured in the
form of a four by four block schedule to “maximize student-teacher contact time,”
according to the principal and several teachers. Classes shifted from 55 minutes to 84
minutes in length, creating significantly more time per class. The implementation of the

block schedule had been relatively comprehensive with accompanying professional



130

development for the faculty focused on instructional practice best suited to the extended
class time. This extended time in class seemed to allow more time for class discussions,
and for a variety of activities to occur within a class period. It also allowed for more
time between classes. In observations this seemed to slow the pace of activity in the
halls and allow for more time for teachers to speak with students and other teachers
without having to rush to start the next class.

Facility

The facility at Greenlake had also recently undergone some changes, as it had
been remodcled and updated. The traditional brick cxterior and fagadc remained,
however the entire school had been gutted, reconfigured, and wired for internet and
telephone connections in classrooms. This allowed teachers opportunities for
interaction and collaboration simply because of the proximity of classrooms, especially
through assignment of teachers to areas of the building by department. Many teachers
had adjoining classrooms with shéred areas for meeting and working together. In
addition, all classrooms at Greenlake had access to email and computers, to better
connect teachers to other teachers, parents, and administrators as well as the student
information database (allowing teachers access to student records of attendance and
achievement—possibly informing teachers of individual student issues either at home or
school).

The district had also located two extracurricular performance arenas adjacent to
Greenlake’s buildings. The first was the district’s sports stadium, which allowed
Greenlake’s sports teams optimal practice facilities. The second was the district’s

performing arts facility, which allowed the high school’s drama and music programs to
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utilize the space for staging performances without facing the same transportation issues
encountered by other schools in the district.
Programs: Opportunities for High and Low Ability Students

At the time of the study, administrators reported that Greenlake served its
college bound students and its at risk students well and tended to leave the “regular”
student to fend for themselves. Greenlake employed two dropout prevention specialists
who had initiated several programs targeting students who were at risk for dropping out.
These programs included two mentoring programs: one that linked students with adults
from the school and community and anothcr called Link Crcw that paired freshmen
with juniors and seniors to help orient them to high school. In addition, the school had
a reading program for its lowest level readers. At the upper end of the spectrum,
Greenlake offered quite a few advanced placement and upper level courses in several
disciplines. Students in sports and extracurricular activities were well supported, and
the high tech computer program (funded by a grant) trained many students allowing
them to gain Microsoft Certification and garner large salaries from the region’s
technology sector right out of high school.

Programs and services that targeted the special needs of particular populations at
Greenlake employed teachers and staff members who were able to offer support not
only directly to students, but also to mainstream teachers through suggestions based on
their experience and knowledge of instructional strategies, curricular modifications, and
accommodations for serving the diverse array of student needs in their classrooms.

There were several such programs at Greenlake. However from statements made by the
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case study teachers, two of these scemed pertinent. These were the programs targeting:
struggling readers and ELLs through the ESL program.

Remedial Reading Instruction

The remedial reading program was run by a classified staff member who was
also one of the school’s drop-out prevention specialists. She had several years of
experience tutoring students reading at below-grade level. Though she was not
certified, the case study teachers and administrators reported that she had a good rapport
with the students. As such, teachers at Greenlake seemed to recognize that she had
somc cxpcrtisc in this arca. Scvceral tcachers in the English department mentioncd
receiving some assistance from her, both for individual students and for addressing
reading issues in their instruction.

One apparent reason for the frequency with which teachers seemed to consult
this teacher was the proximity of her room, located within the English wing and
adjacent to both case study teachers’ rooms. Both Lila and Kathy had gone to this
teacher for suggestions for reaching the struggling readers in their classes. She had
suggested that their choice of texts for their classes were problematic because of the
high reading level required to access those novels, for example Harper Lee’s To Kill a
Mockingbird used in Lila’s class had a Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level score of 10.75
(indicating that the book was written for students reading at approximately the latter

half of their 10® grade year) which meant her students should be reading above their

'3 The reading program also included a peer-assisted learning element that provided training to seniors to
then be matched with freshmen who needed reading help. Seniors received an elective college credit
from a Washington university that housed the training program and freshmen received peer tutoring.
This took place during one class period and involved 15 seniors and 15 freshmen for one year during the
time of the study.
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current 9" grade level. Acting on her suggestions would have required some major
shifts in practice for the two case study teachers that they did not appear ready to make.
In Lila’s case, she stated, “I’m not ready to dump To Kill a Mockingbird.” In terms of
the needs of ELL students in teachers’ classrooms, this support did seem to address the
low reading levels with which ELLs entered the mainstream. However, because the
suggestions the reading specialist made required teachers to work with small groups and
use different texts, neither of which they appeared to have experience in using, the
assistance did not seem to influence their practice.

ESL

The ESL program at Greenlake was staffed by three full-time ESL teachers with
considerable knowledge and experience in serving ELL student needs. However, like
Martha and Heidi at Stonybrook, the case study teachers at Greenlake reported that they
had sought out the ESL department, but only as a last resort to remove students from a
class and to directly support students rather than to help them with instruction. Kathy’s
comments illustrate this.

I have sent kids to them saying, ‘This kid’s never gonna pass this class.’ Their

language is just so . . . they need the ESL and . . . But sometimes they’ve gone

through the program and . . . it’s time for them. Like, you’ll have a junior in
your freshman class because they’ve gone through the ESL program (p.34).

Teachers in the ESL department confirmed that many of the teachers who came to them

for help were asking for a student to be removed from their classroom, while a few

others were looking for instructional strategies. The ESL department chair reported:
Because some mainstream teachers are very receptive and others can’t make it

up to the standards which is understandable.... So if an ESL kid has problem,
then the teacher will come down usually and talk to us and say well, ‘what can
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we do?’ Sometimes the only solution is to move your kid. The kid is in a math

level that is too high, got placed there mistakenly, can’t do the work, so you put

him in the next lower level, see if they can do the work. If they can, fine and if
they can’t then, you have a conference with the kid and the teacher and figure

out what you can do (p.10).

As in the case of Stonybrook, teachers at Greenlake did not appear to perceive
their ESL department as a source of support for their own learning or practice, but
rather as a direct support for students. Kathy, the novice teacher did note that the ESL
department provided some orientation to the translation services that the ESL
department could provide when she said:

They offer a lot of . . . I think . . . it’s more me than them that I don’t get more.

They offcr it. And give us a list of ‘Thesc arc all the peoplc that we have that

speak the language.” You know. ‘These are the different languages we can help.

If you need help, just let us know.’ -, and I think they are there. I think it’s more

me not really knowing. You know, when you first start teaching, there’s so

much stuff you have to figure out (p.44).

It is interesting to note that at Greenlake, where the number of students eligible
for ESL services was considerably less (at 7% versus approximately 17% at
Stonybrook), the case study teachers did not cite ESL program ‘overload’ as a reason
not to access their help. 1t did appear that with the more distinct departmental structures
that existed at Greenlake in which fewer teachers were assigned to multiple subject
areas, interactions between departments occurred less often. This might have
contributed to the lack of interaction with the ESL program staff around instructional
strategies and a lack of a perception of shared responsibility for ELLs who were
expected to get their support from the ESL program. In the literature concerning the

provision of ESL services and structure of programs, this particular issue often occurs

when ELLs are seen to be under the purview of ESL staff rather than a part of the
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mainstream student body where all teachers are responsible for their success (Olsen,
1996).

Departmental Support

Greenlake’s character had remained fairly constant over the years. Compared to
other district schools, teacher turnover was quite low. At the time of the study, the
faculty averaged just over 17 years of experiencé. The school was an attractive place in
which to work, evidenced by the relatively high rate of teacher transfer to Greenlake
from other district high schools.

Onc apparent positive cffect of staff stability and perhaps of tcacher expericnce
was the strength of individual departments. Though not all departments at Greenlake
were considered strong support networks for teachers, the Language Arts Department in
particular stood out as a place where new and veteran teachers had opportunities to
build collaborative relationships; spend significant amounts of time discussing students,
curriculum, and instruction; and share professional knowledge about instructional and
curricular innovations gained through professional development activities. ‘This
department will be discussed more fully through the perspectives offered in the Lila and
Kathy’s cases which highlight the experiences of both veteran and new teachers within
the Language Arts department.

Though the principal seemed to play a role in maintaining a stable and safe high
school, the greater role for teacher support appeared to lie at the department level. The
administration appeared to hold the Language Arts department in high regard, due to the

strength of its leadership, the amount of collaboration that was perceived to be
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occurring among faculty, and the ability of the department to attract and retain teachers
from both outside and inside the district. As the principal reported:

At Greenlake, the strong department that is leading the way is the Language Arts

department. They tend to team more often, get together a lot, go on a retreat

during the summer and work with other departments over the year on writing,

reading across the subject areas....the other departments are working on getting

stronger to get to where the Language Arts department is (p.22).
This initial characterization, and continued reports concerning the nature of the
Language Arts department from teachers both within and outside of the department
suggested that this department was particularly supportive of teachers. This sub-climate
within Greenlake stands in contrast to the department culture or lack thereof at
Stonybrook. In interviews and observations of the case study teachers, the influence of
this sub-climate became more and more apparent. The department was a particularly
salient support structure for Kathy because she was a novice teacher.

Consequences of these Conditions: Case Study Teachers—Their Practice
and their Perceptions

The best way to understand the implications for teachers’ practice is to examine
specific teachers and their experiences, perspectives, and classroom practice. I
examined two teachers’ practice and perceptions regarding the educational needs and
challenges of their ELL students, as well as the perspectives of administrators and other
teachers on the faculty at Stonybrook in as much as they helped illustrate and
corroborate the contextual elements of those teachers’ work environments. Each
teacher offered a unique, though interestingly, mutually reinforcing look at teacher

practice in language arts classes at Greenlake High School: one through the lens of a

novice and the other through the perspective of a 30 plus year veteran.
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Kathy: “When you first start teaching, there’s a lot of stuff you
have to figure out”

Kathy came to teaching later in life after a career in business where she moved
from Sales and Marketing to Finance to computers, a career spanning close to three
decades. She explained that she always wanted to teach, but chose a Communications
degree in college, with a minor in psychology because “it’s the late 70°s and everybody
went into business.” As she explained:

after two or three years in a job here, a job there, a job here...my husband

actually just finally said ‘You’ve always wanted to be a teacher. Why don’t you
go back to school and be a teacher?’(p.3).

She enrolled in a 5™ year certification program at a local private university to become
certified in English, with endorsements in speech and debate, psychology, and business
(though she was just shy of the courses needed for the business endorsement). Kathy
did her student teaching at Greenlake and credits her cooperating teacher and mentor
with giving her “real” preparation for teaching and going “to bat for me.” After
completing one semester as a student teacher, a position in the English department
suddenly opened. She received an emergency certification and was hired by the high
school to teach Language Arts and Speech, and to coach the Debate Club.

Kathy considered her mentor (who had been her cooperating teacher) to be very
influential, and a “master teacher”-- one she could easily go to with questions about
students, instruction, or curriculum. She was just starting her second year of teaching
during the study and spoke candidly about the worries and frustrations of teaching, as

well as the parts that she enjoyed and felt confident about. She appeared to be quite
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settled at Greenlake, as she lived nearby and had access to a familiar mentor and a “very
supportive department.”

The assignment policy at Greenlake seemed to play a large role in influencing
Kathy’s perception of her work. When asked about how she came to be teaching her
classes she replied, “I believe I inherited my classes (p.5).” Kathy’s course assignments
included:

11™ grade Language Arts,

Honors American Literature,

e a Debate class which was made up mostly of students in the Debate
Club, and

e for the first time a 10® grade Language Arts class (undertaken during
the course of this study).

Interviews with the principal neither confirmed nor denied her appraisal. Though the
principal was ﬁlﬁmately responsible for creating the master schedule, he shared this
responsibility with his department chairs who had a lot of input as to class assignments.
Since the principal was new to the position, it appeared that he had adopted the chairs’
recommendations almost wholesale. For her part, Kathy reported feeling less
comfortable teaching 10™ grade students, but she did report enjoying the curriculum and
students in her 11™ and 12™ grade classes. In observations of her upper-level classes,
her banter with most mainstream students appeared to make them feel at ease and
willing to contribute and participate in classroom discussions. The more mature and
“academic” students were active participants in her activities and discussions. The
assignment match, between her subject matter strength in literature, her background in

debate and communications, and older students appeared effective. 1lowever, Kathy

seemed to recognize that she was better matched to some students over others:
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I think my style lends itself more to that (teaching college-bound students). I'm
not a babysitter, and I like class discussion, 1 like the thoughtful presentation of
ideas. I think it might be a little more my style and my intent might be more

towards the honors (p.17).

In fact, Kathy was preparing herself for teaching more Honors and AP courses because
the department chair had indicated that there would be a high demand for those classes
in the coming years. The other students in her classes, those with lower reading
abilities, ELLs, those with less confidence, and less mature students who made up more
than half of her classes, including her 11" grade class had a different experience. The
emphasis on class discussion in which less than a third of the class was observed
participating sccmed to indicatc that many of the students in Kathy’s class were not
fully benefiting from this discussion.

In examining the conditions that created the context in which Kathy worked and
that determined which students and courses she would taught, I have focused on the
structure of the school, its programs, and her class assignment. While this describes the
nature of her work, it does not illustrate the ways in which Kathy perceived her
students, particularly her ELL students. In the next section in answer to the first
research question regarding mainstream teachers’ perception of their ELL students and
their needs, I discuss Kathy's perceptions based on an analysis of interviews with her
and on discussions of her practice that followed classroom observations.

Kathy’s Perceptions of ELL Student Needs
Kathy reported feeling confident in her knowledge of content, but recognized

that there were some groups of students that she felt less able to “deal with”. However,

the reality of the Greenlake environment required that she would have a diverse range
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of students in at least in some of her classes. Here, Kathy talks about the make-up of
her most challenging class:

My fourth period class—I have a kid from Afghanistan. I have a girl from
Lebanon. I have a guy from Somalia, one from Ethiopia. I have three Hawaiian
kids in there. I have a kid who is half Navajo and half Mexican. And who else is
in there? Two special ed kids. And, oh gosh, I’m thinking of a couple of
more...(p.23)
In an observation of this particular class, it seemed that Kathy had not assessed the
needs of these diverse students particularly well, perhaps because of her lack of
experience with higher needs students. For example, the three “Hawaiian kids” she
mentioned were in fact from Samoa and were actually ELLs. In regards to her ELL
students, Kathy seemed to have a misperception similar to many mainstream teachers.
She talked about the social communication abilities of one student in her class during
class discussion and seemed to assume that his academic language was at a similar level
of development. Much of Kathy’s perception of her students and their comprehension
of the texts was based on her assessment of their oral language skills through their
participation in class discussions. However, this was problematic because of the
participation levels of her ELL students observed in her class. In my observations, not
one ELL student participated in a class discussion. On average approximately 75% of
the 84-minutes of class time were spent in whole-class discussions, during which less
than 20% of her students participated. Because of this emphasis on oral language

production and participation, Kathy appeared (o have an incomplete understanding of

her ELL students’ language skills.
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Another example that seemed to point to Kathy’s incomplete understanding of
her ELL students’ needs occurred during an observation of her class in which later she
discussed one of her ELL student’s abilities explaining that:

She (a Cambodian immigrant) came from a “magnet program” in California-I’'m

surprised at how low her skills are. I’ve talked to another one of her teachers

and neither of us could believe she came from that other school with a B

average--her skills are much lower (p.45).

It appeared that Kathy had a misconception about magnet programs and
students’ level of language and skills upon exiting such a program. She seemed to
expect that a magnet program prepared ELL students for mainstream classes to a greater
degrece than the level at which ELL students werce preparcd within an ESL program like
the one at Greenlake.

Kathy’s perspective on her ELL students seemed contradictory at times. At one
point, she said, “actually, a lot of the ESL kids are your best students (p.24).” When
pushed on this statement, it appeared that her conception of them as her best students
came from their classroom behaviors—specifically their lack of negative behaviors.
Kathy described her ELL students by saying they “don’t give me trouble (p.42).” in
observations, Kathy’s ELL students appeared well-behaved, courteous, and less
demanding of her attention. Though they never were observed participating in class
discussions, they were not disruptive and seemed to be trying to follow along. The ESL
department chair further described this characterization of ELL students by mainstream
teachers and gave them credit when he said:

The mainstream teachers have been real perceptive. In no small part probably

because the kids are better behaved than some of the kids they have to deal with

regularly, they are more motivated. Not all of them, probably many of them.

They are hungry, they haven’t “made it” yet. They know what it takes to make
it, so the teachers are glad to help them (p.17).
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In observations, it did not appear that Kathy knew quite how to help them. The next
section describes Kathy’s practice in greater depth through analysis of the four
classroom observations.
Kathy’s Practice and her ELL Students

In the previous section, I established that Kathy did not have a clear percéption
of what her ELL students needed. An examination of her classroom practices might
shed additional light on how these perceptions were reflected in her instruction. I
observed Kathy’s 10™ grade “regular” English class on four occasions looking each
time for cvidencc that she was differentiating instruction for her ELL students. 1 looked
for instances where she: modified assignments, materials, or instructions to make them
more easily understood; or drew her ELL students into small or large group discussions
to support their development of English language skills. I examined curricular choices
and the implications those choices would have for her ELL students. 1 examined the
language she used in the classroom and her style of interaction with students. I also
focused on the places in the curriculum or lessons where standards-based reform
seemed to be shaping activities and the affect upon her ELL students’. Given that her
perception of their needs did not differ from her perception of the needs of her other
students. This did not give her a differentiated direction in which to pursue their
instruction, finding instances of the above was challenging. The following analyses of
the four observations should not be seen as an evaluation of her practice, it is only
meant to provide a glimpse of her practice in terms of the ELL students in her class.

The 10" grade English class on which I focused included three ELL students,

constituting 12% of the class of 25. Of those 25 students, 18 were white. The class met



143
during the first period of the day for 84 minutes. Though Kathy acknowledged that the

match between her “style” and Honors students was a good one, she did not appear to
recognize that this style was not as well received by other students in her ‘regular’
classes. Kathy’s language in the classroom, especially during discussions with her class
was quite rich. However, she tended to use many idiomatic expressions--language that
could be deemed less than optimal, particularly for her ELL students whose oral
language skills and knowledge of American language and idioms were still developing.
In one class discussion she peppered her commentary of the story with references to
“thc baby boom” and “thc rcd scarc™. In addition, her usc of sarcasm appcarcd to not be
appropriate for students with different backgrounds, with less of a grasp of the written
or read material, or for students not familiar with this kind of adult banter. For
example, in one observation, she referred to an author’s disparaging characterizations of
minorities and women as “equal opportunity racism (Observation 3/14/00).” Asa
result, Kathy’s reliance on class discussions left her ELLs and many of their mainstream
peers behind, with only about a third of the students participating. Her style seemed
especially mismatched to the needs of her ELL students, for whom much of her
language was not comprehensible.

Her language use in giving instructions appeared problematic as well. For
example, in one class where the students had gone to the library to research a topic,
Kathy had given them the guidelines for acceptable internet sources saying, “You have
to make a convincing argument for why it’s a credible source and worth printing
(3/14/00 Observation).” This statement appeared to be the cause for much confusion. [

observed multiple instances throughout students’ time in the library where they called
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Kathy to the computer screen with questions about being able to print information from
a web page. It was evident that students did not understand the “credible” criterion.
The internet sources they had found ran the gamut from inappropriate content to
opinion-based personal web pages.

In addition to the internet problem, Kathy didn’t seem to monitor students’ topic
choices for their project. Kathy had allowed the students to choose from their own
interests, which seemed to result in some topics that were challenging to research.
Kathy mentioned that this assignment was causing some apprehension among her
studcnts as thcy were confuscd between a report and rescarch. I did not obscrve her
previous instructions concerning the assignment, however few students had identified a
research question, having only chosen a topic. Topics observed included cars, the war
in the Middle East, tennis, and particularly problematic for the ELL student—Hmong
animal sacrifice which yielded few ‘credible’ web sources and no print sources within
the library. The Cambodian student’s lack of experience using the library, the internet,
and note cards for a bibliography seemed to leave her wandering without guidance.
Some of her mainstream peers had also chosen difficult topics for which to generate a
research question and find sources to answer that question, however they at least were
familiar with the information necessary to complete the bibliographic note cards that
were due the following day. During this library time, Kathy focused on checking the
appropriateness of internet sources rather than monitoring student progress. In reviews
of lesson plans from previous days, explicit instruction on either completing or the

information required for bibliographic note cards was not included. She appeared to
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assume her students knew the steps necessary to complete the assignment and left them
on their own, not wanting to “baby them.”

In contrast to this library observation, Kathy did report that she differentiated
her instruction in a few ways for her ELL students. When I asked about what kind of
supports or modifications she gave her ELL students on assignments she replied:

The Somalian and Ethiopian kid I give s-, one of them is just very . .. they’re

not, . . . they’re not exchange students, either; they’re regular students here. I

give them summaries of the chapters (p.24).

Though it was not clear how much these summaries helped the students in their
understanding of novels like The Lord of the Flies, with the great number of cultural
nuances, symbolism, and new vocabulary. This was an instance where Kathy had
recognized a need for her ELL students and responded to it. In observations of her
classes, however, the three ELL students did not appear to be referencing these
summaries or participating in class discussions. As mentioned previously, ELL
students in Kathy’s class were not observed participating in any of her class discussion.
When prompted about the students’ use of these, Kathy did not report following up with
her ELL students to see whether these summaries were meeting their comprehension
needs.

In another class activity, Kathy asked students to create a character profile,
including a butcher-paper drawing based on the characters and quotations from Wilson
Golding’s The Lord of the Flies. Students were assigned (o small groups and a
character, they then had to find three quot'ations from the chapters they had read thus far

that illustrated the character enough that they could both draw and explain that

character. Students within the groups took on roles. In most groups, one student took
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on the drawing role, while the other students flipped through the book looking for

passages that described their assigned character. The female ELL was assigned to a’
group including two mainstream girls whom I did not observe speaking to her during
the activity. Upon receiving their assignment, one girl immediately started drawing on
the butcher paper and the other two alternately flipped through pages in the book and
chatted while the ELL paged intently through the book independently, her inclusion as a
member of the group appeared questionable. The other two ELLs, boys from Somalia
and Eritrea, were assigned to a group with two mainstream students. There was more
intcraction between the pairs of students in that group, with the mainstrcam studcents
taking on the role of drawing the character and writing out the quotes on the paper,
while the two ELLs paged through the book looking for quotes. The mainstream
students in that particular group seemed to take on a helping role, directing the ELLs to
particular chapters in which they might find descriptions of their character.

During this activity, Kathy was observed monitoring students’ on-task behaviors
rather than their specific activities or needs. As long as she observed students drawing
or paging through the book, she seemed to assume that they were on-task and working
together in their group. In this instance, her delegation of role and task responsibility to
the small groups appeared to be successful in the one group and less so in the other.

In another area of the coursework, student writing, Kathy also appeared to be
driven by an emphasis on correct grammar usage, with minimal consideration of
students’ differing abilities or need to provide differentiated instruction. The following

statement regarding her expectations for their writing was troubling:
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1 do make them write it until it’s grammatically correct. Like the one kid from
Somalia — he’s just ‘oh, my God!’ ‘Yes, you’re writing it again.” I’ve made
him write essays four and five times. You really have to work on your grammar
— you have to get this right. So, I don’t know if I do anything differently to try
to teach them, what I expect them from them may be different. But I try to take
it on a case-by-case basis — what do they need the most help on, do they have the
ideas and just need to work on the grammar, or do they not get the idea. Idon’t
want them to get the ideas first and then we’ll work on...(p.25)

This exchange provided a good example of Kathy’s lack of preparation or
understanding of better ways of supporting her ELL students. In observations, this
focus on grammar appeared to be quite frustrating for her students whose work included
the clements of the text and idcas that she cxpected, but required multiple rewrites duc
to their developing skills in English.

Another area of Kathy’s instruction where she reported including some
differentiation for her ELL students was in classroom discussions. Though previous
paragraphs have documented how she used idioms and sarcasm when teaching (likely a
challenge for ELLs). Kathy did attempt to include her ELLs in some of her discussions.
Kathy reported attempting to include her students by:

I probably ask them questions. With 4™ period I actually — especially when you

talk about the American dream and talk a lot about it. Well, you weren’t born in

America, right? Well, why did you family come to America? ‘It’s just

different.” Why is this different? So, your family has an American dream even

though you’re not born in American, right? One kid told me my dad owed
somebody money so we had to leave. I said was it somebody who was going to
break his legs? No, it was a bank. I guess I try to see if I can relate the topic
to...and I guess it may be easy in American Lit because if you talk about being
an American — they’re here for a reason, so you can relate it. Okay, so now
you’re in America what do you think? What’s it like in your country — how is it

different? Do you think we’re all a bunch of idiots because we think that we
have these great ideals but don’t live them (p.45)?
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Kathy did appear to value the input from her ELL students, especially in class

discussions. However in most observations of her classes, it seemed that these students
rarely understood enough of the teacher talk to be able to produce more than single
sentence responses to her questions, rather than full participation in the discussion. She
seemed to recognize that their viewpoint had the potential to provide a different
perspective that would make her discussions with the class richer and more varied.
However, both she and her students seemed frustrated when these discussions did not
develop in this manner in part because her own language was not always
undcrstandablc and in part becausce her students’ Icvel of English language did not allow
for it. Though it seemed that Kathy needed some assistance in reaching these students,
she acknowledged that she had not sought help from even the most proximal source--
the Greenlake ESL teachers.

As a novice teacher, Kathy was obviously still developing many aspects of her
practice. Her struggles to include students with a diverse level of skills and abilities in
her classroom discussions, to grade their writing assignments, and to aid their
comprehension of literary texts were acknowledgements of those student needs. While
her attempts to meet these needs were not particularly successful in terms of drawing
ELL students into class discussions where in only one instance among the four
observations did an ELL student participate, they were attempts nonetheless.

The concern that Kathy cited most often in interviews was over what to do about
grades and her ELL students, as shown in the following comments:

I don’t necessarily give them high grades just because, but I do tend to -~ I have a

different expectation. I want to know that you understand the ideas that I’'m
trying to get across, and I also want to know that you can write that idea to me in
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a sentence that I can read that is understandable. I might not be, for instance on
an essay, if you don’t have volumes and volumes and this eloquently written
insight in your commentary, but if you have the idea and you understand the
concept, you’ve met the requirements of the essay. You may not get an A, but [
don’t think you should get an F just because. I don’t know if that’s the right
thing. But I try to think of what’s the best thing for them — what will benefit the
most, what will people expect from them on-going? They need to be able to
communicate. You have to prove to me that you understand this (p.35).

Grading seemed to be the place in which Kathy’s conundrum “lived”--where her
concerns about being fair to all her students, while recognizing that she couldn’t expect
identical standards for all of them. She talked about how she somctimes discussed her
students with their other teachers:

...if T know them. I'll say do you have so-and-so in class — how is their grade,

what do they do, do they write well in your class — what have you seen?

Because I want to make sure that it’s not me getting fixated on something and if

I just saw the other side of it, it would make sense to me (p.35).

However, she seemed to stop short of asking about ways in which she could
develop her own teaching or curriculum for addressing the needs of these students. In
observations of Kathy’s practice and in interviews, it seemed apparent that Kathy did
not lack for collegial support at least in terms of her social and emotional needs and also
regarding some aspects of her practice. The physical proximity of the classrooms of her
English department colleagues cemented this opportunity, where it was possible to:
share materials and texts, co-teach and collaborate, observe each others practice or
students and meet easily during preparation periods, during lunch or between classes.
Kathy could not say enough about her department and the support that they provided:

This, the department that I am in is very, very, very supportive. I [eel blessed Lo,

being around these people. We’re great sharers of information and ideas and

“I’m having this difficulty,” or “I don’t know what to do with this. Do you have
some ideas? I’m really stuck on an idea of how to do this in this novel that I’'m
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teaching.” Or, “Have you done anything in the writing process that kind of helps
Much o&’p{si‘:)?sharing of ideas and information’ occurred during lunch. In contrast to
Stonybrook, both Greenlake’s facility and block schedule meant that only one lunch
was scheduled. This allowed students and staff the opportunity to use that time for a
host of activities without a conflicting 2™ lunch period. Perhaps because of the status of
their department at Greenlake, the English department had been assigned an office
space in addition to their adjacent classrooms. The space included some elements of a
kitchen (a sink, refrigerator and microwave) and was large enough to hold a few tables.
For Kathy, thc things that stood out were the fact that:

Most days the department sits in here and eats. We have, uh, other people who

always say, ‘Well I want to be in this department.” So we have people from

special ed, from social studies, from photography. So we have a pretty good
She poiﬁlt‘::il;t,é the fact that her department had a chance to speak together almost every
day-- some time to share information about students, curricula, and teaching strategies.
This kind of support, though it did not seem to identify or provide instructional
strategies, curriculum modifications for her ELL students (or her other students facing
reading or writing ability needs), did seem to have the effect of making her feel
supported.

One of the most salient ways in which teachers can be supported in their work,
especially in their work with English Language Learners is through professional
learning opportunities focused on addressing those students’ needs. Greenlake teachers
had received quite a bit of professional development around using the extended class

time afforded by the block schedule. Even newer teachers, who hadn’t been at

Greenlake for the initial move to the block schedule and the accompanying learning
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activities, reported receiving opportunities to work on instructional strategies geared
toward the longer classes. However it is interesting to note that neither case teacher
mentioned receiving any professional development focused on the instructional needs of
English Language Learners or other struggling students. It was also not apparent that
Kathy felt a need for this kind of professional development or instructional support.
The professional development opportunities Kathy sought out and participated in were
focused on teaching advanced placement courses—exactly the students that she did not
report feeling challenged by. She did not seek to develop her practice in an area in
which she fclt weaker.

State Reforms and District Initiatives: Kathy’s Perceptions
Though the high stakes pressures for students were still a few years from being
implemented, it would seem that teachers might have begun to react to this pressure or
at least reported this as a future worry. However, Kathy did not seem to be particularly
worried about the implications of this reform or of the accountability measures for her
students, particularly her ELL students. Her response to questions about pressures that
she felt from her administrators or peers reflected this:
Isn’t this awful — I don’t really know if I feel pressure. I think I feel more
pressure from myself and what I expect, than from an outside force. Well, I
believe that I must meet the expectations that the school has for me, because I’m
not told that I haven’t. I believe that I have an academic class and I believe that
I try to engage students in many different ways. I believe that I meet those
expectations as [ar as what we should be doing in our classroom, but I probably
have higher expectations and put more pressure on myself. I don’t really feel it
from people I work with. I feel very dissociated from the District office, but I
like that — I think that should be true (p.56).

Kathy mentioned a few orientation and professional development events, but on

the whole, like the other teachers interviewed in the district, her awareness of district
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policies, decisions, or reforms seemed fairly limited. Consequently, the effects of any
district policies on her practice appeared almost negligible to her—though certainly,
from an outside perspective there were indirect influences on a regular basis. The
district activities or influences that she was aware of tended to be those events with a
sort of district “stamp” upon them, these were reported as a sort of list:

“I have never taken any of the district things. You know, it’s one of those things
where . . . I don’t know why I haven’t. You get busy. We do a lot of different,
district things. We have a couple of days before the school, you know, our
‘option days kinds of things. We have a couple of days where we, we focus on
departmental across the district. Like all the English teachers will meet and we’ll
talk about certain things that are going on...when I first got here, they were
brcaking down the Esscntial Learnings. And had an outling for, ‘Okay, what
does that mean for Typfield School District? And what do you need to do in
each grade in order to satisty that (p.55)?’

It did not appear through either observations or interviews that Kathy was shaping her
activities, assessments or instruction to address the state standards for any of her
students. She did menﬁon some professional development activities focused on
curriculum, which according to district administrators were actually meant to articulate
the standards across subject matter areas in the high school, and especially the writing,
reading and math standards as they were elicited in the state WASL assessments.
Kathy’s characterization of these activities was somewhat different.

In my opinion, the district does a lot of, we got something from the district on
reading and breaking it out by grade, with actual specific things you can do in
your classroom. ‘Here’s an activity you can do that addresses that.’ I think that
the district does a pretty good job of that. And during our staff meetings, most of
th-, most of them have attached to them something from the district. For
instance, we’ll do a reading and wriling across the curriculum. The last one we
had was “How to get math across the curriculum,” where we actually had to get
into groups of departments and say, “Okay, how could we fit math into English,
language arts? What, how could we make a math problem still related to our
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area?” So they do a lot of the cross curriculum stuff; that seems to be most of
the focus (p.55).

In sum, in regards to the effects that the state reform had on her
accommodations for her ELL students, there did not appear to be evidence in either her
practice or her perceptions that thére was a significant amount of influence from the
standards or from the state assessments. In her previous statement regarding the
external pressures she perceived, it seemed that she was not worried about the
conscqucnccs of the WASL asscssment and accountability mecasurcs for her students,
including her ELL students even though from earlier statements she was not particularly
confident in their writing abilities.

Kathy was a novice teacher caught up in developing her practice in a whole
range of elements. From her own comments it was evident that she knew she was still
developing her practice. The needs of her ELL students did not seem to be making it
onto her radar screen. She almost seemed to be waiting for someone guide her
development in particular ways or push her to take advantage of the knowledge around
her. She seemed to know that she wasn’t being successful with all of her students, but
she didn’t appear to know what to do next. She reported being frustrated with the
behaviors and lack of motivation of her 10" grade students, but did not seem to know
how to bettef assess the reasons behind their behaviors or to address them. At the time
of the study, and at that beginning stage of Kathy’s development as a teacher, she
seemed 1o be [ocusing on her success with the students she was reaching rather than

developing her practice to reach the larger group of students that she was not.
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Lila’s Case: A veteran teacher at Greenlake

Lila sat at the other end of the teacher career continuum-- nearing the end of her
career as an English teacher after more than 30 years. At the time of the study, Lila was
ready to leave full-time teaching to spend more time with her grandchildren. Like
Martha at Stonfbrook, she received her teaching credentials under the old rules, which
meant she was licensed to teach all subjects'®. She spent most of her career teaching
middle school Language Arts, but then moved to the high school because the former
high school principal knew her from when he was at the middle school and convinced
her to move up. In the ycars she had been at Greenlake she primarily taught honors
level Language Arts classes and creative writing. However in the year of the study, she
was assigned a regular 9" grade language arts class in which she reported feeling
challenged by the needs and behaviors of those students. Similar to Kathy, she felt she
had a better rapport with honors students, and reported really enjoying teaching the
creative writing class which was made up of 12" graders. The current principal at
Greenlake felt she was a strong teacher, however, Lila reported that he had never
observed her teaching or her class. It appeared that her assignment to the regular 9™
grade Language Arts was not a good fit to her style or expectations, combining to make
her final year, “one of her worst years ever (p.13)”.

Discussions of this one 9% grade Language Arts class tended to dominate
interviews with Lila. Though not explicitly stated, it appeared that Lila’s assignment to
teach the course most likely occurred because of the change in administration. Her new

principal did not seem to be aware of her teaching strengths or talents, and had made the

" OSPI and district personnel refer to these teachers as “lifers™--those teachers certified before 1988.
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assignment because he knew she was retiring (and would probably just cope with it) and
he needed another section of regular 9™ grade Language Arts. He may also have had
the impression from the previous principal that she was a capable, veteran English
teacher when he made the assignment. However, the result was a large class in which
most of the students were struggling, and in which the teacher had few techniques in her
“trick bag” to deal with these academic and behavioral needs. In interviews, this one
class assignment definitely stood out as the most salient issue in her work. The
challenges she mentioned most often had to do more with the students’ attitudes and
behaviors than with their academic nceds. Howcver it sccmed probablc that these
disruptive behaviors emerged at least in part because of their frustrations with the latter,
She stated:

The regular class is very difficult. They don’t get it, they don’t even know
what’s expected of them in a classroom. They want to talk all the time. It
doesn’t matter if I'm talking or whatever, it’s just very difficult. And they don’t
appear to care about their grades or learning anything. That really gets to me...1
think the biggie is the apathy, it gets to me. I’m not sure, I don’t see it that much
in the honors class, I see it in individuals, but by and large they are motivated for
whatever reason.(p.14).

This particular statement was a good illustration of Lila’s lack of experience
with, knowledge, and understanding of this student population. She understandably was
unhappy with the size of this class, which topped out at 39 students (however, due to
attendance issues the average number of students tended to be approximately 25), but it
seemed that the nature of the students, not just the number of them was her biggest

challenge. She did report that when she asked, she did receive assistance from the

administration and her department:
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This is just an example, he (the principal) and Joan'’, she is the department

secretary and she helps, and she has done a lot of scheduling and she works in

the English office, comes in every first period and she does a lot of grading for

me and whatever I want her to do. And that was like, he saw the need and he did

whatever he needed to do (p.19).

According to Lila, this resulted in her feeling more supported, and helped with her work
load. But it did little to alleviate the instructional or behavioral challenges that she
faced. ‘

As might be expected, this class was the one in which five ELL students were
placed, compounding both the diversity of needs within the class and Lila’s level of
challenge. Her pereeptions of the issucs and nceds facing the students in this class and
their attitudes and motivation appeared to reflect some of the same assumptions that
Lila’s colleague, Kathy had made. In the next section, I examine Lila’s perception of
her ELL students’ needs through an analysis of interviews and discussions of her
practice following observations of her classroom.

Lila’s Perception of ELL Student Needs in Her Classroom

Perhaps because of a lack of experience with the ELL population, Lila seemed
to characterize her students’ issues as being a one of motivation, of not wanting to work
hard, rather than having academic or language development needs. She talked about
one ELL student in particular:

Apathy, I see a lot of that. ] have one student who’s, I don’t think language is a

problem, he is I’'m not even sure what he is, I don’t know if he was born in this

country or what. I don’t think it’s a language issue. I was talking to the reading

specialist about him last night. He just doesn’t want to work hard enough to do
anything. Because of the fact that so many kids seem to for whatever reason

1% It should be noted that Joan did in fact have a part-time position helping the English dept. chair,
however for the most part, she was a retired journalist who volunteered her time in the department,
especially to help publish the school newspaper.
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they won’t read. With my honors class, and actually other regular classes I've
had too and I assigned Chapter 9 or something, and most of them won’t read it.
So many kids were not reading it, it’s an exercise in futility. So I’m reading it to
them and he still doesn’t get it and he gets bored and so he just tunes out (p.16).

According to the literature (Short,1998; Olsen,1996; Hakuta et al,) this
characterization of ELL students typifies the teacher who is not familiar with language
development or ELL student needs and stages. In addition, these characteristics can be
seen in mainstream or ELL students who struggle with the process of reading and
writing,

Lila commented further about her struggles with ELL students in her class and
her internal issues with holding different standards for them, especially in grading.

They had English as a second language and that’s very difficult for me — for all

of us. Often they’re very bright, they’re language skills are very poor and 1

don’t know how to help them - it’s syntax, it’s that kind of thing and there’s

only so much you can do and then they have to do it. And I always struggle

with that because in grading I feel like if they’re going to leave here and I'm

saying they’re a good writer, then they have to get that, otherwise they don’t

have a command of the English language on paper. So I really struggle with

that. I’ve had kids come in after school sometimes and help them...And it’s not
the ideas that they have problems with, it’s the syntax mainly of the language

(p.19).

From this statement, it appeared Lila did recognize that there were some languag;
issues with her ELL students, but though she stated that she didn’t know how to help
them, the bigger frustration for her appeared to be the problem with grading. Along
with Kathy at Greenlake, and Heidi at Stonybrook, Lila also had some conflicted
feelings in her grading of her ELL students. A lack of clear guidelines on grading

secemed to cause an issue for a few teachers. However, it seemed that the department
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focus did not tend to be targeted at the needs of ELL students or those ‘regular’ students

who were at lower skill levels in reading or writing.

Lila’s perceptions of her ELL students and their needs, in sum, were similar to
those of the other case study teachers. Her interviews or conversations following
observations indicated that she did not recognize that it was necessary to address her
ELL students’ needs any differently than the other students in her class. In the
following section, I examine Lila’s practice through four observations of the same
regular 9" grade Language Arts class looking for accommodations she might have made
for her ELL students. Ilooked for instances where she differentiated her instruction for
her ELL students; where she addressed their needs to develop their English language
through individual, small or large group discussions or interactions; or where she
modified assignments, texts, or curriculum materials to scaffold their learning. In the
previous paragraphs I discussed some ways in which she stated that she structured her
lessons in this class differently based on their ability level or in her words, “their
apathy.” However, thi§ was what she did for the whole class based on her assumptions
about their motivation level and needs for increased time spent on grammatical
structures and syntax.

Lila’s Practice: Accommodations and Differentiations for her ELL Students

I observed Lila teaching her “challenging,” 9 grade Language Arts class four
times within a span of one month. The class met during the last period of the day. Of
the 25 students in attendance, 19 were white and four of her students were ELLs.
During the observations, the class was engaged in reading To Kill a Mockingbird,

writing paragraphs in response to prompts, reading books during Sustained Silent
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Reading and giving oral book reports, demonstrating correct spelling and definitions of

vocabulary words on weekly tests, and completing grammar exercises from a decades-
old grammar textbook. The students were also observed writing a final draft of an essay
entitled “Things that are important to me.”

In examining Lila’s practice and her comments following observations, it
seemed clear that much of her willingness to address individual student needs was
dependent on her perception that they were motivated to learn. In observations of
several of her lessons her comments to students seemed to reflect her frustration with
their lack of cngagement. For cxamplc, after informing the studcents that it was time for
the spelling and vocabulary tests, she said, “How many of you actually studied for this
test (observation May 23, 2000)?” In an interview after this class, she spoke of how
student motivation influenced her drive to help them, especially in terms of pursuing
outside assistance:

I think it depends on the kid. If the kid is really trying and is struggling, then I

will go and get help for him. If the kid doesn’t give a hoot, you know, I’m not as
inclined to go out of my way to help him (p.21).

Lila complained about this lack of enthusiasm and motivation from her students,
but in observations of her class, her comments to students exuded a disinterest in what
they had to say when they did attempt to engage in discussion. In one observation,
upon presenting the writing prompt, “He who angers you, conquers you,” she then
asked students, “Who can tell me what that means?” When three or four students began
discussing the prompt in answer to her question she stopped them abruptly saying, “I'm

not asking you to talk about it—we’re going to write about it—think then write
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(Observation May 23, 2000).” Her ELL students might have benefited from a brief

discussion of this prompt, as it might have provided them with context-specific
vocabulary and allowed them to either orally try out their own ideas or receive some
from their mainstream peers.

Lila had constructed a Language Arts class that heavily emphasized writing both
in terms of grammar instruction and in the number of activities that involved writing
assignments. She had students keep a writing folder with several entries per week.
The writing prompts she assigned appeared to be quite effective in engaging students in
writing. Out of the four obscrved classcs during which at Icast a tcn minutc period was
spent around these prompts, only one student was off task during that portion of the
class. However, her ELL students, though engaged, did appear to be struggling during
these writing periods, especially in the larger essay assignment. Her expectation though
was that students “were responsible for proofing and editing themselves.” She
“expected them to gather in the information and apply the rules from her grammar
lessons (discussion following observation May 30, 2000).” ''his final assignment
seemed to be a source of frustration and apprehension for her ELL students whose
earlier writing assignments had been corrected significantly with many iterations
(according to Lila, one student had done five drafts of an earlier essay).

In an observation of the students in a computer lab where they were expected to
complete their final draft, it was not clear that when given the responsibility for
proofing and editing their own essays, the students were capable of proofing their own
work. Though three or four students had hand-written copies of their essay that they

were typing into the computers, at least ten students were composing their essays
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directly at the computer, indicating a lack of a proofed or edited first draft. Lila’s
instruction around writing did not appear to address her students’ lack of ability to
apply grammatical rules in a scaffolded way. Lila, in talking about her frustrations
mentioned that she had gone to the reading specialist for suggestions. Lila mentioned
the advice, but then talked about how hard it was to do in her classroom.
As far as writing goes, she (the specialist) takes it just a little piece at a time and
spends quite a time on that. Like coming up with a thesis or something and
she’ll go around a make sure each one of them has a thesis, and just takes it in
smaller blocks....but it was difficult to do because of the kids I had in there. It
was real difficult to work with individuals during class...Mine wasn’t a large

class — it started out larger, but it got down to around 25, which is not a huge
class (p. 27).

This suggestion, if she had taken it, would have indicated some differentiation
based on individual student needs and may have helped her students, her ELL students
and her other struggling writers. However, in observations and in her statements in
interviews, it appeared that she chose to continue providing instruction through leading
the whole class through grammar exercises on discrete grammatical rules, rather than
helping her students apply those rules to their writing, while completing writing
assignments in her class. She was observed giving individual assistance to students in a
few instances, however those occurred only while her students were completing
grammar exercises rather than the larger writing tasks, doing little to assist students in
transferring the grammatical rules to their writing.

Her methods for addressing struggling readers seemed to follow suit. Though
Lila recognized that her students were struggling with reading, especially when

assigned to read on their own, she still seemed frustrated by their “squirmy” behavior
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when she assigned chapters for them to read individually. In observations of this class,
it seemed evident that those students who wanted to ‘sit’ (rather than engage in the
reading) during silent reading of the class text, 7o Kill a Mockingbird were having
difficulty with the reading level and vocabulary of the book. Lila did talk about her
students’ low reading skills and her frustration with having them read on their own. As
a result, she had adopted a strategy of reading the chapters aloud in class. This did not
appear to address her students’ need to improve their reading skills, and just seemed to
frustrate her when they became bored listening to her read for 45 minutes to an hour.
Lila mentioncd consulting the rcading specialist to help her with the students who were
struggling with reading.
We did talk some (the reading specialist). She said, of course I was in the
middle of ‘To Kill a Mockingbird’ at that time when we talked, and she said I
wouldn’t do that book with at risk kids because they just don’t get it... They may
not be able to read it, some of them, but if | read it to them and talk about it as |
go through, and that’s why it takes so long — if I just read it, it would not be
worth that much. But we do talk about some of the main concepts and I think
that there are some things in that book that are just life skills, and those kids of
all need those life skills...I’m still not sure I’'m ready to dump 7o Kill a
Mockingbird (p.26).
Though in this statement Lila talked about discussing the main concepts in the book,
observations of her practice revealed that this was rare. In the three observations in
which she read from To Kill a Mockingbird, discussion of the book occurred for
approximately one minute per 20 minutes of reading and seemed to cover literal
relerences to the text. The purpose [or these discussion breaks {rom the reading seemed

primarily to keep students on task rather than to dig deeper into the meanings or

situations in the story. During these discussions, her ELL students appeared to be
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listening, but did not participate leaving Lila seemingly unaware of their level of
comprehension.

Though Lila reported that her students were poorly behaved, during interviews,
my observations revealed that they were quiet and compliant. In the observations in
other case study teachers’ rooms, the sustained silent reading (SSR) period tended to
include disruptions, whispered conversations, students moving about the room
sharpening pencils, getting books, papers, etc. However, in Lila’s room you could have
heard a pin drop. During class discussions, students raised their hands to answer and
ask qucstions, rarcly offcring a comment without permission. Lila’s class appcarcd to
be quite structured with minimal latitude given to her students.

In having chosen Lila as a case, there was a complicating factor--her proximity
to retirement--that might explain some of her implicit reluctance to learn new methods
to address her students’ needs. In observations of her upper level classes, her manner
and interactions with students changed considerably. These were students she
understood, ones who were motivated by grades and wanted to please the teacher.
Interestingly enough, the extreme emphasis on grammar observed in her ‘regular’ class
was not observed in her honors classes, especially as a discrete activity devoid of
literature or writing contexts. Having observed her Honors 9™ grade class in order to
examine briefly how this class differed from her other classes, I observed a writing
assignment that appeared particularly engaging for her students—writing an
autobiography. I asked Lila why she had not given this same assignment to her regular
9" orade students. She replied, “These guys—their home-lives are pathetic. I'd never

get it from them (discussion post observation May 30, 2000).” This statement seemed to
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reflect Lila’s assumptions concerning her students and seemed to shape her choice of
curriculum, her focus on grammatical rules and frequent use of textbook exercises, and
her style of interaction with her students which included little individualized assistance
or attention based on her assumptions concerning their lack of motivation. Lila’s
experience and knowledge of the writing process, grammatical rules and structures, and
literary texts appeared to be extensive, however the students in this class did not seem to
be benefiting from this. For her ELL students, this class epitomized a “sink or swim”
mainstream environment.

Although profcssional lcarning opportunitics might havc helped Lila address her
struggling students’ needs, she did not seek this kind of help. Her proximity to
retirement seemed to keep her from taking on the hard work of changing elements of
her practice. She stated:

I’m kind nearing the end of my career, so I probably won’t take anything. No, I

mean things that we do as a staff or something I’ll do, but as far as by going out

just to get credit, no (p.32).

In addition, it seemed that her perception of professional development also seemed to
influence her decision not to pursue these opportunities--the way in which she
characterized professional development as just to “get credit” didn’t reflect a belief that
these activities were a support or would help her face these challenges.

Thus far, Lila’s case has dealt with the research questions regarding teacher
perception of ELL student needs, the accommodations made based on these
perceptions, and the conditions and policies that shaped teacher work at the school
level. Next I examine her perceptions of the larger policy environment and ways in

which it might have influenced her work.
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Lila and the State Reform: Influence on her Practice

Lila, like other case study teachers, spoke about the WASL when asked about
pressures she felt:

New pressures? There is a lot of pressure to do the WASL which isn’t all bad.

Because it’s pretty basic stuff and it’s stuff we should be teaching anyway. I

don’t like the assumption that we are teaching to a test, because we are not. We

are teaching skills and the skills will be tested on the WASL. So I don’t really

feel a lot of pressure there. A lot of it is stuff I do anyway. A lot of this stuff has

just been part of our curriculum for a long time. I don’t, and maybe this is

because I am so old and established, I don’t feel any pressure to do anything. I

just think that by and large I am respected for what I’ve done and I don’t feel a

lot of pressure...Just different skills that they would need on the WASL, which I
think was just good teaching (p.40).

Lila’s perception of what the WASL asked of her students appeared to be incomplete,
or at least a bit misinformed. Like many teachers at that point in time, she had not
received results from the WASL for any of her students, or at least had not analyzed
those results. Certainly, her 9" grade students had not taken the WASL and her 10"
grade students would not take the WASL until the end of their 10" grade year.
However, at the time of the study, Greenlake students had not been performing
particularly well on the WASL. Only 39% of the 10" graders taking the reading portion
reached standard and 22% met standard in writing. Though the accountability meu@s
for students weren’t set to be implemented for a few years, these WASL results would
seem to indicate that pressures to improve would be present. However, Lila’s
perception of the WASL as a pressure remained as an abstract, future pressure with
little concrete knowledge or details to inform her practice, especially in terms ol her
ELL students. Consequently, though she was aware of the WASL and the fact that it

was a pressure for teachers and should be addressed, her conception of what that
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actually might mean for her students, especially for those whom she struggled to serve
or for her practice remained less of a reality. This stance may have been influenced by
Lila’s impending retirement and the fact that she was not slated to teach a low level
class in the last year of her work.

Perspectives Across the Two Teachers: Lila and Kathy

In light of the perspectives shared by these two teachers, it seems necessary to
pull back from the classroom and briefly examine the larger context in which these
classrooms existed—the department, which acted as a sub-climate, and the school
where many of the dccisions that shapcd the work and classrooms of thesc tcachers
were made. The final research question includes this focus on the school level and
those programs and departments within as well as on the two case study teachers, and
the larger policy climate at state and district levels as they were interpreted.

There appeared to be one set of policies that scemed particularly salient within
the Greenlake environment. This set of policies determined the assignment of teachers
to courses, students, and physical space. It is important to note that though these
policies have the possibility of greatly enhancing the learning experience of both
teachers and students, many of them fall short of doing so to the extent that they might,
especially in terms of the needs of ELL students at Greenlake. However, these policies
appear to have strengthened both the collegial environment and the individual teaching
environments within the English department.

Assignment and the Department as Supportive for Teachers
Assignment here refers to the set of decisions and more informal school-level

policies that have arisen around the assignment of teachers to students or groups of
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students, to courses or departments, to physical spaces (or classrooms), and to other
activities (i.e. extracurricular clubs, programs, coaching positioné, etc.). Assignment
also refers to the decisions that determine where students will be placed, in which
“tracks” or at which academic levels (i.e. vocational or technical, college-bound,
honors, arts, etc.). Scheduling is another aspect of assignment, in fact it appears as the
enactment of these decisions. This section includes a brief discussion of two areas of
assignment which appeared to affect the working environment of Greenlake and
contribute to the strength of the Language Arts department most saliently: the
assignment of tcachers to classcs and the assignment of tcachers to physical spaces. It
should be noted that though the teachers in the Language Arts department reported
feeling supported, this support could be characterized as fairly affective in nature
beyond the sharing of materials or suggested activities. In addition, neither case study
teacher ever mentioned receiving support in regards to their ELL students.

In obscrvations and intcrvicws with tcachcers across departments, as wcll as
through a review of teacher schedules and assignments, it became apparent that the
principal (and his predecessor) kept the degree of out-of-field assignment to a
minimum. By degree, I refer to the adjacent nature of the subjects assigned. For
example, Language Arts teachers tended to be assigned to related subjects or electives,
like British Literature or Drama or Debate. A Science teacher might be assigned to
teach one section of Algebra or a lower level Math class. This appeared to limit the
amount of new preparation for the class, as well as the unease that many teachers

reported when being assigned a course outside their field of expertise. Both case study
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teachers seemed confident in their curricular knowledge, even if they were less so with
the pedagogical knowledge necessary to reach their high needs students.

Administrators at Greenlake also seemed to pay attention to a second element of
assignment-- the assignment of teachers to physical space within the building. Teachers
within the same department tended to be assigned to adjacent classrooms, or at least
classrooms in the same section of the building. Though this might have seemed like a
trivial and traditional structure, when compared to the haphazard assignment of
classroom space at Stonybrook, the opportunities that were afforded through this
arrangcment at Greenlake become readily apparent. For cxample, tcachers in adjacent
or adjoining rooms were able to share materials saving precious curricular resources.
Teachers had the opportunity to more rea&ily share strategies, and had easier access to
observations of others’ practice. At the very least, it allowed teachers the opportunity to
align curriculum or watch each other’s classes. While Greenlake teachers seemed to
take this ability for granted and did not mention this as a source of support, the lack
thereof at Stonybrook prompted this listing of physical proximity as a supporting factor.
This physical proximity, in concert with the other assignment policies appeared to be a
factor that contributed to the strength of the English department.

District and State Policies and Greenlake: Impacts on Lila and Kathy

The kinds of pressures, decisions, and activities that occurred in classrooms
tended to be influenced indirectly by policies and priorities set at state and district
levels. Teachers and to a greater extent, students, did not recognize direct policy
effects, but decision-makers at school, district and state levels shaped decisions about a

wide range of program, facility, curriculum and instructional elements with their
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interpretations of policies. It’s important to understand the most salient policies as they
are the ones most likely to be on teachers’ and administrators’ radar screens.

One activity observed during the course of the study was reportedly prompted
by the state reform and had to do with aligning high school courses with the state
performance standards or EALRs. However few teachers spoke of workshops or
prolonged professional development activities focused on that kind of work. Teachers
and administrators seemed to think of alignment with the state standards as a kind of
“referencing” activity, making sure they could point to some activity or portion of their
lcssons that covered the standard in qucstion. This work did not appcar to be thought of
any difterently than other professional activities in a teacher career.

Though Kathy and Lila both appeared to feel little pressure to improve their
student test scores through changes in curriculum, classroom activities, or instruction, at
least at the time of the study, the Principal seemed much more aware of the immediacy
of the pressures and pointed to activities that his faculty had initiated:

It’s because of what’s coming down the pike. On the WASL, I think in
my building - I’ve got my results here someplace — but I'm looking at
four for proficiency — 22%...that’s how many kids would get a
certificate in proficiency of mastery at this point. And that’s to
graduate? We have to meet a standard by a certain date and I think what
it’s done is it’s focused people, and I didn’t think this was going to be the
case to some extent this quickly. But basically, it’s a six-year target
away, but you’re seeing people saying ‘you know, I'm having my
departments analyze the WASL scores of what we can do better, what
we need to improve on, where we need to realign the curriculum, what
we need to do — maybe we need to add more of something, take away
something to be able to have these kids meet these standards.” People
have a sense of urgency. People say ‘I don’t want to be in a high school

that nobody can pass the WASL, nobody can get a certificate of
mastery.’ It’s a scary thought (p.18).
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While the principal noted this sense of urgency in his staff, it appeared that the

administration was much more aware or worried about this approaching WASL
graduation requirement than the teachers. Much like those teachers in elementary and
middle schools had reacted at earlier stages of the reform, the high school teachers at
Greenlake did not appear to realize the full implications of the WASL for their
mainstream students, and especially for their ELL population. Perhaps it was in hope
that the‘ state government would back down once the full implications of so many
students not graduating were realized (and what to do with them). At any rate, though
the tcachers spoke of the pressure, and somce of it could be scen in the activitics
involving classroom assessment, the sense of urgency mentioned by the principal was
not entirely apparent.

In looking at ELL students in mainstream classes, it would seem that this
pressure would be even greater, and ’that teachers would be aware of this and address
the growing need to reach the state standards. Nominally, the district appeared to be
supporting teachers through professional development activities to address new forms
of assessments and “raising the bar” through improving curriculum by aligning it with
the more rigorous performance and content standards. The school appeared to be
pushing and supporting teachers to change their practice and take advantage of the
increased instructional time of the block schedule, both through professional
development and through this change in structure. The ESL program seemed to support
ELL students in their need to acquire English and academic skills. What became
apparent was that the ESL program and the students served by it, operated under the

gun. Students needed to get those skills and exit the program if they expected to
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graduate. Few ESL classes counted toward graduation, so the sooner a student could
exit, the sooner they could begin acquiring credits. The chair of the ESL program
explained the situation this way:

(To get through the ESL program) It’s usually going through the
classes but it’s also driven by the kid knows that he or she is say a
sophomore, because you get moved by credits, you don’t get moved
by seat time or face time. So once you are a sophomore and you want
to graduate, you know you’ve got to start taking some of the
mainstream classes. Okay, or a junior, you definitely have to. So the
kid will sometimes self-exit or choose to take classes that they know
they need to take to graduate (p.14).

As previously discussed in earlier chapters and in the literature concerning this

population, this, togcther with the cligibility requircments of the program, pushcd
students out of ESL classes into the mainstream, where teachers seemed both unaware

of and unable to meet their unique needs.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study was designed to examine the ways in which two mainstream teachers
in each of the two schools thought about and interacted with their ELLs and how the
state, school, and local contexts influenced them. The two schools had different
demographics, standing in the district, leadership, structures, facilities—the list of
differences in climate, policies, and conditions at each school was long. The support
structures for the teachers at each school also initially appeared to be quite different.
However, in terms of teachers’ beliefs and actual instructional practice, and the ways in
which that practice was supported, ultimately what occurred in their classrooms for
their ELL students seemed fairly similar. In this final chapter, I focus the discussion
around the research questions across the two schools and pairs of teachers integrating
more fully conditions and policies in place at school, district and state levels and the
consequences for teachers’ work with ELL students.

The organization of this final chapter continues the focus on the research
questions but emphasizes instead their intersection and the main conclusions coming
out of the two pairs of questions: first, discussing the main point from the questions
regarding teachers’ perceptions and practice; and second, discussing the two main
points from the questions concerning how the conditions and policies at the school and
district levels seemed to affect these. This discussion crosses school boundaries and

includes all four teachers examining the differences and similarities that came to light.
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Perceptions of ELL Needs and Teacher Practice Across Teachers and Schools

The literature on ELL students suggests that they have several academic needs:
1) English language development, 2) subject matter knowledge and skills, and 3)
learning strategies with which to acquire the former and succeed within the educational
system (Chamot, 1994; Gandara, 1997; Harklau, 1999; Lucas, 1994; Minnicucci &
Olsen, 1992; Olsen, 1996; Short, 1999). The primary need for ELLs is obviously
English language development. However, as posited by Vygotsky (1962), language
development is also important because of the critical role of language in learning and
thinking. It is crucial to both social interaction and intellectual growth. ELL students
need to develop an array of academic language skills and functions, including reading
both narrative and expository text, writing in different content areas, and using language
to inform, explain, analyze, classify, and evaluate what is being studied in school.
According to Chamot (1994), secondary teachers expect that most of their students will
be able to use language functionally for learning in different subject areas. In this
section, I briefly address the perceptions and practice of the four teachers in light of
these three needs.
Language Acquisition Needs of ELL Students: Teacher Language and Classroom
Participation Structures

Classroom discussion appeared to be an instructional method used fairly often in
at least three of the case study teachers’ classes. Discussion can provide opportunities
for ELLs to produce and expand their knowledge of English through interacting with
and listening to native speakers of English and negotiating meaning through spoken

discourse. Krashen (1981) labels this activity developing language through an
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“authentic communicative purpose.” However Harklau (1999), in listing the elements
of a teacher’s talk that help ELLs acquire language, notes that these don’t tend to be
used in mainstream classrooms and that mainstream teacher talk may actually include
elements that hinder ELL understanding such as the use of puns, asides, and idioms.
Elements that help ELLs’ understanding include reducing the speed and complexity of a
teacher’s language, increasing repetition and pauses, and contextualizing abstract
concepts through nonverbal cues, pictures, demonstrations or gestures.

The case study teachers differed across these elements. Heidi, for example, did
contextualize abstract concepts by using her drama background to act out and
demonstrate situations and scenes from the play while she read it aloud to her students.
Kathy’s language use in the classroom was problematic because of the frequency with
which she included asides and idioms making her explanations and instructions difficult
to understand for her ELL students. Martha seemed to use repetition, pauses and a
slower speed of speech in her classes in order to increase her students’ understanding,
though it seemed that she did this to address all of her students rather than targeting her
ELLs. Much of Martha’s interaction with her students was on an individual basis rather
than using whole-class discussions. Lila’s use of class discussions seemed less an
opportunity for students to develop their authentic communication skills and more of, as
Harklau put it, “a means of assessing comprehension (p.44).” Across all four teachers,
the opportunities for ELL students to produce discourse was limited to word and
phrase-level responses that could not be deemed authentic negotiations of meaning that
further developed their language.

Across the four teachers, it seemed that the need for their ELL students to ‘learn
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English’ was perceived to be quite important. However, it was not always apparent that
they realized the array or depth of language development that their students required in
order to participate in assignments and activities in their classrooms. The case study
teachers, perhaps because of their lack of experience with or knowledge of English
language development, reflected the assumptions posited in the literature that
mainstream teachers do not have an accurate understanding of ELL academic language
needs (Harklau, 1999; Olsen, 1996; Short, 1999).

Though all four teachers allowed for ELLs development of their English
language through providing examples of spoken English from both the teacher and from
their mainstream peers, the language used in classroom discussions and instruction did
not seem to take into account ELLs’ language development. Opportunities to practice
or produce English within the classroom were available, but seemed limited. Thus,
though there was an abundance of English being produced in these classrooms, little of
it was coming from ELLs. Thus, the ELL students had little opportunity to build their
English language in terms of production.

Building ELLs Subject Matter Knowledge and Skills: Teacher Practice and
Accommodations

Another major need for secondary ELLs identified by the literature is subject
matter knowledge and skills (Gandara, 1997). The diverse array of prior academic
knowledge that ELLs possess and the resulting gaps in this knowledge require high
schools to build both grade level content knowledge and skills and the prior knowledge
that is the basis for that new knowledge. The linguistic demands of subjects such as

social studies and literature make these subjects particularly difficult. Prior knowledge
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of the American culture also plays a part in the structure of curriculum and learning in
these content areas. High school teachers tend to build instruction and utilize materials
based upon prior cultural knowledge obtained implicitly through living in the culture
and explicitly in the educational system (Olsen, 1996).

In this study, class discussions regarding the literary texts used in three of the
case study teachers’ classrooms appeared to rely upon this implicit knowledge of
American culture, Kathy and Lila’s discussions of Lord of the Flies and To Kill a
Mockingbird, and Heidi’s use of The Merchant of Venice seemed rife with cultural
allusions. Though Heidi interpreted and explained some of the language used in
Shakespeare to improve the level of understanding among her mainstream population,
her explanations tended to utilize present-day illustrations or examples from American
culture that seemed to leave her ELL students confused. Kathy’s questions regarding
the symbolism in Lord of the Flies and the “beasts of the water and the air” and what
those might refer to, kept her ELLs and other students looking for literal explanations as
evidenced by their answers—*“crabs and parachutes.” Again, the perceptions of the case
study teachers regarding the needs of their ELL students in this area, were not based on
the particular needs of ELLs, but seemed to be more generally focused on what their
mainstream students needed. They seemed unaware that their ELL students might need
additional or alternative instruction.

Because this study focused on Language Arts classrooms, the subject matter
knowledge and skills discussed above seemed to be linked in important and challenging
ways for ELL students—in order to access the content they had to be able to both

understand and utilize the language in written and oral presentations.
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Learning Strategies for ELLs: Teacher Practice

The final area of need important for ELLs in high schools is the need to develop
effective learning strategies for both content and language (Chamot, 1994; Lucas, 1994;
Minicucci & Olsen, 1992), This particular need seemed one that perhaps all of the
students in the case study teachers’ classrooms, mainstream and ELL, could have
benefited from. Many of the students in these classrooms appeared to be struggling
with both reading and writing at their grade level. Three of the case study teachers
appeared to have assumed that their students had already acquired a set of learning
strategies with which to approach their high school coursework. Lila, Kathy and Heidi
had assigned fairly complex writing and reading assignments and expected that their
students knew the steps in the process necessary to successfully complete the
assignment. Kathy assumed the students knew how to design a research project around
a central question, determine “credible” sources, complete bibliographic note-cards, and
write a research paper based on the information they collected from the library and
internet. Lila assumed that students knew how to write, edit, and revise an essay into
final draft form. Heidi assumed her students could listen in class while she and other
students read part of the play, then read the rest of it at home on their own and answer
comprehension questions. I observed her ELL students struggling with assignments
including even which steps to follow to complete the assignments.

In contrast, Martha provided instruction in using a writing template that made
explicit the steps through which the students should proceed in order to write an essay.
Her criteria and expectations for elements of that essay were also made explicit. She

referred to the template and individually assisted students in utilizing it in their writing
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assignments. In this way, Martha’s assumptions concerning her students needs differed
from her colleagues. However, because of number of students in her classes and the
diversity of student needs, she seemed limited in her ability to meet each student’s
individual needs. Her mainstream students with low level skills but highly disruptive
behaviors used up much of the time she had available for providing assistance and
instruction to individual students, leaving her quiet and compliant ELL students without
that attention.

Apart from Martha’s explicit instruction in the writing process, it appeared that
the study teachers did not address their students’ needs to develop learning strategies
that they could apply within their English classes or other content classes. In this
respect, the ELL students did not explicitly receive instruction in learning strategies--
rather they were expected to use strategies that the teachers assumed they already knew.

In sum, the case study teachers did see their ELL students’ needs. In general,
they seemed to not distinguish them from the other high needs students in their regular
English class. There appeared to be some individualized attention for ELL students ina
few of the classes, but this was limited by a few conditions. Across the teachers,
knowledge of the unique needs of ELLs was absent except for the recognition that
“language” was a problem. Additionally knowledge of how to address the challenges
that ELL students face was missing. When teachers were seen individualizing or
providing learning tools for students, they were providing the same tools for all of the
students rather than differentiating based on unique needs of students. When teachers
utilized one-on-one attention to assist ELL students, their time with ELLs was limited

because of the number of other high needs students in the class, especially those with
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disruptive behaviors. In this instance, though providing individual assistance for
assignments or to instruct a student might be effective in a smaller class, the number of
students with the need for this assistance overwhelmed the teacher in these large
classes.
Demographic, Physical, and Structural Conditions and Policies and Teacher Work
in the Two High Schools

What conditions and policies in place in the two schools supported or hindered
the case study teachers’ ability to meet the needs of their ELL students? The list of
structural, fiscal, physical and demographic conditions that together created the climate
at both high schools was a long one. Initially, the school level conditions across the two
schools seemed different. Though district resource allocations based on per student
funding and FTEs were the same, the costs associated with each school were not.
Greenlake’s newly remodeled facility for example did not require the same level of
spending on maintenance and repair as Stonybrook’s overcrowded, crumbling facility.
The student populations at each school also required different levels of instruction,
remediation, and support structures. Whether as a result of their demographics or in
light of them, Stonybrook had been characterized as a ‘vocational’ school versus
Greenlake’s characterization as a good comprehensive school for academic and
extracurricular activities.

In terms of human resources, Greenlake’s faculty differed in the level of
experience and knowledge with over 8 years separating the averages in faculty
experience. Stonybrook also differed from Greenlake in the stability of their faculty.

At the time of the study, Stonybrook’s administrators had consistently required 10-15
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new teachers per year for the previous three years. Conditions at Greenlake were quite
different—openings each year were limited and highly sought after by teachers from
within and outside of the district allowing administrators to pick and choose from top
candidates.

However, in terms of supporting mainstream teachers to meet the needs of their
ELL students, these differences in conditions did not appear to result in significantly
different work environments for the case study teachers. There were two main
conclusions in regard to the conditions and policies that impacted the teachers’ work at
both schools and their ability to address the needs of their ELL students. First, was the
way in which teachers and students were assigned, and second were the ways in which
the teachers’ practice was supported and developed to meet the needs of their students.
Assignment of Students, Teachers, and Courses

The ways in which student and course assignments were made at both schools
for the regular 9™ and 10™ grade language arts class resulted in large classes that
included a diverse array of high needs students. Meeting the different needs of these
students within one class was certainly challenging. There is a recognition in the field
(Harklau, 1999; Faltis, 1999) that students needing differential supports, like those
found in ESL or special education classrooms should be placed in smaller classes. Both
schools seemed to recognize this when assigning students to at risk programs limiting
the classes to 15 students. However, ELLs did not appear to be considered a part of this
at risk population. The regular language arts classes with their array of high needs

students, including ELLs, ranged from 25 to 39 students.
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According to the literature (Kaplan, 2002; Kariuki, 1995), the way in which

courses, teachers, and students are assigned can also do much to support teachers and
students. In each teacher’s case, the classes and students to which they were assigned
shaped the learning environment and the kinds of instruction that the teacher could
provide to the students in her classes, especially their ELL students. Assignment
decisions are certainly complex and challenging for administrators and leaders at high
schools. At both Greenlake and Stonybrook, course assignment appeared to be made
with different priorities in mind than the needs of ELL students. The knowledge base
and experience of the four teachers appeared to leave them unprepared to meet the
needs of the ELL students assigned to their classes.

Another element that seemed to add to the challenge of teaching these classes
was assigning them to novice teachers who were still in the beginning stages of
developing their practice. Both Kathy and Heidi were struggling with other elements of
their practice as well as being challenged to meet the diverse needs of their students—
Heidi with making curricular decisions, and Kathy with motivating her students.

Though I have discussed the similarity of the challenges that these four teachers
faced across the two schools, there were some added challenges for the teachers at
Stonybrook who were not only facing these conditions in one of their classes. In
Heidi’s case, the overcrowded, run-down classrooms, need to travel to a different room
for each class, and assignment to different departments and programs hindered her
ability to be successful, especially as a novice teacher. Although Martha did not face

multiple preparations, she had the same overcrowded, very needy class with a different
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group of students every period of the day. Both teachers appeared to be facing working

conditions that made it very difficult to be effective teachers for their ELL students.

By assigning these classes in this way, without putting support mechanisms in
place to assist the four teachers facing these challenges, the likelihood that the teachers
and their students would be successful seemed limited. Simply limiting the number of
students in these classes might have allowed for more time to address individual student
needs. Heidi’s assignment to multiple courses and multiple levels of students,
especially as a novice teacher still developing the rudimentary aspects of her craft (e.g.
classroom management), and the challenging nature of her assignment, seemed to limit
her ability to either notice or address her ELL students’ needs. In Martha’s case, her
assignment to all high needs students, in very large classes, confined to a small space,
challenged her ability to address their individual needs in the way she knew best. Her
lack of proximity to other teachers kept her isolated and far from the emotional support
she might have received from her colleagues.

In contrast, at Greenlake the nature of the facility actually created opportunities
for teachers in the English department to interact easily. Though much of the support
observed and documented through interviews was social and emotional in nature, it
remained a testament to the supportive nature of that very stable department. However,
assignment to classes at Greenlake had also created some challenges for the case study
teachers. With the benefit of hindsight and considering her position at the end of her
career, Lila’s assignment to the students she was more familiar with serving probably

would have been a better match. From her statements, it also seemed clear that she was
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not willing to invest time or energy in developing her practice at this late stage in her
career.

Kathy, like Lila, did not have prior experience to help her meet the needs of her
ELL students or her higher need mainstream students. The growing populations of
high needs students in both schools seemed to be pushing the administrators to make
difficult assignment choices. The faculty in Greenlake’s English department had a great
many strengths, especially in the way in which they served college bound students, but
as a whole they seemed to have less experience or knowledge of the kinds of instruction
needed to serve high need students. Consequently, assignment decisions were
challenging for the principal. Finding and hiring teachers who came prepared to teach
high needs students, rather than hiring and then providing the supports necessary to
develop those areas of their practice was a challenge.

The second conclusion to be drawn from the analysis of these four cases was
that the opportunities to develop and support the teachers’ practice to better meet the
needs of their ELL students were limited or nonexistent. There seemed to be two ways
in which this might have happened: professional learning opportunities in the form of
seminars, workshops or classes; and opportunities to consult and collaborate with other
teachers about the needs of ELL students.

Professional learning opportunities focused on instruction or curriculum
modifications for ELL students and opportunities in for collaboration or consultation
with ESL teachers were neither observed nor reported by case study teachers.

Interestingly, none of the teachers sought these or other supports for their teaching of
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ELL students, perhaps because of the aforementioned challenges they faced in serving

their other regular students.

Professional Learning

While Kathy listed several professional development opportunities in which she
had participated, the workshops in which she had participated were not focused on
supporting her work with her most challenging students. Rather, the learning
opportunities she had taken advantage of were for future assignments in Advanced
Placement courses. Consequently, those did not stand as supports for her work with her
current students, especially her ELL students, Lila, apparently because of her proximity
to retirement, did not participate in any professional development opportunities during
the time of the study and seemed to be disengaged from the school-led and district-
initiated workshops around the state’s reforms.

In contrast, Martha and Heidi had both participated in a week-long workshop
entitled, Reading Renaissance, which utilized the Accelerated Reader (AR) program
that, in observations, appeared to be addressing their students’, including the needs of
ELLs, needs for appropriate leveled reading materials. Both teachers were quite
enthusiastic about this workshop in interviews, having recognized that their students
had significant problems with reading. Though the school had adopted the AR program
and spent precious funds purchasing the books and assessment software, other English
teachers’ use of the materials was less consistent according to the case study teachers.

It appeared that their familiarity with the program and its appropriate uses came from

this professional learning opportunity. Though this was not meant specifically to target
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ELL students’ needs, it apparently addressed their needs for leveled books and

accessible reading material based on classroom observations. The Stonybrook case
study teachers aiso had other professional learning opportunities that seemed to shape
their practice including: work in faculty study groups around changing classroom
assessments to better prepare students for the WASL; workshops on using the Six Trait
Writing scoring rubric that was also used to score WASL writing prompts; release time
to work on aligning their curriculum to the EALRs; and a district-initiated workshop
entitled “Intergenerational Poverty.” However, these opportunities did not appear to
have shaped their practice in terms of meeting their ELL students’ needs.
Consequently, though these‘learning opportunities may have influenced their practice,
they did not directly support the case study teachers’ work with ELLs.
Consultation, Interaction, and Collaboration with other Teachers

Another one of the apparent consequences of the assignment pattern at
Stonybrook was a logistical limitation on teacher interaction. The opportunity for
teachers to find support from their department or other departments seemed limited
because of the lack of proximity to teachers teaching the same students or subjects and
to teachers who might provide expertise. The assignment of the teachers to classes,
rooms, and students also paved the way for interactions with other teachers, or not.
These interactions might also be characterized in some cases as opportunities to develop
teacher practice through the sharing of expertise in a particular area, one type of
professional learning. These opportunities for consulting with other teachers about their
more challenging students (i.e. below grade level readers, ELL students) were only

reported by the teachers at Greenlake. There, both Lila and Kathy had approached the
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remedial reading teacher for suggestions in addressing the low reading levels of their

students. Though they did not appear to have fully or even partially implemented those
suggestions, they both had recognized a need and sought a remedy from an available
source. At Stonybrook, it seemed that the logistical limitations that existed kept this
kind of professional consultation, interaction, and development of practice from
occurring.

Greenlake and Stonybrook administrators and teachers also made choices about
which policies, structures, and programs not to implement. Previously I mentioned a
few avenues of support that might exist for mainstream teachers who have ELLs in their
classrooms. Ihave also established that these did not stand as supports for the case
study teachers. Though the district had a steadily growing population of ELLs,
administrators at both district and school levels had chosen not to provide supports for
the mainstream teachers who were serving these students after they exited the ESL
program. A document review of district professional development offerings and
initiatives established that no seminars or workshops had been offered for mainstream
teachers concerning ways to meet the needs of their ELL students during the two years
before, and the year of the study. Neither school nor district administrations had
provided the means for ESL teachers and mainstream teachers to collaborate or consult
about their ELL students or their needs. Though Greenlake’s block schedule and the
resulting common times for teacher interaction, planning and collaboration were being
used by the English department, collaboration across department or program lines
around the needs of ELL students did not occur. Stonybrook’s school reform model,

which pitted groups of teachers against school issues, had not identified the needs of



187
their growing ELL population as a school issue. Consequently, no group of teachers

was searching for a way to better serve the needs of ELLs in the mainstream at
Stonybrook. Within the case study teachers’ classrooms, it was evident that text and
literature choices did not consider the needs of their ELL students. School-wide
adoptions of textbooks and curriculum materials for the mainstream did not appear to
consider either the ELL students or the mainstream students with below-grade level
reading abilities. This list of choices not made to support ELL students and their
mainstream teachers is long.
State Reform Influence on the District, Buildings, and Teachers

This final area of discussion is an interesting one. In part, because the national
literature in both academic and public media has illustrated the growing challenge and
pressures for teachers and students in general, but for ELL students in particular due to
standards-based reform. Thus it was a focus in the research questions and a significant
part of the conceptual framework. This was an area that was expected to be quite
prominent in conversations and interviews with teachers and administrators at all levels
of the system. Perhaps explained by the relatively new nature of the state reform
elements of standards, assessments and accountability pressures at the secondary level,
administrators and teachers did not seem as concerned as their counterparts at the
elementary level. District workshops around aligning curricula to the state standards,
creating specific district standards from the state EALRs, leaming to utilize 6 Trait
writing rubrics within their classrooms and changing classroom assessment practices to
reflect the state WASL assessments were just beginning to spread to the secondary level

and to involve more than a few teachers at a time. The implications of utilizing
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assessment data for creating school improvement plans, required by the state reform,
were just beginning to be considered. From interviews and observations of faculty and
departmental meetings, it almost felt as if the reform was starting from scratch when it
moved to the secondary level, rather than just being articulated from the lower grades.
Due to the promise of accountability for high school students, this seemed problematic
especially considering the considerable number of students who at that time had failed
to meet the state standard measured by the WASL.

However, in light of the emergent nature of the pressures of the reform on the
mainstream high school population, it is not surprising that teachers and administrators
did not have ELLs in mind when making choices about programs, professional learning
opportunities, or district curriculum and assessment adoptions. The implications for
instruction and curriculum for the mainstream at the high school level were still being
interpreted at the time of the study. The expectation that mainstream teachers and
administrators would have begun to imagine the consequences of the standards or
assessments for ELLs was unrealistic.

In closing, some of the initial issues that made this an intriguing yet difficult
topic to study, have resurfaced. 1 was unable to isolate ELL performance data from
aggregate district and school performance data, especially for those ELLs who were no
longer eligible for ESL services (and no longer tracked in their performance), remained.
Consequently, quantitative measures of how well ELL students who had left the ESL
program were being served at Greenlake and Stonybrook, were not available. So,
determining how these ELLs were performing and if their needs were in fact not being

met was problematic. The case study teachers at both schools seemed unaware of or
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unable to fully meet the specific needs of their ELL students due to a range of factors.

The novice teachers were engaged in trying to develop other elements of their practice.
Kathy was building her knowledge of instruction around the more capable students in
preparation for teaching upper level AP courses or gifted programs. Heidi, on the other
hand was working on developing her instruction for other struggling students in her
classes through a focus on reading instruction.

The veteran teachers, though facing the same challenges in serving their ELL
students without appropriate instructional techniques or materials, required different
kinds of supports. Martha who probably had the instructional skill set that most closely
matched her students’ needs, including her ELLs, may have been able to better serve
all of her students if she had fewer students in her class and less of a variety of high
needs students. In trying to provide instruction for all of the very needy students in the
same class, the quiet, compliant ELL students who demanded less, seemed to receive
less attention. In contrast, Lila seemed to have experienced little in her many years of
teaching that prepared her for working with the group of students she was assigned to at
the time of the study.

In conclusion, it appeared that the complex web of policies, decisions, pre-
existing and changing conditions played varying roles in creating the environments for
teachers and students at each school. There seem to be two main policy and conditional
points that came to light in this study and are reflected in more recent literature in the
field. First, across the four teachers it was evident that none of them had been prepared
in their teacher education programs to address the needs of their ELL students. Though

they had been prepared at different times, the certification requirements and state
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programs did not include coursework or training in the education of ELLs. The
implications of this lack of attention in the certification policy arena would seem to be
far reaching. In addition, none of the teachers had further training or professional
development opportunities through either the state, district, or school in meeting or
recognizing the needs of their ELL students. Consequently, it seerﬂs clear that these
four teachers were not prepared to address these students’ needs. In a more recent
study, Gandara et al (2003) identified seven aspects of schooling in which ELLs receive
an education that is inferior to their mainstream, English speaking peers. The first of
these reflects this finding about the preparation of the case study teachers. Gandara et
al. identify this aspect of inferior education as an assignment of ELLs to unqualified
teachers. Though certainly, the case study teachers were technically qualified to teach
the courses to which they were assigned, they did not have the training necessary to
meet the needs of the students to which they were assigned. Even with the more recent
and rigorous certification requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act, these teachers
would be considered qualified to teach these students. In terms of the preparation of
teachers to teach ELL students, Gandara et al. (2003) and others (Tomas Rivera Center,
1994; Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000) note that much of what is known about how to
teach ELLs is not incorporated into teacher preparation efforts.

The second salient point that came to light and is also reflected in more recent
literature is that these teachers are “largely left to fend for themselves with inadequate
guidance, resources and training (Gandara et al, 2003 p.18).” Hayes and Salazar’s
(2001) study in California and Plecki and Elfers’ (2005) study in Washington both

include findings that teachers point to “the problematic lack of resources and training to
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assist them to provide quality services to ELLs (Hayes and Salazar, 2001 p.23).” Like

the schools in which the teachers worked within these other larger studies, neither
Stonybrook nor Greenlake provided guidance or resources to assist the four case study
teachers in serving their ELL students.

Limitations of the Study

There are several limitations to this study. First it is a study of only four
teachers who worked in schools that included at least 60 other teachers in a district
including 1000 other teachers who may or may not have mirrored their practice even
within the same policy environment at the school or district level. The findings can not
be generalized to other teachers. However, these teachers’ practice and perceptions
provide a lens into the climate in which mainstream English teachers in high schools in
one particular district were working.

This study was also undertaken several years ago. Consequently, many of the
conditions and policies present during the study may have now changed. At that time,
the standards-based reform was just beginning to be implemented at the high school
level. Many of the statements about a lack of concern or pressure noted by participants
regarding the reform may now have become more salient since accountability measures
for students are now in place.

In addition, there were some data limitations concerning the identification of
the number of ELLs present in the schools and district at the time of the study and their
achievement as these students were no longer identified upon being exited from the
ESL program. Consequently, in presenting the magnitude of the problems facing ELLs

in each school, the number of ELLs in each school and within the district is only an
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approximation based on the number of ELLs both eligible for ESL services and those

exited from the program. Their level of achievement within schools, classes, and in the
district as a whole remain an unknown, as that data was not disaggregated from district
averages at the time of the study. Consequently, though I assumed that ELL students
were struggling based on observations of classrooms and their behavior and grades,
district level data do not bear that out.

Finally, the focus of this study was the teachers and their practice rather than
their ELL students. I can not make claims about whether the instruction provided for
these students was successful or not. I can only document what that instruction looked
like.

Implications for l’olicy and Practice

Stepping back, it seems easy to deride the teachers and administrators for
decisions and actions they made during the course of the study. However the climate,
resources, facilities, staff, and level and variety of student needs placed within a system
beginning to feel the pressure of high stakes assessments and accountabilities for
students and schools is not a place where decision-making is a slow, thoughtful process
based upon‘reams of data and clear consequences or solutions for the bevy of issues.
The level of needs and lack of resources within the classrooms and within the schools
appeared to require teachers and administrators to prioritize which needs would receive
attention and which ones would not. There has been much discussion of the
consequences and realities, as well as the missed opportunities of assignment decisions
made related to students, courses, physical spaces, and teachers. These are not clear-cut

decisions for administrators. A decision to lighten the workload for one teacher may tip
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the balance and overload another. Matching Lila, for example, with highly capable

students, might mean that Kathy takes on another class of regular students taxing her
practice and pushing her out of her Honors-student comfort zone. Assigning ESL
teachers to teach ESL full-time at Stonybrook might create a more cohesive ESL
program, but would mean that the part-time ESL teachers teaching transitional content
courses for ELLs would no longer be able to do so. Consequently, mainstream content
teachers would then teach these courses without the benefit of the experience or
knowledge of instruction or development of ELLs.

The flexibility of the after-school Community Center at Stonybrook, allowed the
program to hire ESL teachers and instructional aides as tutors for the ELLs whose needs
were not being met during the school day. However, this seemed to ensure that these
needs would continue to be served outside of the classroom—teachers were less aware
that ELL needs were greater than the instruction being provided enabling them to focus
on other students needs. In addition, because of the change of focus for the after school
tutoring, the original target of building a program to bridge the community and the
school seemed to have become a secondary emphasis.

Policy Considerations
In keeping with the emphasis on policy decisions that seemed to stand out as
possible means of supporting these teachers’ work, I close with a brief discussion of
policy avenues for supporting mainstream teachers work with their ELL students.
There seem to be three avenues that hold some promise outside the context and climate
present in schools. The first has to do with the educational training of pre-service

teachers, the second points to professional learning opportunities for teachers once they
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are in the field, and the third has to do with the assignment of teachers, students, and

courses. With the growing population of ELLs in our nation’s schools, and in light of
the findings of this study, it scems more important than ever that our teachers have a-
better understanding of the needs of these students. The likelihood that they will
encounter ELLSs in their classrooms continues to increase. Certification requirements
might be increased adding even a rudimentary training requirement for how to address
the needs of ELL students. However, as mentioned earlier and in literature in the field
(Gandara et al, 2003; Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2001) though research-based methods
for teaching ELLs exist (August & Hakuta, 1997), they do not tend to be translated into
teacher preparation efforts. In addition, in response to earlier standards-based reform
efforts and more recent requirements for NCLB, certification requirements have
recently been increased and still do not reflect the needs of a growing ELL population
within the US educational system.

With respect to in-service teacher learning opportunities, districts like Typfield
would seem a likely place in which to provide workshops or longer running seminars to
support their mainstream teachers as they struggle to serve ELLs in their classes.
However, serving immigrant students and allocating resources for those services is
increasingly becoming a political issue. In the past few years, anti-bilingual, English-
only initiatives have been adopted in many states. School boards and parent groups
have not traditionally advocated for the ELL students enrolled in their schools.
Immigrant parents in Typfield, and other districts have not tended to be vocal advocates

for their children’s educational rights due to a host of factors including a lack of
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experience in the US education system, and because they may face legal issues if they
are undocumented immigrants.

Finally, there could be required changes to the assignment practices in place at
both schools that seemed to result in teachers without the preparation or time necessary
to address the needs of their ELL students. These might be in the form of requirements
that teachers assigned ELL students or other high needs students have the training
referred to in the previous paragraphs. Another suggestion, in keeping with the
decisions and policies already in place for other at risk populations, would be to place
limitations on class sizes. This might provide the teachers with a more manageable
level of student needs within their classrooms, perhaps allowing more time to
differentiate and individualize their instruction or materials.

Implications for Future Research

The need for furth& research in the area of secondary ELL education, especially
after these students have left ESL or bilingual education programs remains large. As
established in the literature review in Chapter Two, though there have been many
studies conducted at the elementary level, there is still a paucity of research at the high
school level. In addition, there have been fewer still studies of ELL students who have
left the purview of ESL or bilingual education programs. The growth in the use of high
stakes assessments and their link to graduation requirements haQe increased the
pressures for high school ELLs to leave ESL programs as soon as possible to begin their
preparation in mainstream content classes for these assessments. Finding more
effective ways to support mainstream teachers’ efforts to serve their ELL students is

imperative.
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While this study documents a small slice of four teachers’ work, their practice
and their beliefs about their ELL students, it ultimately was a study of what supports or
conditions might exist to assist these teachers and how teachers used those supports.
This study’s contribution to the field might be considered to be a list of conditions that
hindered these teachers ability to recognize and address the needs of their ELL students
rather than a documentation of supports. A sinﬁlar study that documented the actual
use of those possible supports and the conditions necessary for providing those and
paving the way for their utilization might shed some light on which conditions are more
effective or promising. Such a study might find additional supportive conditions or
structures than those explored here.

Finally, while federal No Child Left Behind legislation was not in place at the
time of the study, it has since increased the pressures begun with the state’s standards-
based reform package. Increased accountability pressures and frequency of assessments
have made the consequences for ELL students more pronounced. The state’s
graduation requirement based on students meeting standards as measured by the WASL
is in place for the class of 2008. ELLs are no longer exempt from state assessments.
On the other hand, one issue that has remained a challenge in both the research and in
educational practice has been the identification of the actual ELL student population
and the resulting scope of their needs. In the past, assessment data was only
disaggregated by those students who were eligible for ESL services. Identifying if ELL
students were still struggling or needed additional supports or instruction after they
exited ESL programs or even their basic achievement levels was not possible. Like the

situation in this study, without a perception on the teacher’s part that there was a
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specific need that was not being met, there could be no accommodation or change in
practice to address those needs. Without a clear identification of the scope of the
problem, the educational system can not address those needs. Though there are parts of
the No Child Left Behind legislation that have negative consequences for ELLs, in the
area of student-level data collection and tracking No Child Left Behind holds some
promise.

This study seemed to generate more questions than answers. It seemed to
document more of what wasn’t available to support these teachers than what was. Each
teacher poured energy and time into their teaching, but seemed to feel overwhelmed
with the number and variety of needs of their students. The schools seemed to be
attempting to support their practice in some respects, but were also facing
overwhelming challenges in terms of decreasing resources and increasing pressures for
results. By conducting this study, I hoped to find answers to questions about the work
of teachers in the mainstream and their ELL students. At the close of the study,
however, I found that rather than finding an end, I found the starting point for a new

round of research.
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Appendix A: Protocols
Principal
Climate, Students, Facility

1. When it comes to the education of ELLs, what's the approach in your school?
Probes:
¢ Placement, assessment, staff...
¢ Where did this approach come from?
e Why do it this way?

2. Would you do it differently? How?

3. What do you think is working well? Why?
4. What are the challenges?
e For students
e For teachers
5. What kinds of pressures are you feeling? From where?
Probes:
e WASL, EALRs
o §%

Supports for Teachers

6. What kinds of supports exist for teachers in your building? (of ELLs and
mainstream)
Probes:
In-service (targeting teacher needs, challenges; or general)
Time (for planning, for teaming, etc.)
Personnel (assign paras, team ESL with mainstream, outside
consultants, evaluate and guide/focus improvement)
e Materials (funds for adapted or primary language materials)

7. Why those kinds?
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District ESL Coordinator

Individual Background

e Tell me about your role in the district.

2. What informs you in that role? (Experience? Education?)
District support for teachers

3. What does the district do for schools, teachers, ELLs? How are these decisions
made?
Probes:
e Professional development
(what kind-extended time, in-class, feedback?)
Focused on what? (subject matter, general strategies, lang. Acquisition?)
e Paraprofessionals
Training?
How allocated/assigned?
e Materials
District or school based
Curricular
Assessment
e In your opinion, what's working well?

¢ In your opinion, should the district be doing something different? What? Why?

e What kinds of pressures are you feeling?
Probes:
e Where do these come from?
e WASL, EALRs
e Evaluation report (Sept. 1999 release)
e Budget

District Allocation

7. How are students and teachers assigned? Why?

Probes:
o Magnet programs
o Language based decision (para or teacher with same language?)
o Level based decision (age, grade, literacy)
¢ Residency based decision (neighborhood school)
o Where there’s room? (facility capacity)
Budget

8. Where does the money come from? (federal sources, state sources, local sources)
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9. Where does it go? Priorities? (Primary vs. Secondary) Who makes these decisions?
(school board, superintendent, C&I, Special services, facilities, etc.)

e What does it pay for? (professional development, paraprofessionals, ESL teachers,
materials)

Documents to collect

Policies/manuals for:
e Assignment to schools(ESL teachers, paraprofessionals, and
students)
o Staff development, training, preparation, induction
e Assessment of students (exemption, inclusion, modification,
accommmodation) '
Budget and expenditure reports
Evaluation reports
Assessment reports
Curriculum/ materials lists/descriptions



ESL Teacher

Individual background

1. Tell me about your background in the district:
School level

2. How do ELLs get served here?

Probes:
e By whom?
* Your role?
e Whose responsibility?
e How long?

e In your opinion, what's working well?
e What are the challenges?
Probes:

e For students?
e For teachers, the school?

District level

5. How does what you do here differ from other schools i 7. =~ -~

e Who makes the decisions about:

e Services?
e Assignment
¢ Budget

e What kinds of pressures are you feeling? From where?

8. What recommendations would you mas.
this school?

Documents to collect

Transitional bilingual education reports
e Test scores
¢ Language levels
e Courses offered (sheltered instruction and EST®

211
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Teacher Exit

Policy:

1. What are the expectations or pressures on you?
Probes:

o A. Where do they come from? (principal, dept., district, parents, students)
e B. Have they changed? If so, why?

¢ C. How did you get assigned this class? These students? (Do you tend to
get ELLs in many of your classes? Consistently?)

2. How could the district or school support you better?
e A. What kinds of things could they do?

e B. What kinds of things do you need?
¢ You've got some pretty diverse student needs in your class, how do you dea!

that?
¢ Do you have any help?

¢ What would help you serve their needs better?



213

Teacher
Individual background
1. Tell me about your background.
e Teacher preparation
e Subject matter
¢ Endorsements
e W/special populations
e Experience
Pedagogy/teaching methods

2. Tell me about your class.

3. What's going well?

4. What do you find challenging?

5. What’s your general approach to teaching? Where did that come from?

6. How do you organize your class for instruction? Why?
Supports:

7. Do you work with other teachers or other staff members? (including
paraprofessionals)

Probes:

Which ones?

Why?

About what?

How often?

8. Where do you go for help?
9. What would be helpful to you in your work?

10. Tell me about any staff development opportunities (formal or informal that you've
been involved in.
A. What do you think of them?
B. Who offered them?
Documents to collect:

Lesson plans
Syllabus for class observed
Other syllabus
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Student work (ELLs and mainstream students' stripped of identifiers)
Porfolios (if used stripped of identifiers)

Sample activities, worksheets, assignments

Documents from professional development

Curriculum materials

Any curriculum materials in ELL's primary language

Grading rubrics
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Counselor

1. What's your role in this school? (kinds of counseling services --career,
social/emotional, abuse, school, schedule, etc.)

2. How are counselors assigned to students (or vice versa)?
Probes:

¢ Different groups of students (tracks, ELLs, etc.)
e For how long? (high school career or change every year?)

3. How do you make your decision to assign a students to certain classes?
Probes:
o Criteria? Teacher; Grade level; Language level (how is this measured?);
Literacy level (how is this measured?);Time in US; Age
o Where does this information come from? (ESL teacher, parent, student)

4. Is there a certain progression of classes or teachers for ELLs or immigrants?

5. What's the policy regarding ELLs and testing (ITED, SAT/ACT, WASL, etc.)?
(exemption, accommodation, disaggregation)

6. Which teachers would you recommend I talk to about diverse learners in your

school?(other than special ed and ESL teachers)
Documents to ask for:

Sample student schedules (ELLs of different levels-literacy, language, first, second,
third year in country)

Policies/manuals/guidelines for:

Assignment

Course guidelines

Prerequisites

‘f'esting Administration (inclusion, exemption,
accommodation)

¢ Tracks (honors/college prep; vo-tech; low literacy; etc.)
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Appendix B: Interviews and Worksheets

Descriptive Checklist

# of Mainstream Students # of ELL Students

Subject (s) of Course

Level of Course

# of teachers

Area of expertise?

Ethnic background of ELL #

Hispanic

Somali

Samoan

Russian

Ukranian

Vietnamese

Chinese

Korean

# of Paraprofessionals

ELLs grouped?

Mixed languages?

W/mainstream?

Ability grouped?

Tally Box for Responses

# of ELL Negative Positive # of Mainstream
responses Feedback Feedback | resp:-




Modes of learning/teaching

v # and type
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Visual cues? (pictures, charts, graphs)

Gestures?

Repetition?

Simplification of terms?

Pauses?

Decrease speed of speech?

Puns or asides?

Average wait time?(ELL)

Average wait time? (mainstream)

Modeling of correct grammar and
pronunciation?

% of class time for teacher talk

% of class time for student ©-"

Materials

Name of curriculum

Primary language text?

Primary language supplementals?

Translation of
worksheets/exercises?

Adaptation of
workshccts/activitics?

Time extension?

Pre-reading, pre-vocabulary
exercises?

Language dictionaries?

Technology?

Paraprofessionals (if assigned)

Translation only?

Instruction and translation/interpretation?

Work in ELL groups?

Work mixed groups?

Tutoring?




Post-Observation Interview Protocol

1.

2.

Tell me your thinking about today's lesson?

What do you think worked well? Why?

What might you change if you taught it again? Why?

What did you think students got out of the lesson? How do you know?
Who do you think the lesson worked for best?

I noticed you have some diverse learners in your class. Tell me about that.

Probe:
e Challenges?

7. Inoticed tell me about that. (i.e., you grouped students, not
everyone did the homework, some ran out of time, you used the visuals a lot, etc.)
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Appendix C: Observation Guidelines

Student Portfolios documenting language growth & progression in formal and informal
contexts (Salinger, 1996)(Note the use of these, perhaps sample with identifiers
removed)

Encouragement and acceptance of student’s attempts to communicate (errors a normal
part of language learning)}(Bredekamp & Coppolo, 1997)
e Learner centered teaching style? (Smrekar, 1994)
e Opportunities for output (Smrekar, 1994)
¢ Social interaction encouraged?
e Structured interaction?
e Modeling of correct linguistic structures (Wong Fillmore, 1992)
e Other students?
e Teacher?
Activities and physical environment reflect diversity in students (Gutwirth, 1997,
Morrison & Rodgers, 1996)?
Multicultural literature choices?
Opportunities to use materials in primary language when appropriate?
Materials avoid stereotypical associations or inaccurate portrayals of cultures
Authentic materials and projects?

®* & @

Use of multiple modes of learning?(Harklau, 1999; Wong Fillmore, 1985)(lecture,
activity-based, cooperative groups, etc.) ‘
Visual cues?

Gestures?

Repetition?

Simplification of terms?

Pauses and slowing of speech?

Amount of wait time?

Number of asides and puns from teacher

How much of teacher talk is comprehensible input?(Harklau, 1999)
e Document amount of time of teacher talk vs. student talk

Number of responses from ELLs vs. mainstream students? (Knott, 1987)
¢ Opportunities for responses (Swain, 1985)
Negative feedback/positive feedback
Corrcctions (helpful or punitive?)(Harklau, 1999)
Use of written responses (Adamson, 1993; Saville-Troike, 1984)

Adaptation of materials (texts, exercises, handouts, notes, assessments)
o Translation (interpreter or written)
¢ Simplification of English vocabulary (instructions? Body of work?)
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Preparation for materials/activities (pre-reading, vocabulary, explanation)
Extension of time allowed

Use of language dictionaries/hand-held computers

Choice of modes for response (written vs, oral, prepared vs. impromptu)

Grouping of students?

heterogenous

by primary language

ELLs only

mainstream w/ELLs

ability (language level? Literacy level? Subject matter knowledge
level?)(Harklau, 1994; Mehan, Hubbard, & Villaneuva, 1994)

Communication with parents/community of ELLs?
o Primary language
o How often?
e Comprehensible (doesn’t assume knowledge of school culture)

Collaboration/teaming with ESL/bilingual teachers/paras?
e How often?
o To what depth?
o About materials? Assessments? Student information (levels? Language?)

Use of Paraprofessionals?
o For interpretation/translation?
o Tor instruction of small groups?
¢ One on one tutoring/assistance?



Appendix D
Document Collection List

State, District, and School Level:
Washington Administrative Code and Revised Code concerning-
o Bilingual education
e English as a Second Language
e Teacher initial and continuing requirements/endorsements for ESL and
bilingual
¢ Teacher initial and continuing certification requirements for H.S. language
arts, science
Assessment of ELLs
Education Reform legislation
Legislation aimed at education (initiatives, etc.)
Additional legislation affecting education (e.g. impending I-695 w/funding
implications)
Budget and allocation schedule for education including-
o Federal sources (grants, categorical funding, Eisenhower, etc.)
e State sources (e.g. LAP, TBE, etc.)
¢ Local sources (taxes and levies)
¢ Other sources (private, corporate, etc.)
Teacher and paraprofessional salary schedule (state, district)-
¢ Including schedule of stipends, benefits, etc.
Curriculum Standards and Materials including-
Textbooks, packages, etc.
Procedure for textbook selection
Content standards, benchmarks, curriculum frameworks
Standards from other sources (NCTE, TESOL, etc.)
Materials from comprehensive reform packages (ATLAS, Coalition of
Essential Schools, etc.)
Professional development information-
¢ Curriculum materials
Timelines
Extent of participation
Evaluations
Source
Budget
Student and Teacher demographic information-
e % Race/ethnicity, SES, LEP, free/reduced lunch
¢ Teacher education levels, experience levels, endorsements, out of field
indicators
e Teachers from in or out of state?
Induction program information-

221



222

e Description
e Funding
o Levels of participation
Evaluations and reports-
s ESL
Transitional Bilingual Education Program (annual)
Student assessment reports (including LEP students-may be disaggregated)
Reform evaluations
District and state surveys of parents, staff, administration, etc.
Enrollment reports
Drop-out, retention, expulsion, suspension reports
Disciplinary reports (school and district)
Student Documents including-
o Sample LEP student schedules (current and longitudinal)
o Student advising manuals (course requirements, etc.)
¢ Portfolios of student work (assessment or otherwise)
School Documents including-
e Master schedule
¢ Assignment roster for teachers, paraprofessionals, volunteers, specialists
o Hiring process/criteria
e Search school library for literature/materials in primary languages
Teacher Documents including-
Professional development/credits/degrees listed for steps on salary schedule
Endorsement areas
Teacher education program description
Lesson plans
Faculty study group minutes/notes (ATLAS)
Department meeting minutes/notes
Syllabi for courses taught
Materials for courses taught (textbooks, supplemental, literature, etc.)
Collaboration/teaming plans/notes (amount of time?)
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Appendix E: Conceptual Framework

StatelEontex:

initiatives
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