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Abstract



Developing Capacity in High School Teachers to Meet the Instructional Needs of English Learners


Felice Atesoglu Russell



Chair of the Supervisory Committee:
Professor Michael S. Knapp
Educational Leadership and Policy Studies


 	This qualitative case study investigates the professional learning opportunities of mainstream content teachers to meet the needs of English learner (EL) students in a small high school over the course of one school year. Drawing on sociocultural learning theory, specifically ideas concerning communities of practice and situated learning, the study explores the development of teacher capacity for meeting a culturally and linguistically diverse student population. Focusing on school-embedded supports for professional learning, the study considered a series of influences on content teachers’ professional learning, among them school leadership and cultural context, teacher leadership, instructional coaching, collaboration between the English as a Second Language (ESL) teachers and mainstream content teachers, and teacher community. Together, these factors comprised a “system of support” for teachers’ learning, and more specifically for the improvement of their approach to the EL students within their classrooms. Specifically, this study captures how a school leadership vision for inclusion of EL students, alongside the work of teacher leaders with expertise in language acquisition and development, help to implement, and advocate for, school practices that focus on meeting the needs of linguistic minority students. The investigation reveals that mainstream content teachers learn to meet the needs of English learner students through their participation with classroom-embedded instructional coaching and collaboration. A strong teacher leader able to advocate for EL students’ academic and social needs at multiple levels (with students, teachers, and the principal) contributes to content teachers’ ability to focus on and engage with linguistically diverse learners in mainstream content classrooms. This research suggests that developing and supporting teacher leaders of this sort – with expertise in language acquisition and development, knowledge of school change, and working effectively with adult learners – may be a good investment for schools and districts. In addition, efforts at supporting content teachers’ learning in this area may be well served by cross department collaboration between ESL teachers and content teachers at the secondary level are revealed.
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High School Teachers and the Instructional Needs of English Learners: A Problem of Capacity


	An increasing number of students whose primary language is not English are populating high school classrooms. These second language learners bring with them a set of special needs for teaching and learning, especially for mainstream content area teachers, who have little or no specialized training for meeting these needs. While there is not yet extensive empirical work that investigates how mainstream content teachers typically teach English learners (ELs) or how they learn to be more effective in teaching these children in mainstream classrooms, scholars have begun to address the importance of linguistic knowledge for mainstream classroom teachers (Fillmore & Snow, 2000; Harper & de Jong, 2004; Lucas, Villegas, & Freedson-Gonzalez, 2008; Walqui, 2000). These scholars argue, mainly on theoretical grounds, that teachers need to provide rigorous, content-rich academic coursework integrated with language development strategies to meet the instructional needs of EL students.
	Teachers who work with ELs have a lot to learn as they recognize these students’ instructional needs and adapt or develop instructional approaches that serve their needs well. As Walqui suggests, “Research is needed in several areas to better inform the implementation of effective programs for English Language Learners at the secondary school level,” and she specifically urges further study of teacher professional development in mainstream education and of teachers that do their work with culturally and linguistically heterogeneous populations (2000, p. 206).
	The context of transformed high schools (former comprehensive high schools turned into several small, autonomous schools) provides a ripe location for studying teacher learning focused on the needs of secondary-level EL students since the way that these schools are organized has the potential to provide increased opportunities for leadership, collegial relationships, and relationship building with students (V. Lee & Ready, 2007). Paying attention to the distinct school context can play a role in how successful EL students are in learning academic English (Carhill, Suarez-Orozco, & Paez, 2008). 
	While there has been a movement in the literature to connect focused professional development on culturally responsive teaching (Claire, 1998; Johns, 2009), informed by research on the instructional needs of adolescent ELs in classrooms (Walqui, 2000, 2006), less is known about how high school content teachers learn about effective instruction of EL students in the context of their work and in their classrooms. This area of inquiry is timely given the demographic changes that many schools and districts are presently faced with. While there is a growing body of scholarship on what pre-service teachers need to know and be able to do to teach in linguistically diverse settings (Achinstein & Athanases, 2009; Athanases & de Oliveira, 2009; Brisk, 2008; Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005; de Jong & Harper, 2005; Lucas et al., 2008; Sleeter, 2001; Villegas & Lucas, 2002; Zeichner, 1993), less is known about how in-service teachers learn to develop the skills and knowledge that could have a direct impact on the EL students they teach. There is a current appeal to provide powerful professional learning opportunities for teachers across their careers (Wei, Darling-Hammond, Andree, Richardson, & Orphanos, 2009). 
 	Drawing on this commitment to continual professional growth for teachers, it is clear that, when coupled with demographic shifts, there is a need to understand professional learning as it relates to how teachers can be more effective for the diverse students that they teach. The purpose of this dissertation study is to examine the instructional needs and challenges of teaching high school EL students, as well as the supports that contribute to teacher professional learning in this area.
 	What follows is a dissertation study organized into six chapters. The first chapter presents an argument for this research problem; the second chapter grounds the research problem and way of conceptualizing it more thoroughly in relevant literature; the third chapter describes and justifies the methodology chosen for answering the research questions presented in the first chapter; the fourth chapter presents the contexts for content teachers’ work and professional learning; the fifth chapter goes deeply into the exercise of teacher leadership in developing content teacher capacity to meet the needs of English learners; and chapter six provides concluding reflections and findings, as well as illuminates the contributions of the proposed study to both the field of academic research and educational practice.

[bookmark: _Toc168137659]The Research Problem in Context 
	An increasing number of high school students in the United States are ELs and Washington State exemplifies this trend. Since the 1997-1998 school year, the enrollment of ELs climbed 65% far exceeding the enrollment of non-ELs between 1998 and 2008 (Malagon & De Leeuw, 2008). At present, ELs represent over 9% of the K-12 student population in Washington State, while at the same time, high school graduation requirements have increased in stringency. The requirement that language minority students develop English language proficiency, as well as pass particular content courses and statewide assessments in English, is particularly problematic. It is clear that the needs of this particular group of students are different from native English speakers (de Jong & Harper, 2005; Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007; Walqui, 2006), and their specific needs are not always well met. 
 	In addition, there is a need to better understand how mainstream content teachers are supported in their professional learning and the instruction of ELs (Knapp, Elfers, Plecki, Loeb, & Zahir, 2005). This dissertation study examines these teachers at the high school level and how they are supported in their work with ELs – both those officially classified as ELL (English language learner) by the Washington Language Proficiency Test II (WLPT-II), as well as those that have exited from such a classification, who continue to encounter learning challenges rooted in their ongoing learning of English. While this is an area where there are some empirical examples of schools that are successfully meeting the needs of ELs at the secondary level (Walqui, 2000), more research is needed that demonstrates what is possible for schools and districts to do – and how they might do it – to more effectively meet the instructional needs of EL students through the support of teachers’ professional learning. 
 	Second language learners in high schools come from a variety of backgrounds. Some have had minimal or no formal education, while others have been engaged in formal schooling in their native language for many years before entering the U.S. educational system. Others have been speaking their native language at home for multiple years, along with attending school in the U.S. but still are not academically proficient in using English. This complexity in terms of who the English learners are in United States high schools further confounds the issue, coupled with the fact that ELs in high school have less time than their EL counterparts in elementary or middle school to develop English proficiency before moving onto higher education. For the most part, however, EL students in high school are immigrant youth from Africa, Asia, and Latin America and compose the fastest growing student population in the United States (Suarez-Orozco, Suarez-Orozco, & Todorova, 2008). Effectively meeting the needs of immigrant youth and EL students poses multiple challenges for secondary schools. These challenges include the dual goals of both English language development for ELs, as well as access to high-quality content instruction.
	Some scholars imagine addressing these challenges through substantial restructuring of high schools. Miramontes, Nadeau, and Commins propose that schools restructure to serve the needs of EL students (Miramontes, Nadeau, & Commins, 1997). These scholars assert that ELs should be at the center of discussions focused on teaching and learning, educational change, and planning. These authors bring up the notion of inequality in the power structure as it relates to the disparate achievement across class and ethnic lines. They stress that school improvement and reform needs to consider how school restructuring plays out for immigrant youth in order to improve the learning opportunities for these students. An emphasis is placed on developing a clear understanding of how to work together for EL students; however, creating this culture can be a significant problem in many schools. While these scholars put forth a sound argument for program development for ELs, they do not necessarily take into account the entrenched norms found in the context of high schools (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001), nor do they consider how the school may need to balance the needs of EL students against other needs. To undertake the wholesale restructuring of the high school to improve the learning opportunities for EL students presumes good understanding of the learning opportunities these students currently encounter, not only in specialized classroom settings (ESL, bilingual classrooms), but more to the point, in regular content classes taught by teachers without specialized training in working with second language learners. Yet, we still know little about the experience of teachers and EL students in the context of mainstream classrooms and differences that exist in varying school contexts. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137660]Cultural and Linguistic Diversity and the Mainstream Content Teacher in High Schools
	Mainstream high school teachers, with over one hundred students in and out of their content classes each day, are not necessarily equipped with the tools to assess academic language proficiency, no less to imagine and employ appropriate instructional strategies based on that assessment. Given the possible conversational skills of the EL students in their class, it is possible that they assume these students are capable of doing the academic work that is assigned. While such students develop conversational second language skills two years after initial exposure, it takes between five to seven years for students to develop academic language proficiency similar to that of a native-speaking peer (Cummins, 2008).  
	Since these mainstream teachers do not necessarily have the knowledge and expertise that English as a Second Language (ESL) teachers possess, it is possible that EL students will be improperly assessed (or not assessed at all) and instruction will either be incomprehensible to them or too remedial. de Jong and Harper point out the importance of the ability of teachers to systematically assess ELs’ language proficiency in order to avoid over-simplifying the curriculum and to maintain a cognitively rigorous classroom (2005, p. 104). While this research suggests that systematic assessment of language proficiency is key to presenting high-quality content, many mainstream teachers are unable to properly assess ELs in their classrooms.  
 	The systematic assessment of EL students’ language proficiency, adaptation of instructional strategies, and maintenance of cognitive demand are not always so easily accomplished in mainstream classrooms, however, because mainstream teachers are not necessarily trained in teacher preparation programs, induction, or in-service professional development on the specific instructional needs of ELs. Often there is misunderstanding or teachers simply don’t see the distinction between what constitutes good teaching in content classrooms, in general, and teaching with the particular needs of second language learners in mind. Furthermore, mainstream teachers often lack specific knowledge of language acquisition that many scholars suggest is necessary for the effective instruction of ELs in mainstream classrooms (de Jong & Harper, 2005; Lucas et al., 2008; Walqui, 2006).  
	Scholars have begun to describe the kinds of instruction that would serve the needs of EL students in mainstream classrooms. de Jong and Harper (2005) propose an emergent conceptual framework for understanding the differences between “just good teaching” and effective EL instruction, and suggest that future empirical studies be conducted in this area to enable the creation of a more salient theoretical model. These scholars identify a dearth of research that compares the classroom practices, instructional decision-making, and expertise of mainstream teachers to ESL teachers specifically prepared for working with ELs. While we do not necessarily understand the differences in ESL versus mainstream teachers’ knowledge and skills in working with ELs and their respective effectiveness, a large body of knowledge attempts to understand the instructional needs of ELs.
	A growing consensus in the literature asserts that the needs of ELs in mainstream content classrooms are different than the needs of native English speakers and that attempts to meet these differing needs should be based on knowledge of second language acquisition (Achinstein & Athanases, 2009; de Jong & Harper, 2005; Harper & de Jong, 2004; Lucas et al., 2008). These scholars point to the need for teacher preparation and induction programs to emphasize the unique needs of ELs in mainstream classrooms and the explicit preparation of teachers to more effectively meet their linguistic demands. By extension, a parallel need exists for the full range of ongoing supports for the professional learning of practicing mainstream teachers, beyond the point of initial preparation and induction programs. 

Conditions and Supports for the Professional Learning of High School Teachers
	This section investigates the literature on conditions and supports for the professional learning of high school teachers and makes connections to the instruction of culturally and linguistically diverse students.  
 	Conditions for the professional learning of high school teachers. In order to better understand the conditions that enable mainstream teachers to be more effective in their practice with EL students, it is necessary to unpack opportunities for professional learning. To identify the means and mechanisms for mainstream teachers in high schools to develop good strategies for meeting the needs of EL students, as well other students in their classrooms, presumes a rich understanding of teacher learning and what supports it in the high school setting. Current understandings of teacher learning places much emphasis on job-embedded, collaborative professional development opportunities that are informal or formal in nature and with a focus on instructional practice to improve learning outcomes for students (Wei et al., 2009).
	 Understanding the professional learning of high school teachers in the context of their classroom teaching and subject expertise is an important part of unpacking the possibilities and specific tensions that arise in more effectively meeting the needs of EL students in content classrooms. Lortie’s (1975) seminal work on the nature of the relationship between the initial socialization into teaching and the impact on teaching practices over the course of a teaching career found that the “apprenticeship-of-observation” that many teachers come to the profession with is a simplistic understanding and does not equip teachers with the skills necessary to understand the complex nature of teaching. This early and simplified image of the work of teaching might be doubly misleading in the case at hand, as today’s mainstream content teachers are unlikely to have experienced their “apprenticeship of observation” in classrooms with any EL students. Furthermore, by exposing the image of the teacher as a solo artisan working alone in a classroom on the craft of teaching, this scholar argued for the involvement of teachers in experiences that counter their experiences in the classroom as a student, in order to instill an analytic orientation to the work of teaching and contribute to a shared repertoire in the field. While over a quarter century has lapsed since Lortie introduced these concepts, little has changed in high school practice.  
  	More recently Little’s work continued this line of thinking, arguing for the “private nature of teaching” to be challenged overall as a profession (1990). She identifies a persistent tension: “…teacher learning seems both enabled and constrained by the ways that the teachers go about their work. The force of tradition and the lure of innovation seem simultaneously and complexly at play” (Little, 2003, p. 939).  
 	Despite the scholarly attention that has been paid to the compartmentalization of teaching and learning in high school, in most comprehensive high schools today, this stratification is still very much the case. This siloing has the potential to negatively impact students, including those that are most vulnerable. McLaughlin and Talbert (2001) found that the teachers in the high schools that they studied, "responded to nontraditional students by maintaining conventional routines...changing little in how they relate to their students or organize their subject instruction" (p. 19). This finding has important implications for the way EL students are likely to be taught, and hence they underscore the need to support teachers in learning how to more effectively meet the needs of their “nontraditional” EL students. 
	An emerging body of literature attempts to illuminate how the professional learning of teachers might inform their work in culturally and linguistically diverse classrooms (Claire, 1998; Johns, 2009). For example, in an interpretive study of two teacher study groups (Claire, 1998) mainstream teachers at one middle school and one elementary school volunteered to participate in yearlong teacher study groups for in-service credit. Findings revealed that this form of professional development encouraged teachers to think about the instructional needs of their EL students in new ways.     
   	More recently, Johns (2009) examined a professional development approach that relied on peer coaching of culturally relevant pedagogy (Ladson-Billings, 1995) with a particular focus on the academic advancement of ELs in California. The middle school teachers in this study elected into the professional development program and received financial compensation for the additional hours outside of regular contract hours. Using a qualitative case study design, Johns examined the impact of situated professional development of culturally relevant pedagogy for ELs. Teachers reported that their participation accomplished what the program set out to do: it transformed their practice and perspectives relating to primary language instruction. Many of the teachers created opportunities for students to use instructional literacy strategies in their first language, citing the coaching support as the thing that made this possible. By situating the learning in teachers’ classrooms through the support of an instructional coach with expertise in the instruction of ELs, the teachers were able to implement instructional strategies to best meet the needs of their students.  
 	While these professional development opportunities provide exemplars of what is possible, the fact that both of these occasions for learning were voluntary and only a few teachers in a school were involved leave it unclear what impact these teachers with transformed practices and perspectives had on the rest of the staff in their building. Furthermore, these studies did not address the situation in high schools per se, even though the arrangement and workplace culture of middle schools may approximate some conditions of high school.
	If we are to better understand what can support mainstream high school teachers to be more effective in teaching ELs, it seems necessary to study teachers in the context of their schools—in particular, high schools in which there are well established norms and resistances to the new professional learning that seems called for—and in the context of teachers’ practice—where there is good evidence that especially powerful forms of professional learning take place. A gap exists in the literature in terms of how individual mainstream teachers, as well as a school staff as a whole, learn over the course of a school year to be more effective in the teaching of ELs as a professional learning community. 
 	Supporting teacher learning. A growing consensus has emerged regarding how to help teachers improve their skills and knowledge to better support student learning in their classrooms (Hawley & Valli, 1999; Wei et al., 2009). A recent review of the literature on teacher professional learning suggests, “…the importance of sustained, content-focused professional development for changing practice in ways that ultimately improve student learning” (Wei et al., 2009, p. 5). Furthermore, it is argued that sustained, job-embedded professional learning – support provided within the context of teachers’ practice - (Cobb, McClain, Lamberg, & Dean, 2003) holds the most promise for meeting the needs of diverse learners.  
 	By implication, locating support for teachers in their classrooms and schools provides the situative context for enabling high school content teachers to develop a teaching repertoire that will most effectively meet the needs of their EL students. However, it is not clear who or what would provide this support in the classroom given prevailing structures and norms in high schools. That said, transformed high schools may give useful clues as they set up a different leadership and collegial context for teaching, as well as reconfiguring the relationships between teachers with different expertise. In this setting, various dynamics that research has begun to uncover, concerning the role of teacher leaders, school culture, and leadership context, and the work of instructional coaches can help point the way towards viable ways of supporting mainstream teachers in improving their instructional practice for EL students. 
 	First, teacher leaders have a potentially powerful role in supporting classroom teachers’ learning. In the accountability environment in which schools currently exist, the principal is often called upon to play the role of key “instructional leader” (Portin, Knapp, Alejano, & Marzolf, 2006). Given the demands of the principalship and the deep content knowledge required, principals often deem it necessary to reconfigure the instructional leadership work of the school across multiple staff members (Spillane, Halverson, & Diamond, 2004).
	In recent years the proliferation of individuals in schools with formalized teacher leadership roles with a focus on instructional improvement has grown substantially, especially in transformed schools where there are many opportunities for teachers to assume a leadership role. Many schools and districts espouse a theory of action that these teacher leaders have the potential to impact teacher practice in classrooms and ultimately student learning (Portin et al., 2006; York-Barr & Duke, 2004). Teachers with formalized leadership responsibilities are uniquely positioned to maintain connections with teaching and students, while at the same time contributing to the capacity building of teachers and culture in their buildings (Lieberman & Miller, 2004). Lieberman and Miller (2004) suggest that teacher leaders in formal or informal positions can be change agents in the face of accountability and new demands. Teacher leaders can make a difference because they:
…can lead in reshaping the school day, changing grouping and organizational 
practices, ensuring more equitable distribution of resources…implementing curricula 
that are sensitive to diverse populations, upholding high standards for all students… (p. 12)

This implies that tapping into the resource of teacher leadership in schools experiencing an increase in second language learners, in particular, when the teacher leader is both an advocate of EL students and content expert in second language acquisition and development, can have positive implications for both students and teaching.  
 	Second, ESL teachers are a potential untapped resource for the mainstream teachers’ learning, if all parties can begin to visualize teachers with specialized expertise as collaborating partners rather than individuals with sole responsibility for “fixing” second language learners. A survey of mainstream teachers in New Jersey who had ELs in their classrooms but no previous training in how to teach them, revealed that mainstream teachers believed that it was the responsibility of ESL teachers to teach ELs both language skills and subject matter, to enable their success in content classes, even if they were only with the ESL teacher for a small portion of their day (Penfield, 1987). Considering the coursework demands for EL students in high schools today, it seems unrealistic to expect EL students to rely solely on their ESL teacher for support. Penfield suggests ESL teachers spend more time collaborating, advising, and consulting with mainstream teachers. Developing school cultures and instructional practices that acknowledge the need for all teachers to take responsibility for ELs will require a shift in teacher thinking. Having a teacher with expertise in the teaching of EL students take on a formalized leadership position where they have the potential to influence school culture and classroom practices has the potential to impact EL students across their school day.  
 	Third, the collegial community in which mainstream teachers participate can also be a resource for their learning, and transformed schools offer more flexible opportunities for reconfiguring collegial communities in ways that might support learning about EL students. Transformed high schools are often more conducive to on-going formal and informal interaction among teachers across grade level and department as a result of their size and school culture. In addition, transformed schools frequently rely on teacher leaders as resources to accomplish school improvement goals. Using a transformed high school as a model provides a possible window into understanding leadership across individuals (V. Lee & Ready, 2007) and how the leaders of such schools harness leadership from within to meet the needs of their particular student population. 	
	Fourth, the overall leadership of the school has much to do with the way teacher leaders work, specialized teachers are deployed, and collegial communities operate. The culture and norms that principals establish in a school can greatly impact the ability of teacher leaders to impact instructional practice in classrooms. In this way, principals can act as a supporting context for instructional leadership work with teachers (Mangin, 2007; Taylor, 2008). How teachers in the building perceive teacher leaders can depend on how their roles are communicated to the staff as a whole and how the principal supports their work. 
 	Finally, small school settings open up numerous possibilities for instructional coaching, by teacher leaders or others. A variety of instructional coaching models are designed to support the work of classroom teachers. In some cases coaches are teacher leaders within the high school, in other cases they are from the district, and sometimes they are from outside consulting organizations brought in for a specific purpose. Early research on instructional coaching provided images of the model (Showers & Joyce, 1996) and highlighted the potential for instructional improvement through these ongoing, supportive collegial relationships. Presently, in schools and districts across the nation there is a burgeoning use of coaches aimed at improving instructional practice as a means of meeting accountability measures. 
	In Gibson’s study (2006) of one reading coach, the coach struggled to understand her work and what to pay attention to in the teachers’ thinking as she conducted lesson observation and feedback. In addition, the coach experienced tension between the desire to collaborate and the need for swift instructional improvement. In a study (Marsh et al., 2008), investigating the impact of reading coaches on teachers’ practice and related student achievement in Florida, many of the coaches requested additional support related to working with adult learners. This suggests that coaching can have a positive impact on adult learners when the coach has the necessary expertise in supporting adult learning. 
	Descriptive studies of instructional coaching suggest that, to be effective in their role, coaches need skills in communication and relationship building (Gibson, 2006; Knight, 2006) and that their  learning is mediated by the relationships that they are able to establish on the job (Lowenhaupt & McKinney, 2007). This implies that how teacher leaders communicate with teachers plays a large role in how they are, or are not, welcomed into classrooms and what they are able to accomplish with teachers in terms of instructional improvement. Given the compartmentalized nature of most high schools where teachers sometimes find working in isolation more conducive to their content expertise (Huberman, 1993; Lortie, 1975), it would seem that many instructional coaches would have a difficult time striking the right balance in gaining entry in teachers’ classrooms.     
 	While inherent challenges to instructional coaching at the high school level prevail, examples exist that highlight the effectiveness of coaching in meeting the needs of diverse learners, especially in the context of transformed high schools. Boatright’s (2008) study of professional learning in a diverse high school illuminates the value of coaching on teacher learning.  She states,
 	Coaching cycles provided teachers with professional learning opportunities that were 
 	individualized to their classroom needs and yet constructed within a group setting to 
 	build professional community around common problems of practice. (2008, p. 98) 

In this case, the work of instructional coaches with teachers was supported within the context of the larger professional learning community that was operational within this school. This context provided the conditions that enabled teacher professional learning and positively influenced the effectiveness of the instructional coaching. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137661]Focus of Inquiry
Across the United States it is difficult to locate high schools that are specifically addressing the academic and instructional needs of EL students in mainstream content classes, while there are some examples of promising secondary programs for ELs (Walqui, 2000). A growing body of scholarly work attempting to better understand the needs of secondary second language learners in the context of middle and high schools (Gold, 2006; Maxwell-Jolly, Gandara, & Benavidez, 2007; Walqui, 2000, 2006) indicates that in many cases ELs at the high school level are not being served effectively due to a mismatch between services the schools provide, misconceptions about the perceived needs of ELs, and school structures or practices that are obsolete for meeting the needs of a diverse student population (Gold, 2006). This is no different in Washington State, where it is a challenge to identify high schools that are actively engaged in teacher professional learning related to these issues.    
 	Even though there is a consistent body of literature focused on the preparation of mainstream teachers for culturally and linguistically diverse classrooms, much of this work has to do with what teachers of EL students need to know and be able to do, and how teacher education can be responsive to these needs (Athanases & de Oliveira, 2009; Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005; de Jong & Harper, 2005; Gandara, Maxwell-Jolly, & Driscoll, 2005). How high schools with many experienced teachers are or can be addressing the issue of teacher professional learning related to linguistic diversity in the context of their daily work is an understudied phenomenon.
	The goal of this dissertation is to better understand how teachers can be supported in this endeavor and how support translates into professional learning. Specifically, the study takes advantage of the transformational high school setting (a former comprehensive high school turned into several small, autonomous schools) as a “laboratory” for examining the way teacher leadership, collegial community, instructional coaching, and the distribution of expertise may offer converging and reinforcing conditions for mainstream content teachers’ learning about teaching EL students. For the purposes of this proposed study, I define these teachers’ learning as changes in their participation in both collegial and classroom contexts aimed at more effectively meeting the needs of EL students in their content classes. And I define “support” as both the conditions and opportunities that enable capacity building in mainstream teachers. The following research questions will guide this study: 
  	(1) What do mainstream content teachers in the small high school setting perceive to 
 	be their EL students’ learning needs, and what instructional challenges do they
 	encounter in trying to meet these needs? What are they doing to meet those needs?
 	(2) What occasions for new professional learning about EL instruction has the small 
 	school setting afforded the mainstream content teachers, and how do they participate 
 	in these occasions? 
 	(3) What features of the workplace context explain the nature of professional learning 
 	opportunities or how teachers take advantage of them (e.g. the exercise of teacher 
 	leadership or the development of an EL-focused collegial community of practice)?

[bookmark: _Toc168137662]Rationale for This Study
	As more EL students enter high school content classrooms, the supports that teachers receive focused on the instruction of these students will play a role in the outcomes for these learners. This dissertation contributes to the existing scholarship on the instructional needs and challenges of teaching secondary EL students (Gold, 2006; Walqui, 2000), and illuminates supports for professional learning that enable productive occasions for teacher learning and the instruction of EL students in mainstream high school classrooms. This analysis provides rich data on how in-service teachers are supported and provided occasions to learn about meeting the needs of EL students in a teacher community. Descriptions of teachers learning in the context of their work to meet the needs of EL students in mainstream classrooms are scarce. Using a qualitative case study design illuminates how supports that teachers engage with at the school level influence their professional learning in order to more effectively meet the needs of EL students. Furthermore, this study identifies particular support strategies in the “laboratory” of the transformed high school that could be applicable in an adapted form, in traditional comprehensive high schools.
	As Walqui (2000) points out, we need to better understand professional development of teachers working with EL students in mainstream classrooms. Ultimately, understanding teacher learning concerning this issue has the potential to improve language and academic outcomes for EL students in high school classrooms. Opportunities for EL students to be successful in high school is often limited (Gold, 2006) as a result of programs and instructional strategies that are incongruous with their needs. This research provides implications for schools and districts as they grapple with how to serve this growing student population. In addition, this research leads to recommendations for further study that have the potential to illuminate an issue that high schools and districts will be wrestling with for years to come. These ideas are more fully addressed in chapter six. 


[bookmark: _Toc168137663]Chapter 2.

Framing the Development of High School Teachers’ Capacity for Teaching English Learners Effectively


 	This chapter builds on the discussion from chapter one, while specifically locating the research within the relevant literature and framing ideas. First, the intersection of ideas from existing research that support the conceptual framework are considered. Specifically, I elaborate on key concepts and informing literature related to (1) the instructional needs of English learner students and approaches to meeting them, (2) teacher perceptions of teaching English learner students, (3) the integration of subject matter teaching and language development, and (4) professional learning in context. This is followed by the presentation of a conceptual framework.  

[bookmark: _Toc168137664]Intersection of Ideas from Existing Research
	In the section that follows, I provide a thorough presentation and analysis of the four literature strands that guide and inform this research. These literature strands undergird the conceptual framework presented later. Specifically, existing research helps to pinpoint the nature of the challenge facing mainstream content teachers who serve English learner (EL) students, the way these teachers are likely to view these students, and how teachers engage with supports to develop their professional capacity for working with this group of students.

[bookmark: _Toc168137665]Instructional Needs of English Learner Students and Approaches to Meeting Them
	How English learners learn in mainstream classrooms has not been substantially studied; however, we know much about the nature of second language acquisition in general and these theories will help to unpack the instructional needs of English learners in the content classroom. In terms of instruction, Krashen (1982) suggests that input should be delivered not only comprehensibly, but also slightly above the student’s current level of language proficiency. Krashen and other psycholinguists (Swain, 1995) focus on the individual language learner and contribute to what we know about second language learning. While these theories lack the social and cultural perspective related to second language acquisition, it is possible to draw on these concepts in order to make sense of learning in the context of social interactions. For instance, Krashen’s theory for language acquisition shares some similarities with the concept of the zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1987) and implies that the student will be able to acquire language through their participation and interaction with both content and language when it is delivered in a comprehensible format and just beyond their current level of understanding. What Krashen does not do, is recognize the importance of language acquisition as a sociocultural process, influenced by an English learners’ participation and engagement in particular social and cultural contexts.    
 	Furthermore, while mainstream teachers responsible for teaching content cannot be expected to become experts in language (Lucas et al., 2008), the inherent connections between language and content suggest that mainstream teachers be explicit in the ways they teach the academic language of their discipline. Specific attention to linguistic form and function (Schleppegrell, 2004) in content classrooms has the potential to contribute to English learners’ success in developing second language specific to a particular subject area. Recognizing that powerful learning takes place in the context of teaching content and through classroom social interaction, some argue that teachers who are able to explicitly teach the academic language of their content area can contribute to second language acquisition. For example, content teachers might do this in a science classroom by explicitly teaching the academic language necessary for producing a written lab report or developing a hypothesis. Content teachers that are able to teach the academic language of their disciplines, develop English learners’ skills in using the language necessary to communicate in their particular field.   
	In addition, scholars (Thomas & Collier, 2002) recognize how important native language skills are to English learners’ ability to master academic language in the second language. They assert that students that come to high school with formal school experience in their native language can draw on their skills to meet the academic demands of their new academic environment. The ability of content teachers to assess students’ academic literacy in their native language is important to understanding where students are and how to best meet their individual instructional needs. It is suggested that the ability of teachers to differentiate instruction for English learner students is based on the ability to identify and mediate the cultural and linguistic needs of these students (de Jong & Harper, 2008).
 	Using these theories as a guide suggests the inclusion of English learners in content classes where they have exposure to high quality content and language. Inclusion of ELs in mainstream classrooms seems to be most successful when teachers are aware of the specific needs of ELs in the mainstream setting. Ensuring that content is accessible, academic language of the discipline is made explicit, opportunities for students are available to co-construct language and knowledge through interaction with native-speaking peers, in a context of overall cultural awareness, has the potential to enable second language development in high school classrooms. If the needs of language minority students are not “made visible” (de Jong & Harper, 2008), it is likely that these students will be served inequitably.
 	The needs of secondary English learners are such that they are engaged in the “double duty” work of learning content and language (Walqui, 2006). Experts in this area argue (Walqui, 2006) that the use of scaffolding can enable the learning of content and language in the mainstream classroom: 
 	Rather than simplifying the tasks of the language, teaching subject matter content to 
 	English learners requires amplifying and enriching the linguistic and extralinguistic 
 	context, so that students do not get just one opportunity...but in fact may construct  
 	their understanding on the basis of multiple clues and perspectives encountered in a 
 	variety of class activities. (Walqui, 2006, p. 169)

Walqui’s proposed conceptual framework for secondary EL teaching and learning suggests the use of six primary scaffolding strategies to enable the adolescent EL student’s access to high-level content. These scaffolding strategies are modeling, bridging, contextualizing, schema building, re-presenting text, and developing metacognition. Each of these scaffolding approaches includes a variety of approaches for integration into content classrooms.  
 	While some might argue that using scaffolding strategies are what constitutes good teaching in general, Walqui asserts:
 	What’s different is that for our English learners we need to use them [scaffolding 
 	strategies] more extensively, continuously building scaffolds as the need arises, and   
 	we need to communicate their purpose and uses to students. (Walqui, 2006, p. 178)    
 
Drawing on notions of scaffolding can help provide guidance when it comes to the observation of content teaching with English learner students at the high school level, as well contribute to the growing body of knowledge concerning best practices for the instruction of ELs with the dual goals of language and content. While there seems to be a growing consensus on what effective teaching for ELs in content classrooms should look like, we know less about how this is enacted in practice.  Despite this lack of empirical evidence, districts and schools continue to put resources into the implementation of programs and professional development for teachers designed to improve the achievement of ELs in content classes. 
 	In meeting the instructional needs of English learners, notions of culturally responsive pedagogy (Johns, 2009; Ladson-Billings, 1995) are considered by some to be of central importance. Others (de Jong & Harper, 2005; Harper & de Jong, 2004; Lucas et al., 2008) call attention to the specific linguistic needs of ELs and assert that teaching with a focus on “diversity” is not enough. They propose, instead, a linguistically responsive pedagogy (Lucas et al., 2008) that meets the specific linguistic needs of ELs in mainstream classrooms. These scholars stress the importance of pre-service teachers’ understanding of second language learning and pedagogical expertise that characterizes linguistically responsive teaching in mainstream classrooms. These include learning about the ELs in their classrooms (their academic background and language), identifying the language demands inherent in classroom tasks, and scaffolding learning for ELs. 
	While these scholars suggest that specific attention be paid to the particular linguistic needs of ELs, cultural diversity also plays a role in English learner student learning. In particular, the preparation and professional development that teachers receive in teaching in culturally and linguistically diverse contexts has usefulness in developing teachers that are aware of not only the technical aspects of teaching and learning related to ELs but also the social, political, and cultural context in which their students live and in which they teach. If the focus is solely on linguistic responsiveness, it is possible that teachers and the school as a whole will not put enough emphasis on the social context in which they are teaching and the emphasis will be on instructional strategies alone.  
 	Ladson-Billings defines culturally relevant pedagogy in the following way: 
 	a) Students must experience academic success; (b) students must develop and/or   
 	maintain cultural competence; and (c) students must develop a critical consciousness 
 	through which they challenge the status quo of the current social order. (1995, p. 160) 

Drawing on features of culturally relevant pedagogy, others have used these ideas to better understand pedagogical practices as they relate to the needs of bilingual students (Curtin, 2005; Johns, 2009). The tenets of culturally relevant pedagogy were used as a framework for the implementation of professional development with teachers of ELs (Johns, 2009) and for better understanding the instructional strategies that work well for ELs in the mainstream (Curtin, 2005).  
 	In John’s qualitative study of a professional development program that emphasized peer coaching for adolescent emergent bilinguals, the coaching model revealed that participating teachers were supported in transforming both their perspectives and practices. The teachers demonstrated use of culturally relevant pedagogy in their classrooms with ELs, as well as had opportunities to challenge their perspectives on the use of primary language as a vehicle for second language acquisition. 
 	Curtin’s qualitative study (2005) explored the instructional techniques regular classroom teachers used with their recently mainstreamed English leaner students. The teachers in this study who were found to be most effective in teaching the ELs in their classrooms “demonstrated more interactive and democratic teaching styles” (Curtin, 2005, p. 39). Characteristics of this type of teaching included empathy, noticing the non-verbal cues of their students to inform their instruction, an awareness of culture and learning styles in the classroom, specific teaching techniques geared towards ELs, a variety of teaching strategies, and an emphasis on the content at the start of the lesson. The findings suggest that classroom teachers who are able to practice culturally responsive instruction, while at the same time paying attention to second language acquisition, will have the most success in teaching ELs. 
	Drawing on notions of both linguistically responsive and culturally relevant pedagogy have the potential to positively influence classroom practices as teachers develop a repertoire of instructional strategies for the effective teaching of English learner students in the mainstream. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137666]Teacher Perceptions of Teaching English Learner Students
   	In addition to the environment in which teaching takes place, the high school content teacher’s perceptions and assumptions about the students themselves can also play a contributing role in the language development and content knowledge of adolescent second language learners. Drawing on what we know about features of additive school environments – those that draw on diverse students’ culture and language as assets – (Valenzuela, 1999), the interactions between teachers and ELs are significant in terms of how students engage with their learning. The development of an inclusive teaching philosophy is one way that interactions can be positively mediated (Yoon, 2008).    
  	Yoon (2008) found that the middle school teachers at a suburban, largely white and affluent school, positioned themselves in one of three ways: 1) as teachers for all students, 2) as teachers for regular education students, and 3) as teachers for a single subject. This positioning impacted the EL students’ participation in the classroom context as either powerful and strong students or powerless and poor students. The focal students’ participation changed from one classroom to the next, and the phenomenon could be explained by the teachers’ use, or not, of culturally relevant teaching. In classrooms, “where ELs were accepted as cultural social beings, the students’ interaction and participation were promoted,” while in classrooms, “where the ELs were regarded as language learners who simply sat in the regular classroom with little encouragement for their participation, the students were disengaged and silent” (p. 515). Teachers who positioned themselves as teachers for all students were better able to engage the ELs in their classrooms, while teachers with the perception that they were teachers for regular education or for single subjects restricted their instructional approaches with the ELs in their classroom. The attitudes and beliefs that mainstream teachers bring with them to their teaching is likely to influence their interactions and pedagogy with ELs. Pushing on these assumptions in high schools is an important next step in the movement to serve English learner students more effectively.  
 	While we have some understanding of how teacher beliefs can impact the pedagogical experience of ELs in mainstream classrooms, there is still a need to better understand how changes in teacher attitudes can impact classroom practice (J. S. Lee & Oxelson, 2006). In a case study of a high school in rural Pennsylvania with a monolingual teaching staff (Sharkey & Layzer, 2000), students in both English as a Second Language (ESL) and mainstream classes were denied access to academic resources and success as a result of teachers’ general misunderstandings of second language acquisition and the affective and cognitive needs of ELs. For example, EL students were always placed in the lowest tracks of mainstream classes (regardless of academic ability or motivation) because teachers felt they would be more “successful” with the curriculum in these lower track classes. It is likely that misconceptions concerning teaching ELs (Harper & de Jong, 2004) contributes to the beliefs that teachers hold. Beyond these assumptions that high school teachers bring to their instruction of ELs, are engrained notions of what it means to be a content teacher. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137667]The Integration of Subject Matter Teaching and Language Development
	High school teachers are responsible for teaching advanced academic content in one or more areas of expertise. This fact of high school teaching can be problematic in terms of integrating language development into the curricular mix. This responsibility for content teaching, deeply ingrained in the culture of high school teaching (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001), may be at odds in teachers’ minds with the goal of developing language proficiency. However, at the root, successful integration of subject matter teaching and language development call on related forms of pedagogical knowledge. 
  	Creese (2005) suggests that the “language work” in the content classroom is often given a lower status when it is set alongside the content requirements of the course. In this qualitative study, the shift that classroom teachers made between teaching content and teaching language were found to be evident in teacher-student interactions, thus creating a separation between content and language. This separation ultimately created mixed messages for students in terms of the purposes and aims of particular classroom activities. In the setting under study the students did not have clarity in terms of the academic goals.  
 	Others do not necessarily see such disparity between content and language. Gibbons (2003) suggests that through their discourse, teachers “build linguistic bridges” through their interactions with students and that these provide opportunities for second language learning. These interactions are effective as a result of the active engagement of both teacher and student in the co-construction of language and content knowledge. These findings confirm Cummins’ (1996) assertion that the quality of the teacher-student interaction has important implications for the success or failure of ELs regardless of the students’ innate ability or background knowledge. These scholars suggest that interactions between the classroom teacher and the students are important contributors or inhibitors of language development and academic success.
 	In considering the perceived status of language work and teacher-student interactions in the content classroom, it is useful to draw on the distinction between content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge identified over twenty years ago (Shulman, 1986). This seminal work refers to content knowledge as what is available in the teacher’s mind on a given academic subject. This type of knowledge demonstrates one’s expertise in the discipline (for example, biology or U.S. history). Pedagogical content knowledge refers to knowledge of a particular subject matter for the purposes of teaching – that is, the ability to make this content knowledge understandable to others. Those with pedagogical content knowledge also recognize the facility or difficulty of learning particular topics within a content area. Grossman (1989) took up this idea and inquired into the pedagogical content knowledge of six different beginning teachers with varied backgrounds in both English and education coursework. The teachers that were able to cope better with the wide-ranging needs of all of their students brought frameworks for thinking about their teaching specifically with the needs of their students in mind. They were able to translate their content knowledge into terms that would engage, and communicate effectively, to their students. I propose a parallel concept—linguistic content knowledge that takes into account the specific language demands necessary for completing an academic task, while in a format that is accessible—that may be at work when high school content teachers successfully engage their English learner students. Through appropriate scaffolding (Walqui, 2006) of instruction, it is possible that teachers will be able to meet the dual goals of language development and content mastery for ELs in mainstream classrooms.
 	For instance, in a review of recent research on science education with ELs (O. Lee, 2005), suggests when equitable learning opportunities are provided for ELs they achieve academically. What is proposed are learning environments that make connections between the science content to be learned and the cultural and linguistic identities of the students. In addition, as Gutierrez (2001) points out, even in language arts classroom there is tension between the curriculum and the inclusion of ELs in pedagogical decisions. She notes that the opportunity for students to make sense of social and cultural aspects of the curriculum often does not have a place in classrooms where teachers are told to teach in a way that is aligned with accountability measures and state tests. Such curricula are geared towards an English-only speaking population and reflective of teacher-centered pedagogical practices. Gutierrez argues for professional development for language arts teachers that develops teacher knowledge about second language acquisition and learning in the content areas.  
 	Breaking down the partition between language acquisition and content learning seems to have the potential to alleviate some of the inequity in learning outcomes for ELs. Given accountability pressures, it seems appropriate for schools and districts to focus on how to meet the needs of ELs in this area, while at the same time ensuring their success (Gold, 2006). As we better understand how content teachers learn to be more effective in the context of their teaching at the high school level, keeping the integration of subject matter and language development in sight can provide a helpful lens.

[bookmark: _Toc168137668]Professional Learning in Context
	Analyzing supports for high school content teacher learning and the instruction of ELs can benefit from theories of situated learning (Lave & Wenger, 1991) and communities of practice (Wenger, 1998), taking into account the interdependence of individual and social processes (Rogoff, 2003; Vygotsky, 1987). Using these theoretical lenses helps to unpack the inherent complexity of teacher professional learning. I define these teachers’ professional learning as changes in their participation in both collegial and classroom contexts with the goal of more effectively meeting the needs of the culturally and linguistically diverse students in their mainstream content classes. By changes in their participation, I am looking for instances of teacher learning that is evidenced by interactions, dialogue, and speaking that exemplify an understanding of what it means to be a content teacher of ELs – that is, focused on the specific instructional needs of EL students within the context of a mainstream content classroom. 
	As individual teachers engage with one another with the express purpose of more effectively meeting the needs of ELs in their classes, it is possible that they will make changes to the instructional practices used in their classrooms, it is within the context of their interactions and participation in a community with one another that this professional learning is possible. This learning is influenced by opportunities for professional learning that are available to content teachers and include such things as involvement on a literacy team (with both mainstream language arts and ELL teachers), participation in classroom embedded coaching, collaboration and co-teaching opportunities embedded in content classrooms, and whole staff professional development. During informal and formal interactions over the course of the school day and year, teachers have the opportunity to engage in collective learning and develop a practice that reflects a focus on ELs. Wenger describes the property of a community of practice as, “…created over time by the sustained pursuit of a shared enterprise” (1998, p. 45). Thus, teachers engaged in the work of more effectively meeting the needs of ELs can exemplify a community of practice where individuals are consistently engaged with one another and working towards the common goal of EL student learning. 
	Drawing on communities of practice as a tool for understanding professional learning, as well as the school embedded supports that create the occasions for professional learning about EL-focused instruction in high schools, creates a framework for understanding how teachers learn and the influences that support, guide, or direct their work. Specifically, it enables the use of situated learning as a means of unpacking supports for teacher learning. 
	Using the notion of the learning process as a social circumstance and knowing how to participate in the discourse of a particular community, the theory of situated learning (Lave & Wenger, 1991) helps to better understand how teachers learn in the context of their classrooms and practice (Putnam & Borko, 2000). This perspective provides the fluidity necessary to understanding how teachers learn as they negotiate their work as teachers – that is how do teachers begin to understand their roles as both content teachers and content teachers responsible for teaching EL students in their mainstream content classrooms. Over time the work of teachers changes as a result of their participation in a teacher community; their work is dynamic rather than static. In the context of high schools with shifting student populations, for instance, how teachers learn is very much contextualized in this dynamic environment. This environment is influenced through the system of supports for professional learning about the instruction of EL students that are made available to content teachers. These occasions for professional learning facilitate content teacher participation within the context of their classrooms and instructional practice to address the needs of EL students.    
 	Teacher learning is influenced by socially situated experiences in their classrooms, in their school, and in the particular district in which they are located. The literature suggests that teachers learn to incorporate new instructional techniques likely to improve learning outcomes for struggling students when their professional development opportunities are a part of their daily work, ongoing, and embedded in the context of their classroom and school (Boatright & Gallucci, 2008). 
	Employing the theoretical underpinnings of both communities of practice and situated learning implicates the importance of professional learning community in the development of teachers across their careers and in the context of rapidly shifting student populations comprised of culturally and linguistically diverse students. The literature suggests that a variety of conditions have the potential to contribute to the formation and sustainability of professional community. The aspect of working towards a shared enterprise over time from communities of practice theory is helpful to understanding professional learning community. Not all professional learning communities are productive, and in fact, in some instances these communities can be counterproductive and contribute to maintaining the status quo in teaching and teacher collaboration (Achinstein, 2002). Relying on the communities of practice theory helps reinforce an analytic focus on an EL-focused teacher community.  
 	Furthermore, scholars propose (Ball & Cohen, 1999; Feiman-Nemser, 2001) that if the expectation is for students to engage in powerful learning opportunities, teachers must also be engaged in sustained, robust learning as well. This seems to be particularly true of teachers that do their work in schools with a rapidly changing student population. The flexibility and knowledge that undergirds the daily decisions and pedagogical approaches necessary to meet the evolving instructional needs of one’s students is a skill that is honed given ongoing teacher engagement and possible occasions for learning.  
 	Professional learning in the high school context is a continual process and there are multiple locations where this learning can specifically be observed: classrooms, hallways, department meetings, staff meetings, professional development, and instructional coaching to name a few. On a cautionary note, the challenge in creating professional learning community is the likelihood that it will take time (P. Grossman, Wineburg, & Woolworth, 2000) and the effects might not be seen for a couple of years.  
 	Empirical evidence demonstrates that challenges emerge when attempting to create professional community, particularly in contrived settings (Hargreaves, 1994). The problems that arise can include maintaining a focus on students while at the same time creating structures that allow teachers to engage with the content they teach. Once professional community is established, however, “…teachers come to recognize the interrelationships of teacher and student learning and are able to use their own learning as a resource to delve more deeply into issues of student learning, curriculum, and teaching” (P. Grossman et al., 2000, p. 46). This suggests that learning should connect with notions of teachers’ own learning and involve opportunities for teachers to think about their own learning in relation to student learning.
  	Teacher engagement in a community of practice is one possible way of encouraging teacher professional learning. Developing teacher community that is productive may be more likely when professional development is focused on content knowledge, learning is active, and there is coherence between these activities and other teaching and learning goals both in classrooms and schoolwide (Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 2001). These ideas contributed to the framing of this dissertation, provided a lens that informed the methodological design of this study, and contributed to the interactions, engagement, and participation of content teachers that I paid particular attention to during both data collection and analysis. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137669]A Conceptual Framework
 	These ideas from several lines of research help to construct a conceptual framework (see Figure 1), situated within the context of the state and federal governments, impacting the conditions that influence school and district leaders, teachers, and English learner students through accountability, assessment, curriculum, and program design. Set within this state and federal context is an urban district serving a substantial linguistically diverse student population. At the core of these contextual layers, the central focus is on developing mainstream content teachers’ capacity within a transformed high school. By capacity, I am referring to the content teachers’ knowledge, skill, and commitment related to serving the EL students in their classrooms. 
[image: ]

Figure 1. A Conceptual Framework: Developing Capacity in High School Teachers to Meet the Needs of EL Students



 	Teacher engagement in professional community on issues of EL-focused instruction surrounds the interaction between EL-focused content instruction, ELL facilitators, and content teachers as learners. This interaction influences changes in participation within a teacher community and content classrooms (see Figure 1). The effect of school-based occasions for professional learning about EL-focused instruction, and the systems of support for content teachers’ learning that create these occasions, impact teacher engagement and participation in the small high school context. The school-based support for professional learning is either formal or informal in nature and comprises a variety of occasions for learning, including department meetings, literacy meetings, whole-school professional development, individual coaching, co-teaching, or any other supports available to teachers in the context of their work. The scheme assumes that such occasions for professional learning can lead to engagement in professional community on issues related to the instruction of English learner students. 
 	What underpins this model is the notion that occasions for professional learning provided by the school will encourage an ongoing commitment of the professional teacher community to better understand the instructional needs of English learners in content classrooms. This includes a more targeted model of curriculum and instruction that takes into account English learner language acquisition and academic content development, as they interact within the classroom instructional triangle of teacher – content – and English learner student (see Figure 1).
 	The systems of support create occasions for professional learning about English learner instruction. These occasions reflect the exercise of teacher leadership, the development of an EL-focused collegial community of practice, the interaction of instructional specialists and mainstream content teachers, and the targeting of instructional coaching to EL-related professional learning (these roles are reflected in Figure 1 by the term “ELL Facilitators”). These occasions for professional learning are in part made possible as a result of the small size of the high school and a school culture that relies on teacher collaboration and communication in order to meet the needs of all students. A focus on the instructional needs of English learner students has the potential to influence teachers’ perceptions of EL student instructional needs and the perceived challenges of working with this student population. 
	Occasions for professional learning that come from within the school have the ability to influence how engaged teachers are in a professional teacher community. This commitment can contribute to mainstream content teacher learning about instructional practices related to both English language development and content teaching for English learner students that takes place in classrooms. 





[bookmark: _Toc168137670]Chapter 3.

Study Design and Methods


	This qualitative case study aims to better understand the professional learning of teachers, in the context of a high school and district in Washington State with an increasing English learner (EL) population, to meet the academic and instructional needs of ELs in content classrooms. Specifically, the goal of the study is to better understand how teachers are supported in this endeavor and how support translates to professional learning. To this end, this study attempts to unpack the professional learning of teachers in one high school as they grappled with the complex demands of teaching ELs both language and content, and to identify and document what supported their efforts. This particular study design enabled me to better illuminate how supports that teachers engaged with at the school influenced their classroom practice, if at all, in order to more effectively meet the needs of English learners in their mainstream classrooms. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137671]The Research Tradition
	The research methods used in this study reside in the tradition of a qualitative case study. Drawing on Sirotnik’s notion of the school as the center of change, I located this study in the context of a small, transformed high school. For the purposes of unpacking teacher professional learning of second language learners, "The school is the obvious place where educators can come together to deal with tough issues and good ideas in the context of practice…" (Sirotnik, 1989, p. 109). Situating the study within a small, transformed high school enabled me to investigate the dynamics of teacher professional learning across content areas and departments. The school setting was manageable enough in size, to allow for in-depth inquiry across multiple individuals and professional learning opportunities.
	The individuals within the school setting served as the participants in the study and included teachers, teacher leaders, and the principal. I chose four content teachers and one teacher leader as the focal teachers for the study sample, a feasible number to obtain in-depth information given the time frame available for the study while at the same time sufficient for exploring contrasts between the teachers. As Merriam describes qualitative research, "...the crucial factor is not the number of respondents but the potential of each person to contribute to the development of insight and understanding of the phenomenon" (Merriam, 1998, p. 83). The aim was to examine the contrasts that emerged between teachers, given their positioning in the school (formal or informal teacher leader), subject area expertise, or perceptions related to the instruction and challenges of teaching EL students in mainstream classes. In addition, the focal teachers selected were engaged with specific professional learning opportunities related to meeting the needs of English learners in their content classrooms. These targeted professional learning opportunities provided particularly compelling data for analysis.

[bookmark: _Toc168137672]Nature and Selection of the Setting and Participant Sample
	Choosing a setting and participants was complex and a variety of factors were taken into account. Using criterion sampling as a specific form of purposeful sampling (Patton, 2002), the two most important factors in selecting a setting for this research were (1) a district and high school context in which there was increasing linguistic diversity, and (2) a high school setting where there was a focus on teacher professional learning. The use of purposeful sampling is, “based on the assumption that the investigator wants to discover, understand, and gain insight and therefore must select a sample from which the most can be learned” (Merriam, 1998, p. 61). Once a school district was identified, I asked district leaders to identify a particular high school that fit my criteria. I then had leaders within the particular school refer me to teachers, as well as other staff, whom I invited to participate. Throughout this process I worked on building rapport and trust with my study participants (Glesne, 2006). Rapport was continually negotiated throughout the study, as a means of obtaining the data that would best answer the research questions. 

Setting: Vista International High School 
  	Vista International High School (VIHS) is a small, autonomous high school on a campus with two other small high schools. The school is located in an urban district, outside a large metropolitan area in the Pacific Northwest. The high school was founded when the former comprehensive high school was reorganized and VIHS opened in the autumn of 2005. A handful of teachers from the original comprehensive high school remained. These teachers were involved in the transformation of the school from a large, comprehensive to the small, autonomous school that it is now. The principal in the study year (2009-10) was the founding principal of VIHS. The staff at the school during this fieldwork consisted of one principal, 18 full-time teachers, and one part-time teacher. 
 	The fact that leadership was consistent since the school’s inception and several of the teachers were involved with the founding of VIHS contributed to its suitability for a research study site. There was a positive sense of community and commitment often described by the teachers and principal when talking about their school and the students it served. This school setting was especially appropriate for my study because (1) it enabled me to explore what mainstream content teachers perceived to be their EL students’ learning needs, and what instructional challenges they encountered in trying to meet these needs across content areas and departments, (2) provided occasions for new professional learning about EL instruction for mainstream content teachers, and (3) reflected the exercise of teacher leadership, the development of an EL-focused collegial community of practice, the interaction of instructional specialists and mainstream teachers, and targeted EL-related instructional coaching. 	
	The school had about 350 students with 24% white students and 76% students of color. About 70% of students qualified for free or reduced-price meals, 20% received special education services, and about 30% were identified as English learners[footnoteRef:1]. Most of the students of color were either born outside of the U.S. or their parents were. Students and their families came from Africa, Central America, South America, Mexico, Eastern Europe, Southeast Asia, China, and Japan. As a result there was great linguistic diversity at VIHS. The most common languages of the English learner population were Spanish and Amharic. [1:  For complete district and school demographic data see Appendix A. This includes student demographics and High School Proficiency Exam results (2009-10) for both the district and school. ] 

 	The school had early release for students on Fridays and the staff met for two hours during this Professional Collaboration Time (PCT). This release time is common across the district and was in place of full-day professional development days for staff. The focus for PCT during the school year studied was on inclusion: special education and English learners. The school also utilized an advisory model. All teachers and the principal had a group of students for advisory and stayed with this group of students for all four years that they are at VIHS. Advisory met four times per week and served as a support mechanism for academics, social growth, and college preparation. There was also a tutorial period once per week. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137673]Focal Participants
 	Among the various school staff at VIHS, I chose to focus most of my data collection on particular staff, for these reasons (1) the individual was most heavily involved in guiding and facilitating teacher professional learning to meet the instructional needs of EL students in mainstream content classes, or (2) the individual received substantial support to meet the instructional needs of EL students mainstream content classes. The focal participants described below had opportunities to engage in professional learning opportunities focused on meeting the instructional needs of EL students in mainstream content classrooms over the 2009-10 school year. The decision to focus support in these areas and with these teachers was made collaboratively by the principal and ELL facilitator. The two based this decision on a variety of factors including numbers of EL students in specific courses, departmental needs (previous instructional coaching opportunities, or lack thereof), and EL student access to ELL support classes – for instance, many students enrolled in AP (Advanced Placement) language arts[footnoteRef:2] did not have room for an ELL support class in their schedules so it made sense for the ELL facilitator to spend time in the AP language arts teacher’s classroom.  [2:  The Advanced Placement (AP) program is a curriculum sponsored by the College Board and offers standardized courses to high school students. The courses are recognized as equivalent to undergraduate courses in college.  ] 

   	Sarah: ELL teacher and ELL facilitator. At the time of data collection Sarah had 9 years of classroom teaching experience. She was white and monolingual. She was one of the original teachers at VIHS and was a part of the transformation into small schools. In the year that data collection took place, Sarah had the dual role of English language learner (ELL) classroom teacher and ELL facilitator[footnoteRef:3]. As a result of her ELL facilitator role, Sarah was most heavily involved in guiding and facilitating teacher professional learning to meet the instructional needs of EL students in mainstream content classes at VIHS. The ELL facilitator work was supervised by the district’s ELL coordinator. In addition to these roles, Sarah was also the department chair for ELL at VIHS. These multiple roles situated Sarah as a teacher leader within the context of VIHS and she was identified in this way by the principal. In her ELL teacher role (.7) Sarah was responsible for teaching ELL support classes (these focused on the language arts curriculum), as well as ELL classes for beginners. She also had release time to work collaboratively with content teachers in her role as ELL facilitator (.3). During the 2009-10 school year Sarah was in the process of completing her National Board teacher certification. She found out that she received her certification through National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) in English as a New Language in the autumn of 2010. 
	Hillary: AP language arts teacher. In the 2009-10 school year, Hillary had been teaching at VIHS for three years. It was her fifth year of teaching. She was white and monolingual. She started her teaching career at a newly transformed high school in the same school district, but was not receiving the kind of support and collaboration that she was looking for. She heard that VIHS had a reputation for collaboration and so she sought out the move. Her teaching responsibilities during the year of data collection included an advisory of twelfth graders (with a focus on college readiness and preparation for graduation), three classes of AP language and composition, and two classes of AP literature and composition. Before moving into the teaching profession, Hillary worked in the social services field for a couple of years after college and then went back for her master in teaching degree. Hillary was one of the teachers at VIHS that received substantial support to meet the instructional needs of EL students in her mainstream AP language arts classes. The ELL facilitator spent time in Hillary’s classroom on a regular basis. This was partly to support Hillary and partly to support the EL students in AP language arts that did not have room for an ELL support class in their schedules.  [3:  The high school and the district referred to their students, classes, and programs for English learner students as “ELL” (English language learner).] 

	Katie: Physical science teacher. In the 2009-10 school year, Katie had been teaching at VIHS for three and a half years and this was the first teaching position in her career. She was white and monolingual. Her teaching responsibilities included an advisory class, four classes of ninth grade integrated science, and one class of health. In the past at VIHS she taught both biology and integrated science. During the data collection year, Katie went on maternity leave for about six weeks and arranged her schedule so that she would only have one prep, the integrated science curriculum. Katie completed an undergraduate degree in biology and then went on to pursue a master in teaching degree. Katie was one of the teachers at VIHS that received substantial support to meet the instructional needs of EL students in her mainstream integrated science classes. The ELL facilitator spent time in Katie’s classroom on a regular basis and engaged this teacher in instructional coaching cycles. Working with the ELL facilitator was the first time this novice science teacher had the opportunity to engage in coaching cycles. The coaching cycles began in the 2008-09 school year. The integrated science course was mostly ninth graders and was often the first class that EL students took in the mainstream curriculum.
 	Matt: Physical science teacher. Matt was Katie’s maternity leave substitute teacher in the autumn of 2009. He was white and monolingual. This was his first long-term teaching assignment and he had completed his master in teaching degree in March, 2009. Prior to pursuing a teaching career, Matt was a chemist and had a bachelor’s degree in chemistry. Matt is from the UK and his studies in high school and in pre-university were in the sciences. His teaching responsibilities during his time at VIHS were identical to Katie’s. Matt also received substantial support to meet the instructional needs of EL students in his mainstream integrated science classes. The ELL facilitator spent time in Matt’s classroom on a regular basis and engaged this teacher in instructional coaching cycles. As stated earlier, the integrated science course was mostly ninth graders and was often the first class that EL students took in the mainstream curriculum.
 	Liz: Biology teacher. This was Liz’s first year of teaching and her assignment was part-time (.6). She was white and monolingual. She had a bachelor’s degree in biology and before getting her master in teaching degree, she worked for a couple of years doing outdoor education and after-school programs. Her teaching responsibilities during the year of data collection included three biology classes. She did not have an advisory class and was able to spend all her time planning for and focusing on her biology classes. Even though she did not carry a full-time teaching load, Liz was often found in her classroom through the end of the school day and participated fully as a staff member attending Professional Collaboration Time on Fridays and meeting regularly with her content team. Liz received substantial support to meet the instructional needs of EL students in her mainstream biology classes. The ELL facilitator spent time in Liz’s classroom on a regular basis and engaged this teacher in instructional coaching cycles. The biology course was mostly tenth graders and was populated with a very large percentage of intermediate and advanced EL students.

[bookmark: _Toc168137674]Data Sources and Data Collection Procedures
	In order to understand this particular phenomenon, I made use of observations, interviews, and documents[footnoteRef:4]. Observations and interviews enabled me to understand the perspectives of the participants and see them in their natural setting doing their work. Documents played a supporting role in more fully understanding the unique attributes of the case and served as a triangulating source of data. The decision to use observations and interviews came from the desire to better understand the perspective of the participants and the social context of the setting. As supported by Glesne, “Qualitative researchers...seek to understand and interpret how the various participants in a social setting construct the world around them" (Glesne, 2006, p. 4). Interviews best afforded me a better understanding of how the participants made sense of their world, followed by my observations. 
 	The research took place over the course of the 2009-10 academic school year. Adopting a full year time frame enabled me to understand how supports for professional learning changed and developed over the course of the year. I conducted an intensive data collection window in the autumn in order to get my head wrapped around the site and the participants. I was in the school between two and four days per week, for 8 weeks. This intensive data collection was followed-up by two additional data collection windows of two weeks each in the winter and spring[footnoteRef:5]. During each data collection window I focused on: (1) the staff as a whole (staff meetings, department meetings, professional development) through observation of events and collection of documents associated with these events, (2) key focal participants, the teacher leader and teachers working specifically on issues related to ELs in mainstream classes (multiple interviews with these participants, as well as observation of classroom instruction, and informal and formal meetings between and among these individuals), and (3) interviews with key staff members including the district ELL coordinator, two district literacy coaches embedded at the school, the principal, four other teachers (including three mainstream content teachers and an ELL teacher), and a bilingual paraeducator.  [4:  See Appendix B for a table on data sources for answering research questions and sub-questions. ]  [5:  See Appendix C for a data summary.] 


Interviews 
 	Focal teachers were interviewed at least two times for about 45 minutes to an hour each using a semi-structured interview protocol in order to get a solid understanding of the teachers’ perspectives on English learner student instructional needs, challenges in meeting these needs, and occasions for professional learning about EL instruction. The rationale for two interviews over two time points was to illuminate the ongoing process of teacher learning and supports for this learning. In addition, by the time of the second interview, towards the end of my data collection for the 2009-10 school year, I was in the position to ask questions that triangulated with what I observed in classrooms, meetings, and interactions. Furthermore, I was well versed in the language used by participants, enabling authentic conversations, as well as the ability to ask more in-depth questions based on emerging findings (Miles & Huberman, 1994b). I also interviewed district leaders at least once (this included the district ELL coordinator and two district literacy coaches), and the principal twice (once at the beginning of the school year and once at the end) to enable an understanding of the guiding, supporting, and directing influences on classroom teachers and to further understand the context in which the teachers did their work. In addition, I interviewed three additional mainstream content teachers, an ELL teacher, and a bilingual paraeducator one time each. Each of these interviews lasted 30-45 minutes. All interviews were audio taped and subsequently transcribed at a later date for analysis. I also took hand written notes during these interviews[footnoteRef:6].	 [6:  See Appendix D for sample interview protocols. ] 


Observations
 	In addition, non-participant observations were a key component of the research and included classroom teaching as well as staff meetings, professional development, and formal and informal interactions among staff – paying particular attention to those interactions that involved the focal teachers. Specifically, my observations followed the supports for mainstream content teachers in working with English learner students. This meant that I observed instructional coaching cycles (planning, teaching of the lesson, and debrief) across all of the focal science teachers. In addition, I observed each of the focal science teachers’ classrooms independent of the instructional coaching cycles. I also conducted ongoing observations in the AP language arts classroom. Often, the ELL facilitator would be present in the mainstream language arts classroom for my observations of the language arts class, other times it was solely the language arts teacher. I wanted to observe the focal teachers both independently teaching their content classes, as well as while receiving classroom embedded support from the ELL facilitator. This provided me with data about teacher instructional practice and learning while receiving classroom embedded support, as well as their individual practice sans support. In addition to classroom observations of entire class periods, I observed any opportunities that I could that related to inclusion at VIHS and meeting the needs of English learners. In particular, I observed literacy team meetings, whole staff meetings, and professional development opportunities. Each of these opportunities for observation provided me with a deeper understanding of school embedded supports and features that potentially contributed to content teacher professional learning.
	By following the supports embedded at VIHS designed to develop teacher capacity for meeting the instructional needs of English learner students in an inclusive setting, I was able to document through field notes, the conversations, interactions, and instruction that most closely connected to my research questions. Engaging in non-participant observation provided me with, “…the vantage of seeing without being the focus of attention, of being present without being fully participant, so that you are free to be fully attuned to what occurs before you" (Glesne, 2006, p. 73). During observations I took detailed notes using an observation guide[footnoteRef:7] and these were added to an observation data log after each field visit. The observations attended to multiple facets including such things as setting, who was there, what the teacher did and said, what the students did and said, and interactions and dialogue among individuals at meetings.  [7:  See Appendix E for the actual observation guide.  ] 


[bookmark: _Toc168137675]Documents
 	Documents were collected along the way during interviews, classroom observations, literacy team meetings, whole staff meetings, and professional development. I collected any and all materials that I could and that staff made available to me. These included documents such as lesson materials and handouts, planning documents for the school year and for ELL services, teaching and professional development schedules, and teacher resources. I also asked the principal and ELL facilitator to send me electronic versions of documents related to ELL services and planning, VIHS 2009-10 academic schedules, advisory, literacy team planning materials, and accreditation documents. These documentary materials provided me with a triangulating tool to better understand the organizational structure of the school and the allocation of resources to support EL students in mainstream content classrooms.
	After each field visit, I kept a log of the interviews accomplished, observations completed, and artifacts collected. I then archived all of these items depending on the format. I kept audio files (in order to be transcribed), archived handwritten observation notes into word processed documents, and filed documents for future analysis.

[bookmark: _Toc168137676]Approach to Data Analysis
	The approach to analysis was grounded in the belief that teachers learn through participation in their professional communities (Rogoff, Baker-Sennett, Lacasa, & Goldsmith, 1995; Vygotsky, 1978; Wenger, 1998) – in this case, the professional community at VIHS. This lens provided a starting point for designing a qualitative case study to include not only the perspectives of the teachers, but also the perspectives of other actors in the school professional community that either guided or supported the work of content teachers focused on the instruction of English learners in content classes.
 	The nature of data collection and analysis for the purposes of this study was iterative and recursive. This strategy enabled the use of constant comparative analysis (Merriam, 1998) as a method for both data collection and ongoing analysis throughout the data collection period. Specifically, as I read through interview transcripts and observation field notes during the data collection period, I coded for emerging themes coming from the data. This enabled me to build hypotheses that “…emerge simultaneously with the collection and analysis of data” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p. 191). Once I left the field and had my entire data corpus, I set out to further refine my codes and start moving towards making claims. To this end, I read through all transcripts and field notes, as well as reviewed all documents collected using the research questions, the conceptual framework, and the themes that had already emerged as a guide. 
 	Specifically, the coding process after leaving the field involved open coding of several key, focal participant interviews. At this point, the coding process was still very open and flexible (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 1995). Judgment was suspended and the codes emerged organically from the participants themselves. After this initial open coding process, the codes were clustered and then categorized thematically. This was an inductive process and involved going back to the research questions, the conceptual framework and literature, as well as to observations and documents. This iterative process established more specific overarching codes and subcodes consistent with the literature and from in vivo codes to enable me to further refine my themes through the use of data clumps. The final coding scheme consisted of three overarching code categories with a total of 22 total codes[footnoteRef:8]. This set of codes guided the analysis and the development of potential themes. [8:  See Appendix F for a complete list of the codes used for data analysis and the operationalization of each.] 

	Using these focused codes that corresponded to the big, analytic ideas and from the data, I analyzed all interviews using qualitative research software (HyperRESEARCH). Through the use of axial coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998), I coded key interviews with the teacher leader, moved onto the classroom teacher, and then the principal. This process of axial coding allowed me to further understand what my data was saying and to create a more refined organizational framework that highlighted the “chains of evidence” (Miles & Huberman, 1994a) as I went through systemic coding of the data. These “chains of evidence” and breaking apart of the data, enabled pathways to emerge within the data and for the conceptualization of themes to occur (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996). Hunches generated through focal case analytic memos were triangulated and further evidence led to the assertions and claims that comprise the findings for this research study. 
 	Additionally, I relied on a group of peers with whom I used peer debriefing as a means of eliminating potential bias (Erickson, 1986). Furthermore, to increase validity, I used member-checks with participants (Miles & Huberman, 1994a), sharing transcripts and field note records, to confirm what I heard during interviews and noticed during classroom observations. I also gave participants the opportunity to read analytic memos and drafts of the final product as additional opportunities for member-checks.  
 	Grounded theory guided both my analysis and coding of the data, as well as the development of conclusions that explain my findings and ultimately answer my research questions. Charmaz states that, “The purpose of grounded theory is to develop a theoretical analysis of the data that fits the data and has relevance to the area of study” (2001, p. 351). This study did not seek to generalize to the professional learning of all high school content teachers instructing ELs; rather, the intent was to better understand how the teachers in this study understood the challenges of teaching English learner students and how they were supported in this endeavor. Doing so generates an image and stronger way of conceptualizing what can be happening in this endeavor, here and elsewhere.

[bookmark: _Toc168137677]Specific Context for Research 
 	The conceptual framework presented in chapter two, along with the relevant literature to undergird the framing, situates the study within the field and provide a lens for unpacking the professional learning of high school content teachers as they develop their capacity for meeting the instructional needs of English learner students. In order to study such a phenomenon, the research design and setting, are integral elements. Providing specific context for this research illuminates the particular aspects of this case and offers an historical glimpse that situates the setting under investigation.
	The chosen study site was Vista International High School (VIHS) in the Olympic School District[footnoteRef:9] (pseudonyms). The district had a history with instructional coaching, specifically with literacy coaching. Many of the teachers at VIHS had the opportunity to participate in this literacy coaching work in the past. The district valued school-based professional development embedded in teachers’ daily work. This dedication to teacher support and learning created a ripe setting for delving into this case. There were ongoing commitments to creating professional learning opportunities for teachers situated in classroom practice. When the district ELL coordinator was presented with the dilemma of developing mainstream teacher capacity for their growing English learner population, given the history of instructional coaching in the district, there was no doubt that he would seek out a way to embed the professional learning within the context of individual schools and connect that support to teachers’ classroom practice. It is from this place of historical presence of instructional coaching and the need to develop the capacity of mainstream content teachers to meet the instructional needs of English learners that the ELL facilitator roles emerged. 
 	In the context of VIHS the principal was equally committed to supporting teachers grow and at the same time his vision for the school was to include English learner students in mainstream curriculum as quickly as possible. This convergence of priorities, supporting teachers and inclusion of English learners, emerged as an opportunity to look at this phenomenon under optimal circumstances.   [9: For district and school demographic data, see Appendix A.] 

 	VIHS was one of three small high schools that shared the same campus. What used to be one large, comprehensive high school was now three autonomous schools with their own leadership and programs. Each school served their English learner population in their own way and appeared to use their ELL facilitator in ways that aligned with their school’s mission and vision. At VIHS the principal worked closely with the ELL facilitator to design their ELL program and plan for her limited time in the facilitator role. The principal relied heavily on the expertise of the ELL facilitator and the two worked collaboratively to plan for and implement the inclusion of English learners at VIHS. It was within this context at VIHS, with its focus on inclusion for English learners and support for teacher learning in a collaborative setting, that the study was conceived and the research methods designed. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137678]Strengths and Limitations of the Research Design
	While studying VIHS and a particular set of teachers over the course of a school year was the best way to paint a picture of the perspectives and interactions of the participants in this one high school, this design had its limitations. Despite collecting data over the course of the 2009-10 school year, the design included three data collection periods and I ended up at VIHS for twelve weeks out of the school year. I was able to collect data across the school year, from the beginning of the school year to the end; however, I was not present each week and each month of the school year. Deciding to collect data over three data collection periods was in part due to time constraints and limitations as the sole researcher. In addition, relying on the researcher as the data collection tool, as qualitative research does, is subject to myriad interpretations and biases on the part of the researcher (Glesne, 2006). 
 	The setting selected was a strength of the research design, yet also had its limitations. VIHS proved to be a case of “good practice” under generally supportive conditions; however, it was not always clear if I was receiving just the good stories and positive information as an outsider. Participants may have provided information that they thought was the “right answer,” wanting to please the researcher. It was necessary to seek out triangulating sources of evidence to support emerging patterns in the data, as well as to notice disconfirming evidence when it came into view (Miles & Huberman, 1994a). Additionally, I often was directed to individuals that were eager to meet and share their practice. While helpful to my data collection and for obtaining consent, not having opportunities to speak to those on the fringe at the school or those less cooperative or welcoming likely impacted my findings. 
	Furthermore, the limitations inherent to studying a small school case, when the majority of high schools in the U.S. are large, comprehensive schools, limits the generalizability of these findings. Also, I decided that given the constraints of a dissertation study, I would not include student interviews as a part of data collection. This decision certainly impacted the depth of my findings and leaves unanswered questions when it comes to the student perspective at VIHS and their experience. That said, the decision to focus on teacher professional learning and what I was able to investigate and understand about developing capacity of mainstream content teachers to meet the instructional needs of English learner students is quite strong.  
  	My own experience as a classroom teacher was also a possible influence on my interpretations of what I came to understand about the participants in the high school setting. Using memoing as a tool to keep my own judgments and biases in check (Glesne, 2006) was necessary to ensure that my data was of high quality, and that interpretations were rooted in the data. Member-checks with participants (Miles & Huberman, 1994a) were also useful as I further refined my findings.


[bookmark: _Toc168137679]Chapter 4.

Contexts for Content Teachers’ Professional Learning: Instructional Challenges, Leadership, and Supports


 	The purpose of this chapter is to describe and analyze the context in which content teachers did their work. Guided by my research questions and the conceptual framework presented in chapter two, the focus of this study was on occasions for content teachers’ professional learning about the instructional needs of English learners (ELs). Understanding the context in which these occasions for professional learning took place is a necessary part of the analysis, and provides a foundation for the claims presented in chapter five.  	
  	In this chapter, therefore, I unpack the contexts for content teachers’ professional learning. I begin with an overview of the transformed high school context for the inclusion of English learner students based on interviews, observations, and document analysis. This is followed by an examination of the perceived instructional challenges that content teachers described in their interviews with me at the beginning of the 2009-10 school year. These challenges are situated in the context of teachers’ classrooms and daily instructional work with students. Next, I describe the leadership context for the content teachers and their teaching practice deduced from interviews, observations, and document analysis. I illuminate how leadership at the school and district levels supported and guided the work of the teachers at Vista International High School (VIHS). Finally, I address the cultural norms, structures, and activities that engaged content teachers on the instructional needs of English learner students. I focus on two aspects of content teacher engagement with professional learning opportunities: (1) schoolwide supports for English learners and (2) the influence of the literacy team. These analyses are based on the data corpus and rely on interviews, observations, and documents as data sources.

[bookmark: _Toc168137680]Transformed High School Context for Inclusion of English Learner Students
 	There were several features of the transformed high school context of VIHS that were particularly influential to English learner students and the content teachers responsible for teaching them. Of particular note were the structures and organizations that engaged both EL students and content teachers across the school day: (1) English learner student schedules, (2) advisory, (3) literacy team, and (4) Professional Collaboration Time (PCT). Each of these structures provided opportunities for EL students to be included in the mainstream curriculum and for content teachers to engage with one another in conversations and professional learning opportunities that influenced their ability to develop capacity to meet the instructional needs of EL students in the context of inclusion. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137681]English Learner Program 
	Inclusion was the defining feature of the English learner program[footnoteRef:10]. As a result, EL student class schedules included students in mainstream classrooms and access to curriculum in the content areas as quickly as possible. Those EL students designated as Beginners often had a class schedule that included the following: two periods of ELL reading, two periods of ELL writing/social studies, one period of physical education or art, and one period of Algebra or ELL math. Those students designated Intermediate I would likely take: language arts nine, world history nine, intermediate ELL writing support, science nine, physical education or art, and Algebra. Those students identified as Intermediate II or Advanced would likely take: language arts (ten, eleven, or twelve), world history ten or U.S. history, science (biology, chemistry, or physics), intermediate/advanced ELL writing support, and math (geometry, Algebra two, trigonometry, or calculus)[footnoteRef:11]. [10:  The English learner program at VIHS was called the “ELL” (English language learner) program by research participants and by the school and district. There are references throughout the data corpus to the ELL program, classes, students, teachers, and facilitators.  ]  [11:  See Appendix G for sample EL course schedules for Beginning, Intermediate I, and Intermediate II/Advanced students from the 2009-10 school year.] 

 	The design of EL student class schedules provided these students access to the core content curriculum after they moved from the Beginning level to the Intermediate I level. Students identified as Intermediate I, II, or Advanced had a class schedule of entirely mainstream classes except for one period of ELL writing support. The curriculum in the ELL writing support class aligned with the mainstream language arts class curriculum and supported the assignments from the mainstream class. The writing support class used similar instructional strategies and the ELL teachers made it a priority to check-in with the language arts teachers to be sure their support classes were on target and supportive of the curriculum and assignments from the mainstream class. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137682]Advisory
 	Advisory was a feature of VIHS that provided all ELL students (even Beginners), opportunities to learn alongside native English speakers. Advisory met four times per week and all full-time faculty and staff had an advisory, including the principal. Students were assigned an advisory teacher in ninth grade and stayed with this teacher for all four years. Advisory was based on grade level and those teachers with the same grade level would meet and plan together. There was time built in for this collaboration and planning during PCT (see below for further information about PCT). The purpose of advisory was to provide each student with a mentor and teacher that could keep track of the social, emotional, and academic progress of each student. Advisory included such activities as career exploration and college preparation.

[bookmark: _Toc168137683]Literacy Team
 	The literacy team included all three of the language arts teachers and the two ELL teachers. This was the arrangement since the very beginning of VIHS. This organization provided this group of literacy teachers ongoing and established time to collaborate and plan for the literacy needs of all students – ELL students, exited ELL students, and native English speakers. Through their collaboration and coordinated efforts, the literacy team was able to create their own language arts outcomes document. 
 	These outcomes determined a student’s placement in language arts and assisted all literacy teachers in thinking about proficiencies in language arts. Those students that met the outcomes for the particular level of language arts would advance to the next level. Those students that did not meet the outcomes would remain in the same level of language arts for the next school year. Based on the fact that the outcomes were aligned with the specific curriculum used by VIHS language arts teachers, the literacy team had confidence in the usefulness of the language arts outcomes in determining placement for students. In particular, the outcomes seemed to aid the literacy teachers in determining placement for EL students and the teachers avoided the need to move students around much once the school year was underway. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137684]Professional Collaboration Time
 	During the year of data collection, the district moved to early release on Fridays for the high schools. This meant that each Friday afternoon students were dismissed early and schools had the opportunity for Professional Collaboration Time (PCT) for two hours. PCT time rotated between meeting time for advisory, content teams, and whole staff. The focus of PCT time at VIHS for whole staff meetings for the 2009-10 school year was on inclusion for special education and English learner students. This took on various formats and included teacher-led professional development by content area, as well as teacher-led learning opportunities by the ELL and special education teachers. 
 	These organizational and structural features of VIHS contributed in various ways to opportunities for professional collaboration on inclusion, and ultimately to the development of content teacher capacity to meet the instructional needs of EL students. I will refer to these structures throughout the analysis (in some cases in more detail). These early descriptions set the stage for the analysis and provide the context necessary for understanding.

[bookmark: _Toc168137685]Instructional Challenges
	The teachers at VIHS were responsible for teaching a large number of students. A content teacher had about 150 students that they were responsible for teaching. With roughly 30% of the student population identified as English learners, this meant that each content teacher was potentially responsible for the instruction of 45 English learners. What the content teachers at VIHS recognized is that each English learner came to school with their own prior experience with formal schooling, with a particular content area, with English, and with knowledge of how to negotiate and do school in the U.S. This awareness of student backgrounds and the differences between individual EL students and their experience with school did not necessarily facilitate the content teachers’ ability to meet the instructional needs of English learner students. 
 	In this section, I highlight four areas of perceived instructional challenge that content teachers identified in interviews at the beginning of the 2009-10 school year: (1) meeting disparate individual needs, (2) insufficient preparation for working with EL students, (3) insufficient information about EL students’ prior knowledge, backgrounds, and abilities, and (4) assessment demands and accountability. The choice to focus primarily on interview data comes from wanting to understand what the participants identified as instructional challenges, as opposed to observations of instructional challenges. This situates the analysis squarely on the perceptions of the content teachers and helps unpack any resistance or tensions focused on the possibility of developing capacity of content teachers to meet the instructional needs of EL students. That said, many of the descriptions of instructional challenges identified by content teachers were observed during classroom observations, as well as confirmed by document analysis. 

Meeting Disparate Individual Needs
 	Katie, a science teacher with a few years of teaching experience, had spent enough time at the school and with the students to gain an understanding of her EL students and their needs. Still, she expressed the challenge of meeting the individual and varied needs of EL students in the context of her content classes. She describes this tension:
 	There's definitely distinct different groups. Like you can characterize the African 
 	students a lot different than the Latino students and a lot different than the -- like 
 	there are some students who speak Asian languages that don't have any sort of 
 	translation services or anything here, so it's extra hard for them. And they all seem to 
 	like deal with school differently -- I don't know if it's a cultural thing. In my head, 
 	ELL is too broad because there's like these ELL kids and these ELL kids and these 
 	ELL kids and they're different.

There was recognition that the label for English learner students was too broad; yet, at the same time it was not always clear to the content teachers how to make sense of that and differentiate instruction in a way that would meet each individual EL students’ needs.  	
 	When I probed Liz, a first-year biology teacher, about particular challenges she identified with individual students, what emerged were some competing instructional needs. She identified two EL students and their needs were vastly different. The first EL student had a limited science background and was struggling with understanding the concept of a scientific model. The student had missed class, so Liz had the opportunity to sit down with him one-on-one and talk about the material he had missed from class. At first he was struggling with the concept. He ended up understanding the idea once Liz provided multiple examples. The second student had very different instructional needs. The student had studied the topic of cells before in his native language, yet he did not have the English vocabulary for sharing his knowledge. The student knew what mitochondria were and what they did; however, Liz could tell it was frustrating for the student to not be able to explain his thinking and knowledge to her. The first student struggled with understanding a scientific concept due to lack of background knowledge and experience in science. The second student struggled with how to communicate his already deep content knowledge in cellular biology. This example highlights the complexity inherent in teaching a diverse English learner student population in this context. The staff at VIHS recognized that there were individual differences among their English learners and perceived this to be one of the challenges in meeting their needs. 
 	Furthermore, English learner students’ limited ability to self-advocate emerged as a common theme in meeting individual needs. Many of the teachers identified this as a challenge – they wanted their EL students to be proactive when it came to accessing print resources, support from other students, or asking the teacher for support in clarifying assignments and getting extra help. The ability of EL students to self-advocate was a way for their individual needs to be met. In addition, teachers were not always so sure about how to group students. Balancing native language use with the need to practice English during group work was perceived as a difficult task for teachers. There was uncertainty from some teachers about how to support the individual needs of English learners through peer support versus when to push students to work independently. Some noticed that when given the choice, many English learners would gravitate toward their common language peers. In some cases this seemed beneficial; however, the teachers were not always sure that this was true in all cases. 
 	Clearly, the teachers at VIHS recognized that each EL student presented their own particular instructional challenge. It was difficult for the teachers to generalize across all EL students at VIHS and what the perceived instructional challenges were. Many teachers could identify patterns of certain cultural or language groups but noted that even if these patterns were noticed, there were always exceptions. Each student brought with them their own linguistic and cultural background that contributed to their instructional needs. It was often a more approachable task for teachers to label instructional challenges when I framed the question with a focus on identifying particular students, and the demands those individuals posed for the content teacher. 

Insufficient Preparation for Working with English Learner Students
 	In the face of these diverse individual learning needs, the teachers’ lack of preparation in their teacher preparation programs to work with English learners was immediately apparent. All of the teachers interviewed were traditionally prepared in teacher education programs within higher education. When I asked the teachers about their preparation for teaching English learners most indicated that their programs did not prepare them. In addition, many of the teachers noted that their student teaching placements were not at schools with a linguistically diverse population. Others mentioned that the comprehensive high schools where they were placed for student teaching had programs specifically for English leaners. As a result, the preservice teachers did not come into contact with English learners in their content classroom placements. For many of the teachers, learning to meet the needs of English learners in their content classrooms was something that they were confronted with once they got to VIHS. They saw themselves as learning on the job, in the context of a culturally and linguistically diverse student population. 
	For some of the teachers, a lack of preparation and dealing with a culturally, linguistically, and academically diverse content class led to a lack of confidence when it came to meeting the instructional needs of English learners. Many of the teachers noted that they did not always know when to provide specific scaffolds or supports to meet the needs of English learners in their classroom. Knowing when to provide a visual, a model of what was expected, or simply writing out the directions for a particular task was sometimes unclear.   

Insufficient Information about English Learner Students’ Prior Knowledge, Backgrounds, and Abilities
 	Another similarity across teachers was the challenge of being able to determine the level of understanding of their English learner students. Among the many areas of insufficient preparation was familiarity with tools and processes for assessing EL students’ language proficiency and understanding. Many of the teachers recognized that written work did not always convey a true level of understanding of a particular topic. Some of these teachers relied heavily on oral assessment, including one-on-one conferring and oral defenses. They saw these as opportunities for English learner students to express their learning, providing a more accurate measure of their understanding. Hillary, the AP (Advanced Placement) language arts teacher, recognized that there was often a disconnect between what English learner students were able to do orally versus what they were capable of in their writing. For instance, here she described how one of her students was able to explain her thinking when pushed in a one-on-one conversation conference but was unable to do so in her writing:

 	Karen and I conferenced yesterday and her essay -- orally she's good. Okay, so like  
 	Karen, tell me what you meant here. Like she's really good, but she doesn't come 
 	across in her writing. 

In addition, Hillary noted that even though students often had the oral academic language skills, they were often apprehensive about speaking up in front of the whole class. Thus, it was not always clear what the students were understanding or not. Using oral assessment did not always mitigate this tension between written and oral assessment. A math teacher described an ongoing tension he had in determining English learner students’ mathematical ability versus their English language proficiency, regardless of the type of assessment. 
 	In addition, teachers were not always so sure of when and how to best solicit oral output from English leaners in order to determine understanding. The teachers recognized a challenge in helping English learners develop their confidence in using English and speaking up in class. The social studies teacher described this very clearly: 

Another big thing that comes up is like speaking and presentation and group work and  some of the social stuff around language. I do ask students to do oral presentations, and last year every single student did it and did it well, even the English Language Learners, but getting them to that point where they're confident and prepared and able to stand up and speak. It comes up even doing Socratic seminars or discussion groups also, like how can I figure out how to support the English Language Learners so they're ready to share an idea, they're prepared, and therefore, they can participate.

The challenge for her seemed to be how she could figure out the necessary supports and scaffolds that were most likely to encourage English learner student oral participation in class. This included giving students an opportunity to prepare before they were asked to share an idea. 
 	Beginning teachers new to the building and to the profession seemed particularly vulnerable. Even if the teacher knew the English proficiency level of a student, there were still pieces of the story that made it challenging for the content teacher to meet the linguistic needs of English learner students in the content classroom. A first-year science teacher described this as: 

I mean I've got details of what level they're at, but it doesn't tell you how much science they ever had, how much school they've ever had, where they came from…it's a massive amount of information to get and then process and then apply.

Considering the large number of students and EL students that a beginning content teacher at VIHS was responsible for teaching, it is clear that the amount of information and the learning curve for getting to know this large number of students could be overwhelming. It is important to note that this was also within the context of learning how to plan instruction, be an effective classroom manager, negotiate the school and district processes, and collaborate with colleagues. 

Assessment Demands and Accountability
 	Many of the teachers experienced an ongoing balancing act between meeting the instructional needs of students and the demands and expectations of state assessments and the AP curriculum. This reality certainly added to the perceived challenges and pressures expressed by the content teachers. While many of the content teachers felt this pressure, Hillary provided the best example of this.  
 	Hillary approached the topic of instructional challenges related to teaching EL students with the lens of the AP curriculum. Her focus was on the tension of teaching advanced language arts classes to a large EL student population with the aim of taking the AP exam. She was not always sure where to focus her instructional energies. She recognized that EL students had particular needs and she framed the context of an AP language arts class and the goal of each student taking the corresponding AP exam. She expressed her recognition of these particular instructional challenges in this way: 
 	A lot of it's the time -- processing time. AP is a timed test, so there's that whole like 
 	well, you have to prepare them to read something and write an essay about it in 40 
 	minutes. Like that's insane. So, kids who have a hard time, it just takes them longer to 
 	read, it takes them longer to write.

Hillary challenged her EL students in AP language arts academically and they responded. This was evident through classroom observations. She described how one of her EL students wanted to use higher-level vocabulary in his writing. He made the attempt but as a result his writing did not always make the most sense. The challenge for her was how she could work with this student to help him figure out how to use these higher level vocabulary words but know if they make sense or not. This student was making use of the thesaurus and other available resources in the classroom but there was a disconnect between what he wanted to be able to do academically –using the higher-level vocabulary– and what he was able to accurately write. 
 	Hillary noted that she graded student work on the AP rubric and that this could be problematic in a class with many English learner students. Here she explained this tension: 
 	The way I'm grading this class is based on the AP rubric, so in order to get the highest 
 	score, you have to write with really high level diction and -- I mean automatically that 
 	rubric puts ELL kids at a huge disadvantage. It's also graded on mechanics and 
 	punctuation and spelling and all that stuff. So Zaid is playing with big words and it's 
 	not so successful right now.

The challenge for Hillary was how to help this particular student become proficient at using higher-level vocabulary, knowing that eventually his writing would be graded using the AP rubric that required a high level of diction. Getting her English learner students to that level was the instructional challenge. 
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Summary of Perceived Instructional Challenges 	
 	Table 1 provides a detailed picture of the particular instructional challenges identified by individual content teachers during interviews. Specifically, this table highlights specific content teacher quotes that connect to the four analytic themes identified in this section of the dissertation.  

Table 1. Content Teachers’ Perceived Instructional Challenges

	Theme
	Content Teacher Interview Quotes

	Meeting Disparate Individual Needs
	
“There's definitely distinct different groups. Like you can characterize the African students a lot different than the Latino students and a lot different than the -- like there are some students who speak Asian languages that don't have any sort of translation services or anything here, so it's extra hard for them. And they all seem to like deal with school differently -- I don't know if it's a cultural thing. In my head, ELL is too broad because there's like these ELL kids and these ELL kids and these ELL kids and they're different.” 
– Katie, Science Teacher


“I don't know enough about certain cultures to determine if it's a cultural thing or an individual thing. But patterns, I mean I can see patterns amongst students. The idea of finishing something and just being done with it versus trying to make it high quality. There are certain ELL students I can think of who they just want to get it done. And with some of my ELL kids I struggle with them thinking about -- and having students sort of hear their own writing…I think a lot of my ELL students, they look for a formula for how to write and once they think they have that formula, they think that it's all good. But I don't know if they ever step back and sort of metacognitively think about and evaluate their writing...”
- Paul, Language Arts Teacher


	Insufficient Preparation for Working with EL Students
	
“I feel pretty not prepared for that [being a teacher of EL students]. I know this is something [my preparation program] is taking into account and that's how their program is changing, but like I think I went to a couple…how to do sheltered instruction…so I don't feel like I have a whole lot of background for that one.”
- Liz, Science Teacher

“I don't think I was very well prepared from my undergraduate program. I don't even think in my student teaching, I didn't have any English language learners, as I recall. So, at Mountain Park, the program wasn't all that strong, like we didn't have a lot of students, as I recall, and they did a pullout.”
- Melissa, Social Studies Teacher

	Insufficient Information about EL Students’ Prior Knowledge, Backgrounds, and Abilities

	
“Karen and I conferenced yesterday and her essay -- orally she's good. Okay, so like Karen, tell me what you meant here. Like she's really good, but she doesn't come across in her writing.” 
- Hillary, AP Language Arts Teacher

“Another big thing that comes up is like speaking and presentation and group work and some of the social stuff around language. I do ask students to do oral presentations, and last year every single student did it and did it well, even the English Language Learners, but getting them to that point where they're confident and prepared and able to stand up and speak. It comes up even doing Socratic seminars or discussion groups also, like how can I figure out how to support the English Language Learners so they're ready to share an idea, they're prepared, and therefore, they can participate.” 
- Melissa, Social Studies Teacher

“I mean I've got details of what level they're at, but it doesn't tell you how much science they ever had, how much school they've ever had, where they came from…it's a massive amount of information to get and then process and then apply.” 
- Matt, Science Teacher


	Assessment Demands and Accountability
	
“The way I'm grading this class is based on the AP rubric, so in order to get the highest score, you have to write with really high level diction and -- I mean automatically that rubric puts ELL kids at a huge disadvantage. It's also graded on mechanics and punctuation and spelling and all that stuff. So Zaid is playing with big words and it's not so successful right now”
- Hillary, AP Language Arts Teacher
“… I'm thinking about it more and more for the ELL students and a chance for them to show their knowledge and not have to do it on a test because it just seems to me that tests and quizzes have an added level of difficulty for English language learners and they're not -- from what I've seen they're not accurate to their level of understanding.”
- Owen, Math Teacher
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Leadership Context
	Teachers were not the only ones in this school setting who were aware of these instructional challenges and were attempting to address them. In particular, leadership actions and stance at both the school and district level brought EL issues into view and created a constructive environment for addressing them. 
 	In this section, I unpack the leadership context at VIHS. In particular, I highlight the role and vision of the principal and how the work of this supervisory leader guided and supported the professional learning of the content teachers in this particular setting. Additionally, I describe the theory of action espoused by the district’s ELL coordinator. Illuminating the work of the principal and ELL coordinator provides further context for understanding the engagement of content teachers and their professional learning at VIHS to meet the instructional needs of English learner students. These findings are deduced from interviews, observations, and document analysis. 

The Role and Vision of the Principal
 	The principal of VIHS, Bill, was the founding supervisory leader of the school. When I asked him to tell me a about the program for English leaners he responded with the following:
	We operate from a philosophy of inclusion, and so we believe that as much as 
 	possible and as much as is appropriate, students who are learning English should be 
 	included in classes with all other students and get support that they need to be able to 
 	be successful in those classes and also to continue their progress in learning English.

 	One way that this inclusive philosophy played out was in the way the advisory program was structured (advisory is described earlier in this chapter in the section Transformed High School Context for Inclusion of English Learner Students). Advisory was designed as an academic and social support for all students at VIHS. Bill spoke highly of the advisory program and how it was structured to support English learners’ social, linguistic, and academic growth. Teachers met with their advisory class four days per week and all English learners, from beginner up, were included in these grade level classes. The principal saw advisory as an opportunity for English learners to be supported by their peers and to engage with native English speakers. Teachers followed their students for all four years; consequently, they were able to build strong relationships with these students and their families as they tracked their academic progress and supported them with college awareness activities. 
  	Beyond advisory, English learners were included as much as possible in mainstream content classes. For Beginning English learners the day was structured so that they were in half their classes (two periods a day) with the ELL teachers. Beginners also took a math class (most of these EL students took Algebra I), as well as an elective class (usually art, physical education, or a computer class). Intermediate and advanced English learner students were for the most part in one support class (that focused on supporting language arts) and fully included for the rest of the day in mainstream content classes. This intentional inclusion of EL students in mainstream classes as much as possible throughout the school day highlighted the supervisory leadership’s stance on equity for linguistically diverse students. This framework guided his decision-making and influenced his ability to engage teachers at VIHS in meeting the needs of EL students. 
 	The principal noted that beyond how an English learner student’s class schedule was structured, what was most significant was how well teachers knew their students. He described this as follows:
 	I think probably the hallmark of how we do our ELL program is that we just know 
 	our students really well, our ELL teachers know them extremely well in terms of their 
 	academic abilities and challenges and their language abilities and challenges.

The principal also noted that Sarah, the ELL facilitator, played a role in how content teachers accessed information about English learner students. Bill also highlighted Sarah’s instructional coaching work with several of the content teachers, acknowledging her role in moving teacher practice through introduction of specific strategies and classroom practices to support and benefit English learners in those classes. Bill was purposeful in how he engaged Sarah in her leadership work across the school. Bill recognized Sarah’s leadership connected to meeting the needs of EL students and ensured that she was supported in her work. Even before the role of ELL facilitator was created, he counted on Sarah to be a voice, advocate, and resource for meeting EL student academic and social needs at the school. 
	To understand how inclusion of EL students at VIHS was typical of high schools across the district and the role the district played in how high schools met the needs of EL students, I probed the principal on these topics. While he was not entirely certain to what extent the other high schools in the district included their EL students in mainstream classes, he did not seem to think it was as extensive as the model at VIHS. In terms of how the district influenced the model of EL inclusion used at VIHS, he stated: 
 	It’s kind of been a, kind of a give and take collaborative process between the schools
 	and I think especially the schools on this campus, our three schools, and the district 
 	ELL department in terms of developing this concept of full inclusion…the district has   
 	been very supportive and I think in some ways has provided leadership, but also in  
 	some ways it's kind of followed our lead and been supportive of the efforts we've 
 	been making to educate ELL students the way we believe is best to educate them.

 	The principal spoke highly of the teachers at VIHS, noting that they were the best group of teachers that he had ever worked with in his nearly 30 years in the field. The reason he gave for them being so good did not have to do with the fact that they were excellent teachers, but rather with how committed they were to working together and improving on their practice. He explained: 
  	I don't think any of them would say that they're perfect and have no room for 
   	improvement, but that's part of what makes them so good is they're constantly 
 	working together and individually to find the best ways to meet the needs of our  
 	students and to provide them with a challenging and supportive learning environment.

He was also aware that his teaching staff was, for the most part, all white and he was a white administrator. He felt that his staff was culturally competent and skilled in working with a diverse student population. 
	But we've done some work together as a staff, and I think all of them in various 
 	points throughout their long or short careers have done work individually around 
 	cultural competency and being aware of what working with such a diverse student 
 	population means and what is expected of them.  And I think they're real skilled at 
 	working with students who come from different backgrounds than themselves.

He added, “All of our teachers are firmly committed to inclusion and supporting and knowing what they need to do to support students in their classes.” The fact that the staff took a learner’s stance and the principal recognized this contributed to the findings presented in this dissertation. This was, in part, connected to the historical context of professional development in the district.
 	The principal recognized that the history of support for content teachers at VIHS was of consequence. The district had implemented a literacy initiative about eight years prior with a focus on secondary language arts teachers. One of the VIHS teachers was involved in that work and became a district literacy coach. She stayed at VIHS and worked part time as their literacy coach, collaborating with Sarah to extend the influence of the coaching work. She and Sarah were both helping teachers with similar instructional practices, strategies, and structures. As a result, the first couple of years, VIHS focused on literacy classes and supporting language arts teachers. The social studies teacher responsible for ninth grade also participated in some of the professional development and collaborative work but did not receive direct literacy coaching. 
 	In addition, in the 2008-09 school year, the same literacy coach worked with Andrew, the other ELL teacher. This was his first year teaching the intermediate English learner students. In the past, he had only taught the Beginning English learner students. He also co-taught with Paul, one of the ninth grade language arts teachers, for two periods a day when that teacher had most of his English learner students. Back in his own classroom, the ELL teacher taught an intermediate support class for those same students from the language arts class to support that work. So the ELL teacher was co-teaching in language arts and receiving targeted literacy coaching. He learned to use the same literacy strategies, classroom structures, and readers and writers workshop in the support class that they were using in the language arts class. During the 2009-10 school year the same ELL teacher was co-teaching with the Algebra I teacher. The period that he was co-teaching in had the largest number of beginner English learners.   
 	For the 2009-10 school year, VIHS ended up receiving some literacy coaching support from the district. The principal decided that this support would go to the social studies department to align some of their work in reading, analyzing, and understanding non-fiction texts. Another goal of the literacy coaching in social studies was to align the writing of essays in social studies with the same writing strategies from the language arts classes.  
	With the social studies department supported by a district literacy coach, an ELL teacher as a co-teacher in Algebra I, and the ELL support classes focusing on language arts, the science teachers seemed to need the most embedded support. This led to the principal and Sarah, the ELL facilitator, working together to plan for a focus on supporting the science teachers. The decision was made to support the science teachers that had the majority of English learners in their classes with direct coaching. This meant that the support would be in the classes with mostly ninth and tenth grade students – physical science and biology, respectively.  
 	There was also the recognition that many content teachers would not be receiving direct support and that Sarah could only do so much with her ELL facilitation time. The decision was made that during Professional Collaboration Time, on the early dismissal Fridays, the focus for professional development would be on English learner and special education inclusion. Bill pointed out, “So it isn't quite as good as in classroom coaching but it's a start, and I think the limitation is not that teachers aren't interested, it's that we can only get Sarah to do so much.”
 	I asked Bill about how he supported Sarah in her work as an ELL facilitator and how they negotiated what her work would be for the .3 of her position. 
	Sarah and I primarily develop a plan for where that support that she can offer as a  
 	facilitator, given the limited time that she has available to do that, should best be 
 	directed.  And so this is our fifth year and over time those places where she works 
 	most closely with teachers has changed. But basically teachers primarily in the core 
 	content areas, language arts and social studies originally and now we've branched into 
 	science and math as well where we target that support.  So Sarah…she really 
 	develops the plan and she and I discuss it…which teachers she's going to be working 
 	with based on what we think ELL students should be doing and what classes they 
 	should be in. And then she works directly with probably three or four teachers at a 
 	time over the course of a period of time, some for longer amounts of time and for 
 	more extensive coaching cycles, and some for less amounts of time.

The principal seemed to highly respect Sarah and her expertise, encouraging her to take the lead on developing a service plan for working with content teachers and in content classrooms. The work from Bill’s perspective was a highly collaborative process. 
 	The principal and ELL facilitator collaborated to meet the needs of English learners through an inclusion model and supported the content teachers that worked most closely with the majority of the English learners in the mainstream. It appeared that there was an intentional effort to map services and support to where the greatest need existed. Figure 2 is an extracted piece of Sarah’s ELL facilitation plan for the 2009-10 school year. This example illuminates what teacher support looked like at VIHS in this particular year. It is likely that the support was so well received due to the history of instructional coaching and school embedded professional development within this district. 

	Plan Implementation
	Plan is being followed as written

	Coaching
	Working with Science teachers Liz (Biology) and Matt (Science 1 long-term sub for Katie) on supportive structures and processes; next coaching cycle with Liz will focus on use of academic language to demonstrate thinking/comprehension of science content. Will continue with Matt on supportive structures and general ELL support strategies. When Katie returns from maternity leave in late Nov. will continue coaching cycles with her building on last year’s work. 

	Co-teaching
	Work in Hillary’s AP Comp & AP Lit class once weekly to support & collaborate with Hillary and stay current on student progress and challenges which informs work with some of these ELL students in their P. 1 ELL support class & helps monitor those who have been mainstreamed due to senior schedule.

	Consulting
	Available for consultation with mainstream teachers and ELL colleague

	On-going support
	Weekly ELL Facilitator meetings offer opportunities to consult and confer with colleagues; Liz & Sarah will participate in district-led Science/ELL Study Group to work on collaborative planning for Biology text use & possible ELL scaffolds.



Figure 2. Excerpt from Sarah’s ELL Facilitation Plan for the 2009-10 School Year


  	The principal saw Sarah as a teacher leader and expert on English learners within the context of VIHS. He highlighted her ability to work seamlessly with the literacy team and content teachers. In enacting her role as ELL facilitator, Sarah was supported at the school level by the principal because he recognized her expertise. As a result, she was able to tailor her role into one that she felt comfortable with. That said, she was not necessarily supported at the school level when it came to developing her own skills as a teacher leader responsible for supporting content teachers and their work with English learners. This did not appear to be intentional; rather, the principal seemed to respect Sarah’s expertise and did not necessarily recognize her need for certain kinds of targeted support. The most direct support in terms of her work as a teacher leader with content expertise in English learners came from the district ELL coordinator. This support was emerging and Sarah noted that in the previous school year, she had simply received literacy coaching support. This was general instructional coaching support in literacy and did not focus specifically on EL specific issues. 

Support from the District
 	The district ELL coordinator was responsible for guiding and supporting the work of the ELL facilitators. He made it clear, however, that he did not supervise the facilitators. During the 2009-10 school year, the coordinator held weekly meetings for the facilitators on Thursday afternoons. These meetings were an opportunity to provide the facilitators with the support they needed in order best meet the needs of the teachers in their schools. An additional expectation of the ELL coordinator was that each of the facilitators complete an action research project. The research questions for the action research projects were based in the context of each of the facilitators’ work and time was reserved during Thursday meetings to work on these projects. The projects were presented to a broad school district audience in March of 2010. One reason for the action research was to demonstrate the effects of having the ELL facilitators in the schools. 
 	The coordinator wanted the facilitators to think beyond the impact of their work on teacher personal growth, and to focus on the achievement of students and how that was connected to what they were doing in their facilitator role. He described the ultimate goal of the ELL facilitation work as English learner student academic success: 
 	At the end of the day we want kids to get good grades and graduate and go to college. 
 	That's the big goal. And so whatever we're doing has to be headed in that direction 
 	and it's pretty clear I think -- we want kids to do well. And I would say for ELL 
 	kids…for the small percentage of kids that arrive late, what that means for those
 	kids…I would consider in lieu of graduation a smooth transition to a community 
 	college program that's doing adult basic ELL would be great. I would consider that in 
 	the same kind of pool of success. But basically I want kids to walk out of here college 
 	ready and having been academically successful and learn stuff in their classes.

From the perspective of the ELL coordinator, the work of the ELL facilitators needed to be connected to English learner students and their academic achievement. It was important to the director that he justify the millions of dollars the district was spending on the facilitators. To do this, the facilitators had to understand the importance of demonstrating their own effectiveness. This seemed to be a challenging and perplexing aspect of his work. He was vexed in terms of how he could get the facilitators to pay attention to student achievement in the context of working with content teachers. 
 	This tension concerning how to guide the work of the ELL facilitators to connect with increasing EL student achievement contributed to a lack of coherence in how the support for the facilitators was structured. While on the one hand the ELL coordinator wanted to support this group of teacher leaders, it was clear that there was pressure for tangible results. This led to the push for the action research projects, even as the ELL facilitators struggled with what their roles were and how to do the work. The ELL coordinator was hopeful that within the context of implementing an action research project, the work of the ELL facilitators would become clearer and they would be able to see the effects of their work. 
	The theory of action from the district ELL coordinator’s perspective was teacher change. Specifically, changes in teachers’ instructional practice to better meet the academic, linguistic, and social needs of English learners in mainstream content classes. The role of the facilitator was to catalyze this change in teacher practice. The district ELL coordinator described this:
 	So I think that's been the biggest challenge has been able to navigate those waters.  
 	Teacher change is such a complex multi-faceted thing, and that's what we're trying to 
 	do. Basically our theory is teacher change will lead to increased student 
 	achievement…demonstrating that link has been the big challenge with the facilitators 
 	I'd say.

While this appeared to be the espoused goal of the facilitator role, there appeared to be little district support for the facilitators in terms of manifesting this outcome in an aligned and articulated manner. For instance, obtaining student data was problematic. There was pushback from teachers and facilitators about using student data in general and obtaining usable data was another obstacle. It appeared that while the hope was to improve student outcomes and achievement, the fact that the ELL facilitators were relatively new to their positions and the only support available to them was the Thursday afternoon meetings with the ELL coordinator, mainly to work on their individual action research projects (described above), there were gaps in terms of how the ELL facilitators were able to meet this goal of connecting their facilitation work with student achievement. 
 	In April 2009, the coordinator produced a report synthesizing a secondary ELL study that he completed. One of the recommendations made in the report was to continue the development and support of the ELL facilitators in the high schools. It was clear that the facilitators needed support and the Thursday meetings were a chance to address this need. However, the coordinator also felt the pressure to demonstrate the effectiveness of these individuals and their work with teachers and in classrooms. This is where the action research projects stemmed from. These two needs competed for the limited time available to support the ELL facilitators. 
 	In addition to these competing agendas for ELL facilitator support, the coordinator also noted the planning process for English learner services varied widely because there was no common planning tool. This meant that how plans were made and implemented regarding English learner services and content teacher support in meeting the needs of English learners was enigmatic. 
 	In some places there's the principal and/or the ELL teachers and/or the facilitator 
 	work collaboratively together, develop essentially a master schedule that defines what 
 	their services are. So to come up with a master schedule that takes into consideration 
 	different kinds of ELL students across language proficiency levels and across grade 
 	levels and then maps them into coursework that makes sense with the right services 
 	there. So whether it's co-teaching or tutoring or whatever, or the course type if it's a 
 	supplemental course, ideally you have a smart group of people sitting down to make 
 	that happen, and they make it happen and operates at that school. However, there's 
 	not a process that ensure that happens at all the schools and there's not a process that 
 	gets it to me on a piece of paper that's consistent.

That said, the coordinator acknowledged that it was the ELL facilitators that were driving changes at the school level in terms of ELL service plans; how they were conceived, implemented, and monitored. Having an individual at the school level that was designated as an ELL facilitator meant that there was someone available for co-teaching, implementing coaching cycles, professional development, tracking English learner students, and communicating in an on-going and meaningful way with the principal about the needs of English learner students. Even though it was not always clear what the tangible results were, the ELL coordinator recognized the work of the ELL facilitators at the school level and could point to some of the outcomes of having these individuals in the schools.  
 	The director noted that there was a need to give English learners access to core content earlier. To do this, structural changes were needed in terms of how English learner students’ schedules looked. In addition, each autonomous school needed to be empowered to make the changes that made the most sense to them at their school. Increasing the number of English learner students in content classes meant that there was a very real need for professional development in order to support the teachers who were suddenly responsible for teaching English learner students in the context of their content classes. The role of the ELL facilitator was intended to meet this need for professional development embedded at the school level. VIHS was well on its way to providing EL student access to core content as early as possible. It was clear that the ELL coordinator relied on individuals like Sarah, at the school level, to push for inclusion of EL students and provide ongoing, embedded professional development to better meet the instructional needs of EL students in mainstream classes.
  	The leadership at both the school and district level seemed to influence Sarah’s work as an ELL facilitator – and ultimately, the engagement of content teachers in professional learning opportunities related to English learners. The principal of VIHS perceived Sarah as an expert with the ability to meet the needs of content teachers through embedded, classroom-level support. Consequently, the principal was not as aware of Sarah’s own professional development needs. The district ELL coordinator recognized the need to connect the work of the ELL facilitators to student achievement through teacher change but it was not always clear how he could best support the facilitators in doing this. It seemed that from the leadership perspective at both the school and district level, Sarah was in a position to influence content teachers’ professional learning. What this looked like and how Sarah influenced teacher professional learning seemed largely up to her as an individual and professional. Chapter five of the dissertation focuses more squarely on Sarah’s work as a teacher leader and what that meant for developing content teacher capacity to meet the instructional needs of English learner students.  

Cultural Norms, Structures, and Activities to Engage Content Teachers in Meeting the Instructional Needs of English Learners
 	In addition to the supportive leadership context for meeting the needs of English learner students in an inclusion setting, there were cultural norms, structures, and activities present at VIHS to engage content teachers in their work with EL students. These findings emerged from an analysis of interviews, observations, and document analysis of the data corpus. Specific features of VIHS that engaged content teachers included (1) schoolwide supports for EL students and (2) an influential literacy team. This section will focus on these two aspects of the school that encouraged content teachers to inquire into their practice with EL students.

[bookmark: _Toc168137688]Schoolwide Supports for English Learners
	The supports put in place at VIHS were strategic in that they focused on inclusion and meeting the needs of all learners in the context of mainstream content classrooms. When I asked the principal about the impact of staff sharing common practices and developing an awareness of what was happening in each other’s classrooms, he mentioned student engagement in content classes and a positive school culture focused on learning and school in general. He spoke about his observations since the first year of VIHS: 
 	Students are a lot more productive, their work is higher quality. We do a lot of 
 	looking at student work as a way to assess student progress, and we put some 
 	structures in place to be able to do that. We've established some schoolwide 
 	outcomes and we've established some content area outcomes, a couple of content   
 	areas very extensively, and some that we're beginning to develop. And we measure 
 	student progress against those outcomes that we've identified. So we've seen a lot of 
 	progress and improvement in student performance in those areas -- engagement in 
 	classroom, commitment to school, productivity in terms of the kind of work that 
 	they're producing and the quality of work that they're producing.

 	The most salient supports for meeting the needs of EL students in content classrooms at VIHS included: (1) common organizational and instructional practices, (2) academic supports for EL students, (3) an emphasis on meeting the needs of individual leaners, and (4) aligning ELL program design and supports for teachers. What follows is an elaboration on each of these supportive features of VIHS, drawing on relevant data to backup assertions. 
	Common organizational and instructional practices. One of the biggest themes that emerged from the data over the course of the school year was the significance of common organizational and instructional practices. Teachers ubiquitously talked about structures and practices that were not only present at VIHS and in their classrooms, but also the fact that these were helpful for student learning. Many of the participants identified these common structures and practices as significant to EL student success in content classes[footnoteRef:12]. It seemed that the longer a teacher was at the school, the more familiarity and comfort they seemed to have with these common structures and practices. This was corroborated with observations, interviews, and document analysis. Once a teacher had the opportunity to go through a school year and become more familiar with these structures and practices, they would be more likely to point to these organizational and instructional features as assets to EL student learning. There were several occasions for teachers to learn about these organizational and instructional strategies, including advisory planning, Professional Collaboration Time, content team meetings, and staff meetings. Teachers also worked together to coordinate events such as student-led conferences and senior projects. In addition, teachers that worked closely with instructional coaches from either the district or with individuals like Sarah, the ELL facilitator, had even more opportunities to have these common approaches to instruction further engrained. [12:  See Appendix H for a list of observed organizational and instructional practices. ] 

	Advisory planning time was one of the places where teachers had the opportunity to plan together, by grade level in how they would facilitate student progress towards yearly outcomes. There were schoolwide outcomes that students had to demonstrate over the course of the school year at each grade level. These competencies were demonstrated with evidence from student work, student led conferences, portfolio defenses, and senior projects. In addition, common structures and practices were used when instructing students on these projects in advisory. Teachers discussed and planned for these common structures and practices during their advisory planning time. For instance, common strategies for reading text and writing were integrated into advisory. The principal described this:
	We're trying to incorporate some of the structures and practices that are used in 
 	content area classes, so they're writing, they're doing some reading of text, they're--
 	you know, we use mini-lesson format for a lot of those classes. They're doing group 
 	work and independent work, and they ultimately have to do presentations of some 
 	kind to demonstrate that they've achieved outcomes. They have to present to their 
 	parents, like conferences twice a year, and in different ways they have to present to 
 	their peers and/or to the teacher that they've met their outcomes.

 	Beyond the commonalities both reported by participants and observed within the advisory curriculum, I observed myriad common instructional strategies and scaffolds in classrooms across the school. I triangulated these observations with teachers’ descriptions of practices supportive for EL students: conferring one-on-one with students, modeling instruction, use of the meeting area, gradual release of students, personal think time, turn and talk, common reading strategies, common notetaking strategies[footnoteRef:13].   [13:  For a complete list of commonly observed instructional strategies see Appendix H.] 

 	Academic supports for English learner students. The English learner program was structured in such a way that it is provided scaffolds for EL student success in learning content and language by drawing on practices and structures identified as supportive for EL students. This approach to providing scaffolds was led by Sarah, the ELL facilitator. Her success on the literacy team and with content teachers in bringing forward and identifying supportive structures was partly due to the fact that she was not an outsider. She had history with VIHS and knew the staff well. In addition, she was a classroom teacher just like those she was responsible for influencing. 
 	When the ELL facilitator roles were created at the district level, the principal was adamant that the ELL facilitator be a staff member from within the small high school. This was how Sarah came to take on the dual role of ELL classroom teacher and ELL facilitator. Sarah is one of the founding teachers of the small high school. When the large, comprehensive high school split up into three autonomous schools, she came to VIHS. Bill is also the founding principal of the school. Consistency in leadership and in teaching staff seemed to play a part in the school’s ability to meet the needs of EL students and design their program for EL students. 
 	From the very beginning of the school’s founding, Sarah was a part of the literacy team. She always had the ability to infuse a focus on EL student needs within the language arts curriculum. The literacy team developed a language arts outcomes document that informed how students moved from one level of language arts to the next. The outcomes took into account that many of the students were receiving ELL services or had recently exited the ELL program. Ongoing communication and collaboration between the ELL teachers and language arts teachers added to the scaffolds that contributed to EL student success in language arts. The school’s focus on literacy enabled them to target their resources and support into this area. ELL support classes focused on supplementing the language arts curriculum. While this meant that not all content areas were equally supported in the ELL support classes, this decision was made based on available resources and the leadership’s theory of action that literacy plays a role in EL student success in all content classes. 
 	Overall, there seemed to be a sense that the structures and practices at VIHS were an integral part of the school culture and had evolved to a place where they were truly visible. The principal described an interesting experience that happened during their state accreditation review:
 	We just had our accreditation review on Tuesday, and one of the things that was 
 	really satisfying to hear from them was that they got a pretty strong impression that 
 	students knew what we were trying to accomplish as a school and what our goals and 
 	our hopes for them were. They understand our [VIHS] outcomes…they understand 
 	why they're important and why they have to demonstrate that they've accomplished 
 	them each year as a performance expectation.

The fact that the students that were interviewed were aware of what they were responsible for as students and needed to be able to demonstrate is significant. These kinds of academic supports provide EL students with a framework to work from. They know what is expected of them and can work towards reaching the particular outcomes.
 	An emphasis on meeting the needs of individual learners. Schoolwide supports for English learner students were not always identified as such. There seemed to be an overwhelming perspective at VIHS that the staff was dedicated to meeting the needs of all of their students. They framed this as meeting the individual needs of each of their students. Specifically, they recognized that they had a large percentage of English learner students and exited English learner students in content classrooms and in advisory. The awareness of this fact was evident in how staff talked about meeting the needs of English learners and supporting English language acquisition. They seemed to think this was just another part of their work – they did not like to think of it as something separate or unique but a part of their work as teachers. Many of the teachers recognized that there were individual needs and common themes related to this linguistic diversity in their classrooms. 
 	The ELL facilitator and principal both described the ELL program and service plan at VIHS as reflective of the student population and based on principles of inclusion. Both of these individuals recognized that access to high quality content and academic supports were critical to EL student success.
 	According to Sarah, the context that the teachers worked in seemed to be vital to how the teachers framed meeting the needs of English learners. This also seemed to influence how Sarah approached her work with content teachers. When probed specifically about the difference between being supportive for all kids versus supportive for ELs in AP language arts, Sarah framed her response in the context of the class.
 	Well, first of all, the context of the class, when you think about it, probably 90% of 
 	that class, they actually were or are second language speakers, and many of them 
 	have been in ELL at some point. So there are very similar needs anyway [between 
 	those students in ELL versus those that that are not]…It'd be different if…we had 
 	90% native English speakers whose parents spoke English...”
This seems to get at her understanding that demographics play a role in terms of how the language arts teacher and herself think about supporting linguistic diversity in AP language arts.
 	Sarah goes on to clarify what it means for teachers in her school context to think in terms of “supportive for all kids.”
	I mean in some ways when teachers make statements like that, it's really -- I mean it
 	 is quite true because a lot of the students have the same issues, where maybe they're 
 	in ELL in a sheltered class only in elementary school, but because of that their skills 
 	were lower coming into middle school and high school and they may have very   
 	similar language and content learning needs [to the ELs] and the same supports could 
	be very helpful for them [exited ELs]. So I think about that.
Sarah’s thinking exposes the ambiguity with the label “ELL,” particularly in this context. Given that so many of the students were recently labeled “ELL,” the linguistic and content learning needs of many of the students share some commonalities. 
 	Sarah fleshed out her view of inclusion more fully:
 	Our school's a very inclusive environment and so I don't take offense that someone's 
 	thinking oh, these students are currently in an ELL class so they're so different -- like 
 	that's sort of the school context, too, like inclusion, all inclusion and--…Yeah, they're 
 	not so different -- like it's more of a mentality that everybody is a unique learner and 
 	no one is so -- it comes from the school culture, really, like accept everybody where 
 	they are and we'll differentiate based on everybody's needs, and don't make 
 	assumptions. It's so individualized here with so many individual conferences. So I can 
 	see where that is part of the culture.

What Sarah seems to be saying is that because the school is based on inclusion, recognizing that a student is receiving ELL services is not seen as something negative. Embedded in the school culture is the recognition that each individual student has particular learning needs. As a result both instruction and support is differentiated based on individualization. 
 	Hillary, the AP language arts teacher explained it like this:

 	My perception is we work so hard because we want to do what's best for kids. And so  
 	we don't necessarily single out ELL kids or SPED kids or super high-level kids; it's 
 	not necessarily explicit but [focusing on needs of ELs is] always there…I mean we 
 	have so many ELL kids…and I think kind of an underlying value we all hold is the 
 	consistency across our departments. So, I mean just in that there's good stuff for ELL 
 	kids. But I mean, like most of this class is ELL or has been exited ELL…and that's 
 	pretty consistent across all the classes. So, sometimes specific ELL needs come up 
 	and we'll talk about it, and it's usually part of any conversation we have. Like one of 
 	the goals is how do we teach higher level vocabulary because our kids can't pass the 
 	SAT, do well on the SAT or the AP tests or reading challenging texts, so how do you 
 	balance ELL needs with doing challenging vocabulary…so it seems like it's kind of 
 	just always there or part of it.
That said, there was recognition across staff members that whole school academic supports for EL students played a role in meeting ELs individual needs. In particular, the ELL facilitator noted that providing visual supports, more mini-lessons, making more resources available, conferring individually with students, and setting up questioning strategies as supportive academic supports for ELs. 
 	The principal responded similarly when probed about supporting all learners versus supporting the specific linguistic needs of English learners:
 	Well, I think we need to do both. I mean it's hard to imagine, but I think that -- and I  
 	think that's what we are attempting to do. One of the benefits that really is one of the 
 	major reasons behind being a small school is that we are better able to know what the 
 	needs of individual students are. And so I think we can attempt to focus on, as much 
 	as we can learn about it from our colleague experts, the specific linguistic needs of 
 	students who are learning English at the same time as figuring out strategies that 
 	support all students who have struggles. And some of the strategies may not be a 
 	benefit to ELL students, and some of the strategies may be more universal. So I think 
 	it's necessary to be thinking about both sets of needs. Well, and I guess the other 
 	inverse of the focus on some of the linguistic needs and some of the strategies that 
 	support those students may not be the strategies that will help a student who's 
 	unmotivated or doesn't get encouragement or support at home or those kinds of things 
 	that cause -- if you're focusing on, a real strong focus on vocabulary or learning 
 	objectives, those ELL students are clear about why they're learning what we're 
 	learning and what some of the challenging vocabulary is that may be coming up. 
 	Then you've got another group of students who just aren't engaged for other reasons. 
 	Focusing on that for them isn't going to necessarily help change their performance. So 
 	it kind of has to be fairly diverse in terms of what we do to meet the diversities of 
 	students.
Meeting the variety of individual student needs within the context of an extremely culturally and linguistically diverse student population was a focus of the school staff. The staff recognized that linguistic needs played a part in how they framed academic supports for EL students. However, this framing was not always in language that reflected a specific focus on the needs of EL students but a more inclusive focus on all students – some of whom they identified and knew to be exited EL students. The focus was on meeting the individual needs of each student. 
	Aligning ELL program design and supports for teachers. How the English learner program was structured for the 2009-10 school year, and ultimately EL student class schedules, directly influenced teacher support. Resources to support content teachers were funneled towards supporting critical areas. 
 	For instance, the literacy team had implemented the language arts outcomes (described earlier in this chapter in the section Transformed High School Context for Inclusion of English Learner Students) and was in their second year of AP language arts for all. As a result, more EL students participated in the upper level language arts classes. These intermediate and advanced EL students did not necessarily have an ELL support class due to their senior year schedules. In an effort to support the AP language arts teacher, Sarah spent part of her ELL facilitation time embedded in two of the AP language arts classes with the highest percentage of EL students. Her role in the AP classroom was to support both the EL students and the language arts teacher. 
	In addition, support was funneled towards science and math teachers. The science teachers responsible for teaching the majority of recently mainstreamed EL students received instructional coaching provided by the ELL facilitator. The math class (Algebra) populated with a large percentage of EL students received the support of an ELL teacher that took on the role of math co-teacher for one period.
	Developing teacher capacity to meet the instructional needs of EL students in the critical areas of AP language arts, science, and math was strategic. The idea seemed to be that if EL students were going to be in mainstream content classes, those content teachers responsible for teaching the majority of EL students needed support. The data did not reveal much resistance to this support. In fact, the content teachers receiving the support all reported an acceptance and thankfulness for the additional resources. The school culture seemed to play a role in how teachers perceived support for instruction. The principal noted:
 	I think that's been a pretty significant hallmark of our school's existence is that we've 
 	never gone and just rested and said okay, we've gotten all these things in place, now 
 	let's just keep doing what we've been doing. It's: is it working, is it good enough, 
 	what's the next area of work that we need to focus on?

 	The principal and ELL facilitator were purposeful in how they thought about supports for content teachers and their professional learning. They recognized that in order to do better for the following year, they should assess what was happening in classrooms that was supportive for English learners in order to plan. Toward the end of the school year, the principal and ELL facilitator implemented walk-throughs with a specific focus on EL students and their academic needs. The ELL facilitator describes how this unfolded: 
 	I wanted some feedback…some guidance, on what [the principal] would like to see or 
 	where he would like me to focus my time [for the next school year]. And then I think
 	he might have suggested let's do some walk-throughs, because I think that's done 
 	around the district. So then we organized that and we pulled in Liz and Paul [science 
 	and language arts teachers] as well when they could, when they had planning to be a 
 	part of that. And we did some charting around what we saw and what we didn't see 
 	overall in 9th and 10th...and that kind of guided us, and then we created [a planning 
 	for ELL support tool] out of what we didn't see overall and what we'd like to see more 
 	of in the school that we know would be supportive structures…a helpful tool to start 
 	thinking about things…so, it's a starting point. It's certainly not perfect, but it gave us 
 	some structure.
The walk-throughs led to the creation of a tool to assist with planning for ELL support[footnoteRef:14]. 
 	The purpose of the tool was to help the ELL facilitator in walking through instructional strategies and structures perceived as supportive for EL students with content teachers. Specifically, to assist content teachers to self-assess where they are and think about how comfortable they are with using a variety of instructional strategies supportive for EL students. The tool focused on (1) structured student talk, (2) visuals and intentional charting to differentiate, (3) checking for understanding, (4) modeling work and providing examples, (5) supporting self-advocacy, (6) and anticipating areas of struggle. The creation (and ultimate use) of such a tool worked to support the inclusive nature of the ELL program design, meeting teachers where they are in the process, and providing concrete strategies to align instruction and more effectively meet the needs of EL students in content classes. Teachers had the opportunity to assess what they were already doing and to take responsibility for their own professional learning related to meeting the needs of linguistically diverse students. The ELL facilitator was a partner in making this a public practice. 	
 	Schoolwide supports for EL students that I focused on included (1) common organizational and instructional practices, (2) academic supports for English learner students, (3) meeting the needs of individual learners, and (4) aligning ELL program design and supports for teachers. These supports emerged from the data as significant to the overall experience for EL students in this inclusion context. The literacy team was also influential and the next section is devoted to this particular teacher community and their work.  [14:  For actual planning tool see Appendix I: Planning for ELL Supports.] 


Influence of the Literacy Team
 	From the beginning of VIHS the language arts and ELL teachers were a collaborative group called the literacy team. This organization of teachers was intentional with the goal of meeting English learner students’ literacy needs. The fact that the language arts and ELL teachers had been consistent over the past several years further fostered these relationships and led to coordinated efforts in literacy instruction. The principal described the relationship between the language arts and ELL teachers:
 	So what we hoped to accomplish when we first started doing that work of those two 
 	teams collaborating was knowing that literacy was the first major need to be met for 
 	the ELL students, that we wanted to make sure that the two groups of teachers were 
 	working in a coordinated and consistent fashion. So it's been a lot more effective I 
 	believe, and I know they believe for Andrew and Sarah to be working with students in 
 	their support classes on the kinds of things that they're learning in their literature and 
 	composition classes. So it's not just, okay, we're going to be teaching them how to 
 	speak and read and write in English, but we're going to teach them how to do those 
 	things within - using the content that we're putting them in the middle of in their 
 	literature and composition classes. 

The principal noted that this arrangement was an effective and powerful strategy and had led to some tangible effects for EL students at the school. The close collaboration between the ELL teachers and language arts teachers enabled the ELL teachers to really support EL students in the support classes in a meaningful way. The support class was not just an add-on but an authentic support class for the mainstream language arts classes.  
 	Language arts outcomes. One way the effects of the literacy team collaboration was noticeable was in the creation and use of a language arts outcomes document[footnoteRef:15]. The literacy team created these context-specific outcomes based on their curriculum across all levels of language arts. The literacy team used these outcomes to assess student readiness for the next language arts level. Using assessment data related to these outcomes enabled the teachers to be more efficacious when placing students in their language arts class. Ensuring that students were placed in the appropriate level of language arts turned out to be incredibly influential to student success in language arts. In addition, the language arts outcomes created a focal point for the literacy teachers to direct their energies and work from. This was accomplished through common structures and instructional strategies across literacy classes. Sarah noted that these structures and scaffolding of literacy skills through the language arts outcomes increased student achievement in language arts.  [15:  See Appendix J for a complete draft of the language arts outcomes document for the 2009-10 school year. These outcomes were not finalized and this was a working document that the literacy team was engaging with across the school year. ] 

Common structures and scaffolding, and we're still in the process, but scaffolding  literacy skills through the outcomes has helped [students] develop resilience around just a lot of work, being able to do nightly essays that are two pages long, to write a nine page mini-essay, to do three projects at one time, to memorize…

 	The principal talked about how the literacy team took the initiative and leadership to develop the language arts outcomes document. Bill noted that, the literacy team developed their own curriculum and the aligned language arts outcomes, the motivation being the need to be, “...clear about what those year-to-year outcomes should be and what content will be used to support those outcomes.” The principal recognized the importance of developing such outcomes and during the 2009-10 school year the other content areas were in the process of developing their own outcomes. In addition, other schools in the district found out about the VIHS language arts outcomes document and were also interested in replicating this work.  
 	Literacy team collaboration. One result of the literacy team’s coordinated efforts was the fact that so many EL students were placed in AP language arts. Not only were EL students taking the AP class, they were passing the class and finding success. Sarah described the overarching design of the ELL program and how that connected to how successful EL students were in AP language arts:
…our ELL students are very successful in our AP classes. And so it's going to extend 
beyond what is this powerful teacher doing to differentiate. It goes beyond that into  how are we scaffolding the entire ELL program in our school and have been doing it for years from each level so that there are common practices and structures and outcomes throughout the LA curriculum and across the school that have helped the students to reach that level of comfort in those challenging classes. So it's…what is hard for you and what are some strategies you're using that you are carrying with you from other experiences to help you figure out this situation and get help and negotiate the meaning.

When asked directly about student learning and growth in the AP language arts classes, Sarah noted that many of the EL students had increased confidence in their ability to complete assignments (especially essays) and improved confidence in their writing abilities. It seemed that the support of the teachers and ongoing encouragement contributed to this boost in confidence and ultimately to student motivation to take control of their own learning. Sarah noted that many of these students were appreciative and grateful for the push to take on the academic challenge of an AP class and were proud of themselves for what they were accomplishing.  
 	In terms of how the literacy team planned, the literacy teachers thought across the entire literacy spectrum from ELL specific classes, to ELL support classes, to language arts classes. It was apparent that the literacy team scaffolded opportunities in language arts to support EL students and this contributed to their success.
 	For example, when planning for alignment of vocabulary instruction for the next school year, Sarah talked about the literacy team’s thinking and planning:

 	…talking about editing and conventions work…a lot of ELL issues of grammar and 
 	language and explicitly addressing those in all language arts classes, not just ELL 
 	classes…having more of an emphasis, because that's often during the writing process 
 	we focus on revision and then editing is sort of not a focus, but we want to find a way 
 	to bring that in more explicitly. And then collaboration time between people who 
 	share students or planning common curriculum.

The literacy team was actively engaged in thinking about how to support EL students in language arts. They engaged in conversations about what the students’ academic needs were and how they could collaborate to meet those needs.
 	Sarah remained close to the action of teaching and learning in language arts through both of her roles: ELL teacher and ELL facilitator. She described how she ended up collaborating with the AP language arts teacher, who Sarah described as already successful in teaching EL students. She noted that this collaboration stemmed from her ELL facilitation plan that she submitted to the district ELL coordinator and out of her work of being a support teacher.
 	That's something that came out of like just being a support teacher. I wasn't able to be 
 	in literacy class because I was in science. And so I felt crippled in a way to support 
 	students without just after school, you know. I know [the other ELL teacher], we had 
 	a period where he was in Philip’s [language arts] class last year, so it helped a lot. 
 	And so that was one we all agreed it would be really good to have at least one day a 
 	week or something just with--mainly really seeing the student needs, seeing the 
 	students in the mainstream class and seeing their needs as a support mechanism.

Thus, Sarah’s work in AP language arts as a support teacher was mainly to monitor EL students in the context of the content class. Being physically embedded in the content classroom provided Sarah with all kinds of information including what content EL students were learning, what instructional needs the EL students had, and what supports would be helpful for EL students back in the ELL support class.  
 	Regarding her work as an ELL facilitator in the AP language arts classes, Sarah saw her role as consultative. This was based on her assessment that Hillary, the AP language arts teacher, was already skilled in meeting the needs of EL students in her content classroom. She described this as follows:
So for Hillary, it's more--not much coaching really, it's more supporting and  consulting as needed. Right now I'm in her 5th period and 6th period classes on Mondays. So her AP Comp, which is 11th grade, and her AP Lit, which is 12th grade…the purpose is to stay current on the class curriculum in areas of student struggle and language issues to address in the ELL support class, because I work with some of those ELL students from those classes in one of my support classes, but also there are a number of students who I need to monitor because they've been mainstreamed but they're still ELL because we couldn't fit everything in with their senior schedule. And so I wouldn't see them and be able to monitor their language progress otherwise. So I want to…be available.

In this way, Sarah stayed informed of the curriculum in both of the AP language arts classes (AP Composition and AP Literature) and had an opportunity to check-in with her EL students in the context of their language arts classes. She also was able to observe several of the students outside of her ELL support class. When she was embedded in the AP language arts class, Sarah noted that many of the EL students seem to feel more comfortable asking her questions than they did asking the language arts teacher. This was likely due to the fact that she had relationships with these students that carried over from the ELL specific classes and ELL support classes. The students saw Sarah as a resource to assist them with language-specific questions and an advocate. Both teachers worked together to mitigate this hesitancy on the part of the EL students to ask for help and ask questions. One way they did this was by initiating conversations with individual EL students by asking them to co-confer about their writing, reading comprehension, or other class assignments.
 	I asked Sarah to reflect on the scaffolds available for EL students in the AP language arts class after a unit on Shakespeare’s Hamlet that the two teachers collaborated on. This was a challenging unit in terms of the content, even for native English speakers. Sarah thought very highly of Hillary’s instruction. In particular, she recognized that Hillary had very high standards for all of her students and was able to get results. Sarah reflected on experience and said:
Thinking back on my work with Hillary, I have had the realization that she has very  high standards and her support of everybody, including ELL students, including SPED students garners their respect, they work really hard, they know what to do, though, they may be confused or intimidated, they are working really hard and producing good work. And so like I have a newfound respect as a result of working with her throughout this unit and seeing kind of how she builds a classroom culture of -- it's empowering for students, they want to work hard and they want to build their skills and it seems possible -- I think the quality of work that they produce is tremendous, especially comparing it to other teachers who might be doing the same thing. So I would say that's one of my big realizations that the moves that she makes as a practitioner are very well thought out, very intuitive around student needs and building comfort levels and individualizing. They're very effective. And so that's one big take-away.

 	The literacy team was influential in that they led the work of EL student inclusion at VIHS. The collaboration between the ELL and language arts teachers heavily influenced the literacy work at the school. As a result the literacy team was able to come to Professional Collaboration Time, grade-alike advisory teams, or cross-content team meetings with a particular lens and focus on literacy that included a focus on the literacy needs of EL students. This was partly due to Sarah’s teacher leadership and influence on the literacy team. The embedded work of the ELL support teachers in language arts classes and Sarah’s “consultative” work as an ELL facilitator within the literacy team both played a role in guiding the work of the literacy team members. This collaborative work across the ELL and language arts departments led to scaffolded opportunities in language arts that supported EL students and contributed to their academic success. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137689]Significance of the School’s Contextual Features
 	This intent of this chapter was to describe and analyze the specific aspects of VIHS that produced occasions for professional learning. Through an investigation of (1) the transformed high school context for inclusion of English learner students, (2) the perceived instructional challenges of English learner students in mainstream content classrooms, (3) the leadership context at both the school and district levels, (4) and the cultural norms, structures, and activities to engage content teachers, as they each relate to occasions for teacher professional learning to meet the needs of English learner students, this chapter sheds light on the unique features of this case. 
 	This section of the dissertation highlighted the engagement of both leaders and teachers on the academic and social issues related to the instructional needs of English learner students, as well as the features of VIHS that provided an environment conducive to teacher engagement with meeting the instructional needs of EL students. The aspects of VIHS described throughout this chapter provide a counter example to what we know from the literature about the entrenched norms of high school teaching (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001) and the typical isolation and invisibility of both EL students (Olsen, 2010; Valdes, 1998) and ELL teachers (Creese, 2005). Of particular importance, the principal’s vision of inclusion for EL students in mainstream content classes set the tone for acceptance of these students across the school. This inclusive leadership philosophy was coupled with a strong collaboration between the mainstream language arts teachers and the ELL teachers that formed the literacy team. The literacy team was an influential and respected group. These features were critical to providing effective EL services and enabled schoolwide academic supports for EL students and mainstream content teachers responsible for teaching EL students. 
 	This chapter addressed the first research question: (1) What do mainstream content teachers in the small high school setting perceive to be their EL students’ learning needs, and what instructional challenges do they encounter in trying to meet these needs? What are they doing to meet those needs? The section on “Instructional Challenges” highlighted four specific areas of instructional challenge, while the section on “Cultural Norms, Structures, and Activities to Engage Content Teachers in Meeting the Instructional Needs of English Learners,” shed light on what teachers were doing to meet the needs of EL students. This chapter also begins to address the second and third research questions: (2) What occasions for new professional learning about EL instruction has the small school setting afforded the mainstream content teachers, and how do they participate in these occasions? (3) What features of the workplace context explain the nature of professional learning opportunities or how teachers take advantage of them (e.g. the exercise of teacher leadership or the development of an EL-focused collegial community of practice)? Chapter five delves more deeply into how mainstream content teachers participated in, and took advantage of occasions for new professional learning, as well as highlights the pivotal role of the teacher leader in developing mainstream content teacher capacity for meeting the needs of EL students.

[bookmark: _Toc168137690]Chapter 5.

The Exercise of Teacher Leadership in Developing Content Teacher Capacity to Meet the Instructional Needs of English Learners 


 	While chapter four provided examples and insight into the context for content teachers’ professional learning, this chapter focuses more squarely on the exercise of teacher leadership in developing content teacher capacity to meet the instructional needs of English learners (ELs). Specifically, this chapter provides a detailed analysis of (1) the role of the teacher leader in developing teacher capacity, (2) coaching cycles for novice science teachers, and (3) teacher support and collaboration in AP (Advanced Placement) language arts. 
 	The first section of this chapter explores the role of the teacher leader. Drawing on interviews, observations, and document analysis, the work of this teacher leader is understood through the enactment of teacher leadership at three different levels: work with English learner students as a support teacher, work with content teachers and the literacy team, and work with the entire staff and principal. The second section of the chapter provides a detailed understanding of coaching cycles for novice science teachers. Through the use of an extended vignette of a coaching cycle, the professional learning of one novice science teacher engaged in one particular instance of instructional coaching is more fully understood. Ultimately, the professional learning of the science teachers involved in this work is emphasized through five key findings. The third section of this chapter concludes with an in-depth look at the collaboration and support of the teacher leader situated in AP language arts. In particular, this segment probes the nature of support in AP language arts for both EL students and the language arts content teacher. The consultative nature of the teacher leader’s work in this context is illuminated through observations of this content classroom embedded work and the analysis of individual and joint interviews with both the language arts teacher and teacher leader.

[bookmark: _Toc168137691]The Role of the Teacher Leader in Developing Teacher Capacity
	In this section, I focus on the role of the teacher leader, Sarah, and how her work centered on the development of teacher capacity to meet the needs of English learners in content classrooms. Across her school day, Sarah worked at multiple levels - with English learner students, teachers, and the principal, engaging each individual or group as an advocate, teacher, and leader for English learner student needs. “It is all about ELL support,” declared Sarah at the end of our first interview. One of the language arts teachers echoed a similar sentiment and said, “Sarah definitely is always thinking about how are we going to be helping our ELL students.” It is with this lens that I unpack the work and role of the teacher leader and demonstrate how her commitment and vision for English learner students influenced, guided, and supported the work of content teachers and their professional learning at Vista International High School (VIHS). 
	The principal and the teacher leader, formally known in this context as an ELL facilitator, collaborated on how to use Sarah’s facilitation time to best meet the needs of EL students by supporting teacher professional learning. Both leaders had a vision for how to best support EL students but came to the conversation with unique lenses. The facilitator was closer to the action of teaching and learning. She had a better grasp on what was happening in individual teacher classrooms and with individual EL students. The principal’s vision for an inclusive academic program guided his decision-making and collaborative efforts with Sarah. At the end of our final interview the principal volunteered the following: 
It's pretty much impossible to imagine being able to have done the work that we've done over the last several years without teachers like Sarah and Andrew [the ELL teachers] who see the importance of -- well, first of all who believe in as much inclusion as possible, and then see the necessity to collaborate with colleagues and to teach colleagues about strategies and structures that will support the students in their classes. And then that creates a much more open and collaborative environment coming from the teachers, the general education teachers, so that it's not this separate “that's your responsibility to educate those students and when they're ready, they can be in my classes” kind of thing. So it's been really great to have that and I can't imagine how we would have been able to make the gains we've made with ELL students if we hadn't. 
The principal spoke very highly of Sarah’s work and acknowledged that even before the role of ELL facilitator was created at the district level, Sarah was outspoken about English learner student needs and was already playing the role of English learner expert. 
 	In this context, the role of the teacher leader and her work was complex and involved working at multiple levels: with students, teacher-to-teacher, and school level. Specifically, during the year of data collection, observed teacher leader practices included Sarah’s work with English learners as a support (or ELL) teacher, work with the content teachers and the literacy team, and work with the entire staff and principal. At each of these levels of the work, the teacher leader was responsible for English learner student learning and advocacy, as well as encouraging the development of content teacher capacity to meet the individual needs of English learner students. 
 	In this forthcoming section, I describe Sarah’s teacher leadership and how this leadership was enacted at the three levels (1) work with English learners as a support teacher, (2) work with the content teachers and literacy team, and (3) work with the entire staff and principal.

Level I: Work with English Learners as a Support Teacher 
 	In Sarah’s work as a support teacher, she interacted with EL students in the context of her own ELL classroom, as well as in content classrooms. At this level, she worked with EL students to empower them to advocate for themselves and to speak up. She also supported them within and outside her ELL classroom. I highlight three of the practices that Sarah engaged in. 
 	First, in every context that she interacted with EL students, she modeled her interactions. In particular, she conferred and co-conferred (with the content teachers) one-on-one with students in both the ELL support classes and in content classrooms. Content teachers had the opportunity to observe and learn from Sarah on how she talked with English learners in order to gain information about what students were comprehending, or not, and how they were navigating the content class in general. During an autumn observation of Matt’s physical science class, the following conversation took place. Earlier in the class period, Sarah was picking up that a handful of the EL students did not have the background knowledge for a lesson on what factors influence climate. As a result, Sarah asked Matt to pull an EL student to confer during student work time.  
Matt: What’s the best way that I can help you?
Student: (Shrugs shoulders)
Sarah: Do you feel comfortable asking for help in this class? Who do you ask?
Student: (Points to her group)
Matt: Seems like that’s a good group
Student: Yes
Matt: I can help you at lunchtime
Sarah: Mr. M is the number one person to ask for help from. It’s okay to ask for help.
Student: I don’t need help right now but I will ask for it.
In this interaction, Sarah was modeling and facilitating the relationship between EL student and content teacher and she encouraged the student to self-advocate when help was needed. She was mediating how the EL student and the content teacher interacted and developed rapport.
	Second, she advocated for EL student needs when it came to procuring appropriate resources and supports. For example, Sarah noticed that students were having a difficult time accessing the biology text and comprehending what they were reading. Sarah suggested that the teacher make photocopied versions of the text available to EL students so that they could mark-up the text. 
 	Third, she created a safe space for EL students in both her ELL classroom and in the content classroom. In several instances, I observed EL students approach Sarah before the content teacher in the content classroom. It appeared that EL students felt most comfortable approaching the ELL support teacher before the content teacher when it came to clarifying directions, or just asking for help in getting started. The students saw Sarah as an advocate and resource even outside the physical confines of the ELL classroom. In addition, she encouraged EL students to advocate for themselves as well. She encouraged them to sign-up to confer with teachers and take charge of their own learning. 
 	These observations were triangulated with how Sarah described her work with EL students. She saw herself as responsible for scaffolding instruction for EL students, modeling instruction, and co-conferring with content teachers and EL students.

Level II: Work with Content Teachers and the Literacy Team  
 	I observed Sarah’s influence with content teachers throughout the school to varying degrees. Sarah described her work with content teachers in the following ways: supporting and consulting with content teachers, coaching novice content teachers, and connecting with content teachers to ensure common practices and strategies supportive for EL students were available in those classes. During the year of data collection, Sarah’s work with content teachers was focused in science and language arts. 
	In addition, Sarah brought awareness and advocated for particular EL students and their needs. She discussed such topics as native language skill, prior schooling experience, home lives, and not giving up on EL students with content teachers. She was also observed providing specific instructional strategies supportive for EL students to the content teachers. For instance, in science she pushed for content teachers to use common literacy strategies such as Cornell Notes. She was using the same notetaking strategy in her ELL classroom and wanted EL students to have common expectations in content classrooms. 
 	Furthermore, Sarah pushed on the notion of creating a learning culture versus a culture of complete-the-activity. She wanted content teachers to think critically about how to establish this kind of thinking in their classrooms – specifically, how content teachers could set high expectations for students taking responsibility for their own learning. EL students often completed homework or an assignment to get it done; I observed Sarah working with content teachers to figure out how to get out of this cycle. She questioned what it was about the classroom environment that allowed for this to be the status quo. 
 	The following is an excerpt from a debrief session between Sarah and Liz, the biology teacher, from October. This dialogue highlights Sarah’s role in pushing on content teachers’ thinking to meet EL student needs. Sarah mentions authentic language use as a tool for students to demonstrate their understanding about concepts, ideas, or vocabulary. She also helps Liz to think through her instructional options and makes suggestions noting the context of the actual lesson plan as important in determining instructional moves. 
Sarah: So how can we build on that--building in, I said like authentic language use 
where they're demonstrating their thinking about a concept or an idea or a vocabulary item in their own words. So, instead of just copying, to demonstrate their understanding or lack thereof or misconception. So that was one thing.
Liz: Yeah, and one thing--I think we talked about that because I was with Danielle--and one thing I was thinking of is when I give them back the quizzes of somehow, I haven't decided how yet, so now you've got the terms, write it, now you have to write it in your own words. You've copied--a lot of folks have copied this down straight from the sheet -- write it out in your own words. But I'm not entirely sure like if I just want to give them a new quiz and say write this down now in your own terms, whether I want them to be able to talk about it or whether I want it to be like an exit ticket kind of thing. I kind of like that idea. I'm trying to do more exit tickets, like give me some information, make you responsible for something, you have to write something down and give it to me. Not, I lost it in the skate park. 
Sarah:  Exactly. And then you have nothing to assess really, immediately.
Liz: Right.
Sarah: Or maybe a combination. Certainly a combination of those, but for this--yeah. I mean in some way, and maybe we can talk about that a little later once we think about specifically what you're doing, but what would make sense in that context to kind of assess their thinking about it and their current understanding.
Liz: And like I want to get the individual understanding, too-- not what Lupita thinks it means, but what Maria thinks it means.
Sarah: There are other cool ways, like you could say rate your understanding of this concept on a scale of zero to ten. Where do you think you are and why, and what questions do you still have about this concept. Or something like that, like everybody can have an answer, and it's you individually, so you can't just copy from somebody. Tell me why you think you're a three? Or what else would help you to raise your score to understand it better, or something like that.

In addition to highlighting Sarah’s role in focusing the content teacher on EL student understanding, Sarah also provides a specific strategy to implement. She also suggests that to really assess all of the areas Liz is interested in will require a combination of assessment strategies. Sarah believes that these strategies will be supportive in meeting the needs of the EL students in the context of this biology class and provide the content teacher with a better assessment of what EL students are understanding or not. 
  	Negotiating the role of an ELL facilitator with specific expertise in EL student needs versus a more generalized instructional coach (or even literacy coach) appeared to be a central tension in the work of the facilitator. The teacher leader described this tension:
Well, it's interesting because last year I really saw myself more as a literacy coach because that was our training and support.  And all of us felt like we were struggling with what makes it different, what is an ELL facilitator, what is a literacy coach, how is it different, especially when you're working with a teacher who has a lot of general needs, a fairly new teacher.  And it felt very uncomfortable to just dive in when they weren't ready.  You have to meet them where they are.  

Sarah recognized that it was difficult to jump right in and talk about specific linguistic needs in the classroom when there were so many overwhelming general instructional needs. Sarah thought she had to be strategic in how she maintained focus on the needs of English learners students, while meeting the holistic needs of novice content teachers. 
	In striking that balance between holistic and EL-specific needs, Sarah saw her role as an ELL facilitator as more specialized than a general literacy coach. She recognized it as part of her work to influence what was happening in classrooms because she had strategies for specifically meeting the needs of English learners in content classrooms. Even though she recognized this, she was still a bit unsure about negotiating the needs and desires of the content teachers versus her own agenda. 
I think there is an element of I do have a strategy here that I think would work, let's try this together.  Or this is what I'm noticing. But not being the person with all the answers…it'll be interesting to kind of negotiate that, where does it fall.  And it will be different with each individual, but how much do you suggest versus how much do you discover together.

	Sarah also noted that her way of working with teachers on EL issues involved a process. She wanted to get buy-in from the content teachers she worked with and recognized that this required a process. The process included a number of steps and included initial support on meeting the needs of all students and thinking about broader structures first. An initial focus on more generalized topics helped the content teacher to eventually work through their understanding of what it meant to pay attention to individual students needs, specifically linguistic needs.   
I think there are also steps, it just seems to be in working with someone who may just be beginning to pay attention to the needs of different students. It makes it seem more relevant to them if they feel like it supports everybody, so it's sort of like teacher buy-in. I think sometimes people need to think about broader structures first rather than diving into this individual -- because they speak Amharic and because of this, this is why they're making these particular language errors, or thinking about Spanish speakers and cognates. I've noticed in the work that it seems like we generalize first and then we move to more specific in individual conferring, with individual students -- that's where one of the issues, like specifying--…there is a lot of tension around -- well, ELL strategies--…it's not the same strategies that you will use with everybody. There are some specifics that ELL students need that will support their learning, and it is different from SPED students, it is different from mainstream students.

Sarah recognized that as she was able to focus content teachers more specifically on individual student needs, she was able to parse out the specific strategies for EL students. She also understood that these strategies were often specific to EL students and different from those used with special education students or native English speakers. 
 	As a part of the literacy team, Sarah was deeply embedded in the literacy work happening at VIHS. The literacy team was comprised of three language arts teachers and two ELL teachers. Within the setting of the literacy team, Sarah was observed as the voice and advocate for EL students and their needs in language arts classes. She was consistent in emphasizing the need for common structures and practices. She was straightforward in her perspective that common structures and practices were supportive for EL students across their ELL and language arts classes. For example, as the literacy team worked on establishing a plan for an aligned vocabulary curriculum, Sarah stressed the need to “systematize across classrooms.” 
 	The literacy team had worked hard to develop a set of language arts outcomes for each of the four language arts levels. She described how the scaffolds and outcomes contributed to EL student success in language arts, enabling them to be successful once in AP language arts:
	…we are scaffolding the entire ELL program in our school…so that there are   
 	common practices and structures and outcomes through the LA curriculum and across 
 	the school that have helped the students to reach that level of comfort in those 
 	challenging classes.
Sarah’s influence and participation on the literacy team impacted the inclusion of EL students in language arts and the instructional strategies used across these classes. It seemed that collaboration between the language arts teachers and ELL teachers influenced EL student success in language arts. 
 	Sarah’s role as ELL department chair further influenced her ability to develop teacher capacity for working with English learner students. She collaborated with the principal in an on-going way, worked closely with the other ELL teacher, and advocated for English learner needs and issues in the context of literacy team meetings. 
	For example, as a part of her ELL department chair role she was responsible for supporting ELL teachers and making sure the necessary resources were available for them to effectively do their work. In the autumn of 2009, Sarah worked with the other ELL teacher to help him get up and running with a new prep, an upper-level ELL support class. She describes the support and the rationale:
I wanted to get him started with some common structures and also help him utilize his tutors and, well, to get them conferring with students and providing more direct support. That was sort of a meld of my ELL department chair role, because that's sort of my role, to make sure that he has what he needs…he said whenever I can, he wants me to work--it's helpful to confer with students together…he’s definitely appreciative and receptive and--I spoke with him actually, you know, at the end--well, this summer once we determined that he'd be teaching that new prep.  Then he was like oh yeah, yeah, that would be really helpful if you would help me get started.  And now he's like any time is fine. So it's very helpful.
Through her support of the other ELL teacher, she is fulfilling her role as ELL department chair. Additionally, by supporting the ELL teacher in using common literacy strategies she is reinforcing the work that is going on in the language arts classes. By creating these threads of common literacy structures and instructional strategies in the ELL support classes, the language arts teachers are better positioned to meet the needs of their English learners in their content classes. 

Level III: Work with the Entire Staff and Principal 
	The work of the teacher leader was also evident at the school level. Sarah worked across the school and with the principal on a regular basis. At this level of the work, I consistently observed her advocating for EL student needs. In particular, at whole staff meetings and during Professional Collaboration Time she maintained a focus on EL students. In this way she nurtured an English learner focus at VIHS. One way that she was able to influence at this broader school level was by advocating for the needs of English learners by building on the strengths of the school to encourage practices and structures she identified as supportive for English learners. In particular, Sarah made connections between what the school was already doing based on the organization and structure of the ELL program and emphasized the EL student perspective in this context. 
 	For example, in November the ELL teachers and special education teachers led a day of Professional Collaboration Time. This professional development focused on meeting the needs of the particular groups of students vis-à-vis inclusion. The afternoon was organized around case studies: four example EL students and four example special education students. These case studies related to particular challenges content teachers were experiencing and also provided suggestions. For instance, case studies included an EL student at beginning English proficiency in advisory class and an intermediate EL student reluctant to speak in a content class. The idea was that content teachers would be able to discuss the challenges related to each of the case study students and immediately implement some of the ideas and suggestions with their EL students or students with special education needs. 
	At this level, Sarah also worked closely with the principal. As the ELL department chair and ELL facilitator, she was heavily relied on to create and implement the ELL service plans. They collaborated on how she would use her ELL facilitation time for the 2009-10 school year. She would spend part of her time supporting English learner students in the context of AP language arts and part of her time supporting science teachers responsible for teaching predominantly ninth and tenth grade students. She describes how this unfolded:
…basically Rick wanted me to focus on science…because they had no other support, and because that's the most challenging area for ELLs, especially intermediates that just move in to mainstream classes. There's so much new vocab and… those teachers are less familiar with the literacy strategies…the whole class structures that will support literacy development. So this is a higher need…and just thinking about our resources. I can't do everything with a .3.

In addition to Sarah’s involvement in ELL program design, what emerged from the data was a focus on how ELs were supported academically at VIHS. 
 	This alignment of ELL program design and EL student academic supports seemed to drive professional learning opportunities for teachers in the school. Specifically, how the principal framed his vision for the school and how Sarah enacted her leadership in a way that always came back to supports for EL students. Working collaboratively, Sarah and the principal were able to articulate and define what it looked like to design an inclusive program for EL students. Using this vision and knowledge of what EL students need, decisions were made that determined how mainstream content teachers were supported in their professional learning.

Support for the ELL Facilitator’s Work as a Teacher Leader 
	Sarah was encouraged by the support she received from the other ELL facilitators during their weekly meetings led by the district ELL coordinator. She was friends with several of the facilitators and felt comfortable going to them when she had questions or concerns. She appreciated the community that the group provided. At the same time, she also recognized that the contexts in which each of the facilitators did their work, how many schools they were responsible for serving, and whether or not they had classroom teaching responsibilities all made a difference in how the work unfolded each day and across the school year for each of the facilitators. Over the course of the year, they had the opportunity to share dilemmas from their sites, discuss coaching cycles, look at relevant literature, and get support on their action research projects. Having the time to meet with the other ELL facilitators seemed helpful, even if the time to attend was not always there. While Sarah worked on her action research data collection in AP language arts, she took a hiatus from attending the weekly ELL facilitator meetings.

[bookmark: _Toc168137692]Coaching Cycles: The Case of Novice Science Teachers
	In this section, the coaching cycles for novice science teachers are more fully understood. This begins with an elaboration on the rationale and overview for the coaching cycles in general, followed by an extended vignette of one particular coaching cycle that engaged one novice science teacher in the autumn of 2009. The purpose of this vignette is to illustrate the influence of coaching cycles on the professional learning of the science teacher that was engaged in this professional development opportunity. Finally, the professional learning of the two novice science content teachers is illuminated through key findings that connect to the science teachers’ instructional practice, as well as how this learning connects to the rest of the teacher community at VIHS. 

Rationale and Overview for English Learner-Focused Instructional Coaching 
	Olympic School District had a history of instructional coaching in literacy. When the ELL Coordinator conceived an ELL service plan that included ELL facilitators, it was an obvious move to include instructional coaching. He noted that in a district that had gotten accustomed to school-embedded professional development, this was the only way to go when it came to thinking about changing teacher practice. This was the purpose of the ELL facilitators and their work: to impact teacher practice when it came to meeting the instructional needs of EL students in content classrooms. Ultimately, increased academic achievement of EL students was the desired outcome. 
 	The ELL facilitator at VIHS was aware of her expected instructional coaching role. She had experienced the embedded literacy coaching work over the previous years. She had even participated in trainings related to literacy coaching work the year before this study took place. This experience gave her an idea of what literacy coaching looked like, yet did not necessarily prepare her to specifically address EL student needs with content teachers. This was the part that she was learning as she went. She recognized that there was a distinct difference between what she perceived as more general literacy coaching, and doing EL student focused instructional coaching.   
 	Instructional coaching overview. At VIHS, the ELL facilitator and principal collaborated on where to target their resources to support content teachers for the 2009-10 school year. It was decided that content teachers with the most contact with newly mainstreamed EL students would receive the most direct support. As a result content teachers in math and science were targeted for support. The rationale was that this directed support influenced how these teachers were able to support the academic needs of EL students in their mainstream classes. In math, this support took on the form of co-teaching between the algebra teacher and an ELL teacher. The two teachers co-taught in the period of algebra with the largest number of EL students. 
 	In science this took the form of instructional coaching by Sarah, the ELL facilitator, in physical science and biology (9th and 10th grade, respectively). This classroom embedded instructional coaching took on various forms and depended on the particular needs of the content teachers. Sarah was intentional in how she determined the needs of the content teachers she coached. She believed that meeting content teachers where they were, while taking into account classroom context, level of instructional expertise, content, classroom resources, and EL student population as important pieces of instructional coaching. 
	For instance, supporting content teachers in how they utilized available resources was a part of this direct support model and instructional coaching in science. For example, there was a bilingual instructional assistant in the physical science classroom. Sarah recognized that a good system was needed for the instructional assistant to support the EL students in the classroom. In particular, how the bilingual instructional assistant was brought into the classroom and used as a resource and support for the EL students. In order to more effectively use this resource, Sarah and the physical science teacher worked with the bilingual instructional assistant on instructional strategies such as conferring with students. This was perceived by Sarah to be a part of her instructional coaching work. 
	In addition, making instructional strategies deemed effective for supporting ELs in mainstream content classes explicit was another part of Sarah’s work with content teachers in providing academic supports for EL students. For example, in the following quotation Sarah talks about how she worked with the biology teacher on modeling.
She made the statement that before our work together she never really understood modeling and why modeling was important, and in fact, several times she would not model, she would give an assignment initially in the year and just go. And I noticed the ELLs didn't know how to start. And then she had that realization maybe in like late October, early November like wow, I realized how different it is when I actually do the assignment and they see an example. She felt initially like that would be sort of making it too easy for everybody and just, yeah, like they would just copy what she provided. But she realized that it's not, that it's an important framework. So that alone, I think, was sort of a change in teacher belief.
Providing content teachers with instructional strategies supportive for EL students and supporting these teachers in using them in their instruction enabled the content teachers the opportunity to try something new that they were not necessarily convinced would be effective. These opportunities contributed to the professional learning of the teacher and ultimately provided an instructional environment that was more effective in meeting the academic needs of EL students.
 	Coaching cycles. A typical coaching cycle that the ELL facilitator engaged the science teachers in involved a joint planning session, a classroom observation, and a debrief session. The joint planning and debrief sessions were typically scheduled during the content teacher’s prep period, during lunch, or after school. The joint planning sessions involved the content teacher and ELL facilitator going over the intended lesson for the planned observation period. The content teacher presented what they were planning to teach and the ELL facilitator pushed the content teacher to think about the instructional goals that they had for the lesson that would be supportive for EL students. Typically, there was an overarching goal that the two were working on, in order to provide instruction that would better meet the needs of EL students. The observation consisted of the ELL facilitator being present for the teaching of the particular lesson. Sarah was not just an observer, however, she also checked-in with EL students while the lesson was being taught and provided on-the-fly suggestions and check-ins with the content teacher. The observation debrief involved sitting down and going over the lesson together. The ELL facilitator guided the conversation and probed on how well the teacher met instructional goals and the needs of particular EL students in the class.
	As the school year progressed the teacher leader used her facilitation time to work with two of the science teachers at the same time. The idea was to maximize her impact by engaging the teachers on a more regular basis than what she could provide if she only worked with one teacher at a time. This work involved one teacher being the focal teacher for each coaching cycle. The other teacher participated in the planning, observed the other teacher teach the lesson, and participated in the debrief. The principal supported this work by covering the non-focal teachers’ class so that the two science teachers and ELL facilitator could meet to plan, observe, and debrief together. 
[bookmark: _Toc168137693]
Extended Vignette of a Coaching Cycle 
	This section provides a glimpse into one coaching cycle that engaged one novice science teacher in October of 2009. This vignette serves to highlight the coaching cycle and illustrates the engagement of one content teacher in this specific form of professional development. Providing this detailed account serves as a means of unpacking the professional learning embedded in the coaching cycles. Specifically, I draw on observation notes to highlight the planning, observation, and debrief processes.

Planning for Liz (10th grade biology teacher): Day 1, after school
	This is the start of Liz’s second coaching cycle for the year. She is new both to the building and to the profession. The principal decided to join Sarah and Liz for the planning session. The group is meeting at the end of Liz’s day (she is part-time, .6), although the school day is not officially out. They meet for 55 minutes from 1:20 pm – 2:14 pm. The plan for their time together is to reflect on the last coaching cycle and make a plan for the current cycle. In particular, the goal is to plan for the lesson that will be observed the next day. The last coaching cycle focused on resources. How students could locate resources and who in the classroom could be used as resources. Sarah is following up with Liz as she struggles to figure out where to put some co-created charts she and the students made. Sarah asks Liz, “What’s a permanent resource versus what’s just for this unit?” Liz ponders this and talks about wanting to create a bulletin board for student work and a word wall with images. They both recognize the limited wall space available in the classroom. Sarah pushes Liz to think if the students have mastered how to get help and make use of available resources. Liz reports that she had a short quiz to make sure that kids were up to speed. Liz notes that some students can’t find their materials and the difficulty in keeping track of students that miss class or are absent. Sarah asks Liz what the motivators are for student accountability. Is it their grades? Are their composition books graded? She encourages Liz to email advisory teachers to check-in about specific students. 
 	At this point in the planning session, Sarah is simply checking-in with Liz and trouble-shooting any issues that have come up since the last coaching cycle on resources. She also probes Liz to think about what will motivate students to be more accountable for keeping track of their own materials and assignments. 
 	Sarah asks Liz what she wants to work on for tomorrow’s observation. Liz says students will be taking a vocabulary quiz at the beginning of class. Then she wants to work on questioning strategies and how to do bar graphs. She explains that some students need to complete their “Ugly Babies” genetics project[footnoteRef:16], while others are finished and she would like them to move on and complete a census and graph the demographics of the “Ugly Babies” population using a bar graph. She goes on to explain that if students are at their desks working, they will not necessarily come back up to the meeting area. There are about ten students who are done and some that only need about seven to ten minutes to finish. Sarah goes over Liz’s plan, suggesting that students can take their quiz up in the meeting area and then they can stay for a mini-lesson on graphing. She describes using an “If…Then” chart to help facilitate what students need to work on. Liz points out that if all the students that need to finish their “Ugly Babies” just leave, it may be too chaotic. 
 	Sarah and the principal ask more questions and try to get a sense of the scene. What exactly will Liz be doing? Liz jumps in and states that doing the graphing mini-lesson will enable all the students to see where the lesson is going. Sarah agrees and suggests students will see how the graphing connects. Liz seems excited but realizes she now needs to think through how it will look. 
 	Liz: “I have different students I my mind. One that finishes everything early versus an 
 	ELL student that is working diligently and also processing language.”
 	Sarah: “We can be flexible in our approach and touch base during class tomorrow.” [16:  The “Ugly Babies” genetics project involved students in the simulation of creating babies using Punnett squares and genetic science. The babies each came out with different genetic traits (eye color, hair color, etc.). The census involved tallying the various genetic traits of the “Ugly Babies” created by the students in the class.  ] 

	Liz tries to imagine what it will look like to have different students engaged in different tasks. It is a little daunting for her to conceive of different students working on varied tasks. She ends up getting excited about the prospect of students knowing what to do and being able to move on if they are done with their “Ugly Babies” project. She seems unsure as to how it will turn out. She is also anxious about the varied abilities in her classroom - those that complete tasks early and quickly versus EL students that need to process language and work more slowly  – and worries about how she will meet all of their needs. Sarah assures her that they can modify the instruction together as class progresses. 
 	Liz points out that students will also be doing oral defenses of the last unit while they are doing the other things. This will all be going on at the same time. Sarah responds highlighting that if students know the progression of the class period and how to access help that would be a good thing. She further elaborates and recognizes that Liz does not want to be interrupted when conferring. Liz goes back to the mini-lesson on graphing. She wants some students to have census data before showing the graphing mini-lesson. 
 	Sarah tells her to not feel badly about pulling them back up to the meeting area with an hour and 45 minutes for the class period. Liz responds, saying that she is now thinking that she will start them off with a graphing mini-lesson. Those that need another example can stay. Sarah points out that half the class is ELL and perhaps they need more examples. She also shares that in algebra and language arts they are using the same strategy. Liz shares her knowledge that in Melissa’s social studies classes they sign-up to confer in a very public way. She also knows that in Matt’s science class the EL students are staying up front trying to figure out what is going on. The principal and Sarah suggest using students in the class as teachers. Those students that have had the graphing mini-lesson and examples will teach the next group that is done. Sarah says that in terms of “look fors” in class tomorrow, she will pay attention to pacing and timing. 
 	Sarah guides the planning for the lesson, maintaining a focus on instructional strategies supportive for EL students. She suggests using multiple examples to support the EL students in understanding the graphing concepts. She also makes connections to supportive instructional strategies being used in other content classes as a way to encourage Liz to implement some of these ideas. This seems to help Liz think that implementing these strategies is possible, other teachers are successful in implementing them, so she will be as well. This also supports Sarah’s desire to have common instructional strategies across content areas and across classrooms.   
 	Liz mentions an EL student who is failing, saying he is not awake during class or getting anything done. Sarah replies, stating that she knows this student is having a tough time lately and the principal can possibly talk to him. The principal jumps in, saying that he will talk to the student and find out what is going on. Sarah suggests they do the conversation with the EL student together. Liz points out another two EL students that she is concerned about. She is not sure they are understanding and they are not on task. Sarah notes some out of school trouble and wonders if there are any other EL students that need a conference. Sarah wants to sit in on conferences with these students and do a check-in. She wants to help the students make a plan. Liz says it has been hard to do one-on-one check-ins with students because others are finishing up or need help. Sarah refers to the managing systems they talked about during Professional Collaboration Time as good tools. Being able to refer to a student’s Managing Your Time Chart, so they know that you are noticing what they are doing or not. Liz likes the idea but feels like she is swimming and wants to wait to implement something else. Sarah asks if there is a Habit of Mind for the unit. Liz responds that there is not. Sarah tells her to have the class freeze and go back to the Habits of Mind. Liz seems a bit frazzled and says that it’s hard to add in all the extra layers. Sarah follows-up empathetically saying that she hears what Liz is saying and that it will get easier. She explains that every piece is a tool. The key is do the students know what they need to be doing – clear directions. You will probably have to remind them. 
 	As the end of the planning session comes to a close, mentioning particular students of concern garners several suggestions and strategies that become overwhelming to Liz. While she is looking for support and guidance about how to deal with specific students, the actual strategies become a bit too much. There are so many pieces to pull together as a new teacher. Sarah reassures her that she is on the right track and stresses that overall the most important thing is that the students know what the expectations are. 
 	During the planning process, Sarah pushes on Liz’s lesson plan and helps her to think through the various elements. As the planning process progresses, Liz is able to envision a plan for the class period and recognizes that she has the ability to assist students with their independent work by using tools such as the “If…then” chart. In addition, both teachers reference successful instructional practices for EL students taking place in other content classes. Making these connections seems to facilitate Liz’s thinking about how she can make particular strategies work for her in the context of her classroom. Of particular importance seems to be the emphasis on the academic and social needs of the EL students in this class. For instance, Sarah suggests providing more examples and modeling to ensure that students will be able to do the work independently once they are released from the meeting area. In addition, both the principal and Sarah listen to Liz’s concerns when it comes to individual EL students and make plans to follow-up with these students either individually or through conferences with Liz in the context of biology class. This support for both the novice teacher and the EL students in the class create a web of support to ensure that both the needs of the new teacher and the EL students will be met. 
 	It is clear that by the end of the planning session that Liz is a bit overwhelmed. Sarah suggests a lot of ideas and ways to keep the class moving, while focusing on individual and collective needs of EL students. Liz is able to stand her ground and recognizes that she can only do so much. She is very specific that there are some things that she will focus on for now, and other instructional strategies that she will put off for another time. Sarah recognizes that it is a lot but challenges Sarah to think about each strategy as a tool to being an effective teacher and meeting the needs of the students. 

Observation of Liz’s class: Day 2, first period
 	It is 7:25 am and biology class is starting. Both Liz and Sarah are present. The class consists of 26 students, mostly 10th graders. The students are sitting in groups of four. The students are getting themselves organized, while Liz reviews the expectations of taking a quiz [this is the first quiz of the year for this class]. What students are supposed to be doing is projected by the document camera: 
 	“Take three minutes to get: Genetics vocabulary, Portfolio, Ugly Babies.
	Vocabulary quiz: You may use your notes”
Liz tells students that they are going to write a response to the following question on the back of their quizzes. She writes down the following question and projects it:
 	“What are you still confused about? If not, what is something you know really well?”
Liz passes out the quizzes and then confers with a student that was absent. An EL student comes up and asks Sarah a clarifying question [it is hard to make out what]. Sarah and Liz check-in while students work on their quizzes. Students are using their resources and notes to respond to the quiz. Sarah goes around the room and checks individual EL students’ quizzes, making sure that they have asked a question on the back of their quiz. 
 	The teacher collects the quizzes from each group. She asks the students to give a thumbs up, thumbs sideways, or thumbs down for how they felt they did on the quiz. There is a mixed response. Students are still in their table groups and Liz begins presenting the mini-lesson on graphing. There is quite a bit of side-talk and Sarah suggests bringing everyone up to the meeting area. Liz agrees and instructs the students to come up with their chairs, composition books, and pencils. She gives the students the option of listening or listening and taking notes. First, Liz has students brainstorm the types of graphs that they are familiar with. As students provide their responses, Liz records them: bar graph, line graph. Sarah connects with an EL student that is quite sleepy. The teacher asks for other examples of graphs. A student suggests a chart. Sarah comes over and confers with Liz. The teacher explains to the class the difference between a chart and a graph. Liz has students turn and talk with a partner about the difference between a chart and graph. Sarah suggests another instructional move as a good transition. Liz switches gears and asks:
 	Liz: “Who can predict why we are talking about this”
	[Sarah steps in and suggests something to Liz]
	As the class transitions from taking the quiz to the graphing mini-lesson, Sarah is right there making on-the-fly suggestions to Liz as class progresses. Liz begins by having students remain at their table groups for the mini-lesson. Sarah recognizes that this is not working very well and immediately jumps in and has Liz switch gears by bringing everyone up to the meeting area. Sarah gets Liz to engage the students in the “why” of the activity. Why are they doing a graphing mini-lesson? What is the purpose? 
 	A student offers the prediction that they will be graphing. The teacher finishes up a brief overview of graphing and provides some examples of what they look like. Liz says that, yes, they will be graphing but she knows that some students still need to finish their “Ugly Babies.” She writes on the white board: (1) If done with baby…then stay here, (2) If not done with baby…then about seven minutes to finish, (3) Graphing.”
	It is now 8:15 am. The student “census takers” that are done with the babies are up front with the teacher. Those that are not done are working on their babies. A student that is done is helping a student that was absent. The “census takers” are circulating around the room gathering data. Sarah has a student come up to draw the graphing notes [provided by Liz during the mini-lesson] on flip chart paper. Sarah suggests to Liz that she think about pacing and purpose. She asks if the students need to know how to do a scatterplot and if not, then move on. She suggests authentic language use and opportunities for students to demonstrate their thinking, using content knowledge as possible next steps. 
 	Sarah: “So Liz, what are your next moves?”
 	Liz: “I am going to have students share their census data from their table groups.”
	[Liz announces to the class that they are supposed to return to their tables and decide 
 	what kind of graph they will make.] 
 	Sarah: “Do you have an example from another class that you can show the students?”
 	[Liz shows the students an example by projecting it with the document camera. The 
 	students are working at their table groups.]
 	Sarah: “Is the focus of the lesson on graphing or learning about the genetic traits of 
 	 the babies? Also, is the goal to finish today? If so, you might want to make that clear.”
 	Liz: “[To class] Class, I will be collecting the final graphs at the end of class as your 
 	Exit Ticket out.”
 	As class progresses, Sarah asks Liz several clarifying questions about the purpose of her instructional moves. Sarah wants Liz to be intentional with what she is asking students to do. How are the activities connected? What is the purpose?  How can she convey the goals for class and the purpose to the students effectively? 
	At this point students are working in their groups. One group of four Spanish-speaking students is using their native language to talk about their graphs and the work. It is 8:55 am and Liz realizes that the class is moving along quickly and she still needs to get through oral defenses. The teacher calls Madiha [an EL student] up to confer. 
 	Liz: “Are plants alive?’
 	Madiha: “Yes”
 	Liz: “What is a cell?”
 	Madiha: “They make up the plants”
 	Liz:  Do you remember what a nucleus is?”
 	Madiha: “Not really”
 	Liz: “Is it in your composition book?”
 	Madiha: [Reads definition but does not put into her own words.]
 	Liz: “What is its job?” [Madiha goes over and gets down the definition and picture of 
 	a nucleus from the word wall.]
 	Sarah: “Liz, what were you planning to do as a wrap-up for the day?” [It is 9 am.]
 	Liz: “Madiha, can you come in during lunch and we can finish up? [Madiha nods 
 	that she can.]
          During the oral defense it is clear that Madiha struggles with answering Liz’s questions. She is able to provide answers by using the resources available to her (her composition book and the word wall) but she is not able to demonstrate her understanding of the more complex ideas. As class draws to a close, Sarah asks Liz what her plans are for wrapping up class.  
	Liz brings the class’s attention to the front of the room. She explains that they will be moving into Punnett squares and that there is a short reading for homework. She projects the directions for the reading: (1) Seven RT (right there) questions and (2) Three AY (author and you) questions. Liz lets the students know that this is due the next time she sees the class. She tells students to put their completed babies up front and collects the graphs at the door as students leave.  
            Liz concludes class by explaining to the class what the homework is. The students are responsible for completing a short reading and for completing several reading comprehension questions. The same reading strategies are found in the language arts classes as well. 
 	The embedded nature of support provided by Sarah as an ELL facilitator allows for on-the-fly suggestions regarding instructional moves. Sarah is able to probe Liz in the moment on her instructional choices. Liz seems to respond quickly and happily to the suggestions made by Liz. For example, when Sarah asked Liz if she had an example graph to show the students, Liz realized that she did and was able to provide a model graph for the students to see.   
 	In addition to supporting Liz’s instruction, Sarah is able to check-in with individual EL students and see their level of engagement and understanding in the content class. Checking-in with EL students in this way helps Sarah know how to support Liz in her work with EL students. She is able to better understand the context of this particular biology class. For example, what are the gaps in understanding for the EL students and how can the content teacher respond instructionally to fill in those gaps to better meet the instructional needs of these EL students? The debrief of the lesson observation goes more deeply into Liz’s professional learning and growth by drawing on the perspective of the content teacher and her understanding of how the class session went. 

Debrief of Liz’s class: Day 3, after school
	Sarah and Liz are meeting to debrief the lesson from the day before. It is the end of Liz’s school day and the debrief lasts from 1:20 until 2:50 pm. This excerpt highlights the most relevant pieces of the conversation that takes place. Sarah goes over the plan for the debrief session. She explains how she would like to go through her notes and what they were focusing on in the class period. Sarah would also like to get feedback from Liz to see how well she thought those foci were addressed. Sarah also notes she can go through and speak to the particular needs and issues related to EL students that she was able to gather based on Liz’s request. The ELL facilitator talks about how she wants to plan for next steps in general, as well as how the current conversation can possibly inform Liz’s planning for her class tomorrow. Liz immediately jumps in and wants to talk about how she felt the lesson went the day before:
	Liz: “But I'm really struggling with how to help the ELL students without holding up  
 	the--like the brow-beating things that other students already understand.”
 	Sarah:  “Right.”
 	Liz: “Which is maybe not--I don't know.  I don't know how big a focus it should be or 
 	whether I should be like all right guys, this is the way it is, like we've got a lot of 
 	students in here who need this. But I guess how to differentiate that, because I feel 
 	like I didn't do a good job of that last time and it was so frustrating, like I just ended 
 	class, it was like aargh.”
 	Sarah: “Because those kids were done immediately and then refusing to do what you 
 	were suggesting that they do.”
  	Liz: “Yeah, for their extension, yeah.”
 	Sarah: “Right. Whereas most of the class was still engaged in the work.”
 	Liz: “Okay. I think I was so focused on what was going on over here and like Kirsten 
 	refusing to get up and do anything that I--I couldn't even see how the rest of the class 
 	was doing.  So maybe that's--maybe it did go fine and I just was like that was the 
 	problem.
  	Sarah: “Yeah, very frustrating. Well, like maybe when we go through the notes and 
 	just I can tell you this is what I saw, this is what I saw, then that'll give you a little 
 	more of a picture of what was happening for different parts of the lesson.
 	Liz: “That would be great, get a wider view.”
 	In particular Liz is concerned that she is not meeting the needs of all of her students as she attempts to take the needs of her EL students into mind when going through a lesson. She seems to feel caught and not able to effectively differentiate the learning experience for the individual needs of her students.
 	Sarah goes through her notes focusing on the pacing and timing for the mini-lesson on graphing. She also notes that she paid particular attention to the four students that Liz had asked her to focus on. She asks Liz how she felt about the pacing. Liz says she was frustrated because they did not have time to do the baby parade and vote on the ugliest baby. It had been a great team building and wrap-up for her other classes. She also notes that in the other classes, she did not go as much into graphs and she sees that as valuable as well. Liz questions how much time she should spend on doing things and how much information student need in order to do the task that she gives them. Sarah responds, suggesting they go through her notes on what was happening at that point in the lesson. Sarah notes it took student three minutes to get their materials at the start of class. They discuss this and Liz decides that she should have the expectation that students are ready with their materials at the start of class.  
 	Liz wants to jump right in and talk about the frustrations she experienced during the class. Sarah gets her to step back for a minute by suggesting that they go through the notes that Sarah took. Sarah uses her notes (her observational data) as a tool for guiding the conversation with Liz. Sarah slows the conversation down and helps Liz come to the conclusion that the expectations that students have the materials they need at the start of class is a good strategy. 
 	Sarah discusses the quiz with Liz. She mentions that an EL student asked a clarifying question. This clarifying question made her question if the student understood the actual meaning of the vocabulary word or if he was only able to restate the definition. Liz explains that they had not gone into in-depth explanations of the meanings yet. Students had encountered the terms a few times but she recognized that understanding of the definitions was still a bit fuzzy for students. Sarah confirms with Liz that she is building multiple experiences so that students can understand the concepts in a larger context. Sarah suggests pushing students to use authentic language to demonstrate their thinking about a concept or idea into their own words. Liz agrees and wonders about the best way to assess this understanding. Should she give the students a new quiz or should she have the students complete an exit ticket so they are responsible for something at the end of class? Sarah suggests some kind of combination and offers other assessment ideas such as having students rate their understanding on a scale of one to ten or having students that already think that they understand everything come up with additional questions that they have about the concept. The idea is that all levels can be differentiated for in this way. 
 	Sarah is able to facilitate Liz’s thinking about assessing student understanding. She helps her to think through some doable assessment strategies and helps her to recognize that formative assessment is ongoing. It is not about just doing one thing to assess but a combination of things. 
 	Sarah moves on and talks about the graphing mini-lesson. She noticed that students were very good at getting settled into the meeting area very quickly. She noticed a particular EL student that was checked out during the mini-lesson and she suggests that she and Liz find a time to confer with this individual student. The concept of charting comes up and the idea of having students that are done with their work create resource charts to post in the room is discussed. The idea is that having students that are done with a task create a chart is a way to differentiate the instruction. 
 	The conversation shifts to talking about table groups and how students can be arranged physically in the classroom to best support one another and their own learning. In addition to where students will be assigned to sit, Sarah probes on how Liz can encourage table groups to be resources to one another. She mentions a posted chart in the other science teachers’ classroom that directly speaks to the protocol for getting help in that classroom. The first thing on that protocol is to ask someone in your table group. Sarah encourages Liz to set up expectations for work time, noting that since they will be getting new assigned seats, it will be a good time to revisit and lay out the expectations for work time. Liz is enthusiastic and asks Sarah to help her figure out where to strategically move students. First language background and the support of having other students with common first languages in the same table groups come up. The conversation is very specific and based on the individual students and what the two colleagues know about the students and their education and language backgrounds. 
 	Sarah helps Liz to identify individual student behaviors and needs. Sarah suggests ways to differentiate instruction for those students that are able to move through tasks more quickly. Asking these students to take on charting responsibilities, or serving as resources to other students, are both suggested. Expectations for group work and what to do when help is needed are discussed and Sarah suggests that the opportunity to reinforce these expectations will be available with a new seating chart. Liz is enthusiastic about talking through a new seating chart with Sarah and all of the decisions that are involved with this task.  
 	Sarah checks in with Liz about Madiha’s oral defense. They ran out of time to finish the oral defense during class, so Madiha came back during lunch. Sarah asks Liz how the defense ended up going. 
 	Liz: “ I love defenses for figuring out like I think everything is going peachy-keen 
  	and then I'm like you had no idea what I was talking about, did you?  Like she's really 
 	focused on vocabulary and like not knowing what terms are and not knowing what 
 	terms mean.  And so I was like what other questions do you have, what questions 
  	does this cell raise for you?  She's like "I want to know the names for things." Like 
 	okay, that's a question--what if you had to discover something. But she was still like 
 	"I want to discover the name for something."  So it was really interesting. And trying 
	to figure out like what--gosh, I wish I had written it down. Whether the plant was 
 	alive, why or why not. And do plants move and how do they--she went back and 
 	Tavon and Naman and Abantes were in here and she would go back and they would 
 	all confer together and then she would come back again…She did it, she passed it, 
 	but it was much more challenging for her than I was expecting.
 	Sarah: “ That's really interesting information. So it's like that I want to be able to 
 	categorize everything and identify first, and then understand more, which really was 
 	coming out with Maria, too, and just in general with the vocab quiz…”
Liz seemed to get a lot out of the oral defense. In particular, she was able to figure out some specifics on what this particular EL student understood, or not, about the cell unit. She found value in becoming more aware of this student’s understanding and information gaps. In her mind things were going fine; however, once she was able to sit down with an EL student and ask specific question she realized that there were some misunderstandings. She was also able to observe how challenging the task was for this particular student. Sarah catches onto this and pushes Liz’s thinking in this area. 
 	Sarah: “…okay, so that was one of my big questions for you, like as a focus for the 
  	next cycle, for the planning, what do you think about that? Because that, like overall, 
 	just thinking about it [EL student thinking and understanding] --and I don't know if   
 	you want to start that yet or if you feel like you still want to focus on getting some 
 	more of the like supportive structures in place first.”
 	Liz: “Yeah. I think I want to do one more [coaching cycle] with supportive structures, 
 	because I'm starting to feel better about it. Another thing I want to do more is like 
 	pulling everything back together at the end and doing a wrap-up. Like I started it off 
 	really well at the beginning of the year and then it's just totally gone out the window, 
 	or out the door, as the case may be.”
Liz pushes back, wanting to stay with the topic of supportive structures. As a novice teacher, she is a bit hesitant about her classroom management, pacing, and timing of lessons and instructional moves. Liz continues the conversation about supportive structures and shares a student check-off sheet that she created for students to keep in their composition books or portfolios. It’s a self-assessment and check-off handout where students keep track of their progress on the unit. Students need to keep track of when they finish specific assignments and they rate the quality of their work. Students will use the check-off sheets to stay accountable and both students and the teacher will be able to use them a tool during oral defenses. Sarah mentions that the AP language arts teacher uses a similar accountability tool and that the same kinds of accountability tools are used in advisory [Liz does not have an advisory because she is part-time]. Sarah points out that Liz will be introducing a lot of new things in class tomorrow: new seats, new expectations with group work, and new check-off sheets. 
 	While Sarah seems comfortable to move on in their instructional coaching cycles to EL student thinking and understanding, Liz is not quite there. Liz is still struggling with how to piece together the structure of her classroom. She really seems to want to have the structures in her classroom set-up before moving on to more EL-specific issues. Sarah works with this and is comfortable letting Liz guide the pace. While the focus remains on supportive classroom structures, Sarah consistently places a focus on the needs of EL students within this context.   
 	Sarah asks Liz about a few students (not EL students) that had negative attitudes during the last class period. Liz says she has not had a chance to confer with them and the two figure out a way to involve the counselor in getting them engaged and back on track. The rest of the debrief is devoted to planning for the next day’s class period. Liz says she is going to start the class period by having students turn and talk and share their summaries of the reading. Sarah questions this strategy. 
Sarah: “And one question I did have, like do you plan to, I don't know, like scaffold the summary in any way. I'm just thinking in the past when students had to write up the reflection. I know like Negatu, Eeb, Yonas would just sit there and stare and not write anything, and I think Rolando for sure. Hard to get started. Are there any sentence starters maybe would be good or just kind of a way for them to organize. Yeah, I mean sentence starters would be the easiest.”
	Liz: “Um-hmm.”
Sarah: “Which would not be demeaning to anybody. You know, it would be helpful to everybody.”
	Liz: “Sentence starters like ‘The purpose of a Punnett square is?’”
Sarah: “Um-hmm. So, if it's 3-5 sentences, yeah, like--yeah, the purpose is--well, looking at the text and I didn't read it. But you can pull like ‘The purpose is…’ or ‘What is important about that reading to you?’--what do you really want them to know?”
Liz: “That the purpose of Punnett squares is to predict the offspring, the types of offspring that the parents could have. Yeah, that's like the main thing, and then there are some details added to that--you make a square, you've got parent to genes, you've got both parent's genes or genotypes, then you've got the children's possible genotypes.”
	Sarah: “So maybe like the parts of a Punnett square are?”
	Liz: “Yeah.”
Sarah: “And a Punnett square can help a scientist or help you understand. What's most important--what do you really want them to know.”
Liz:  “Um-hmm. That would have been really helpful for my other classes, too. Next time.”
Liz is appreciative of the advice and recognizes the benefit of using sentence starters as a way to focus student thinking and talk. 
 	As Liz and Sarah plan for the next class session, Sarah encourages Liz to think about using instructional strategies that will engage and involve the EL students in the classroom. Sarah recognizes the complexity of the reading task and offers the suggestion of using sentence starters as a way of scaffolding a summary of the reading. Liz is receptive to the idea and mentions that using such a strategy would have been helpful for her other classes as well.  
 	Finally, plans are made for another coaching cycle in a couple of weeks, as Sarah will be doing a coaching cycle with the other science teacher in the upcoming week. Sarah checks-in with Liz about where they might go next with their coaching cycles and also reminds Liz of the upcoming Science ELL Study Group [a district sponsored group] that will be starting in November. The focus of the Science ELL Study Group is to think about using the district’s biology text with EL students.
 Sarah: “Yeah, that's what I wanna call it as in understand directions and expectations and can get help, sort of like how to access help [for the next coaching cycle; staying within the realm of supportive structures]. And then after that cycle, would you like to try this?  Sort of that big idea question around articulating their learning kind of. Like I think it would be really cool is to come in and like observe with a focus on what, from the student perspective, how many opportunities, and I could even like count, like how many times they get to talk about their thinking, write about their thinking. Like articulate, produce language in the context of science from an ELL standpoint. Yeah, like putting their language together about the concepts.”
Liz: “And can we build into that like assessment, too. Is that the same thing or is it  different?”
Sarah: “I think it's very connected, because if they're producing language about their   learning, then that gives you something to assess in different ways--it could be informal, just listening, or listening to a turn and talk, or listening to a group or a class discussion.  It could be reading or writing or you know, in many different ways, seeing their projects.”
	Liz: “That would be great.”
Sarah: “…which links with the science project, too, right, with the text. Well, that's more like supporting ELL access to the concepts through the reading, but I think it might be a nice segue way into that work, which will start what, end of November or something... So then this could help us have some ideas around language use and struggles around that. And then coming at the text with that perspective?”
	Liz: “Yeah.”
	Sarah: “ I think it could be helpful.”
  	At the end of the debrief, Sarah again encourages Liz to think about moving beyond supportive structures as a focus for their work together and move onto EL student thinking as the next step for their coaching cycles. She connects the move towards student thinking to the Science ELL Study Group they are going to be participating in together in the next month. Sarah helps Liz to make the connection between EL student opportunities to use oral academic language to demonstrate their understanding and how that might connect to accessing the biology textbook. In this particular situation, Sarah is facilitating Liz’s thinking about EL students, oral academic language development, checking for understanding, and connections to the biology text. 

Impact of Novice Science Teacher Coaching Cycles and Connections to Content Teachers’ Professional Learning
 	This vignette highlights one instructional coaching cycle in the autumn of 2009. In this section five key findings are discussed. These findings demonstrate the impact of this particular coaching cycle on the professional learning of the novice science teacher. These findings are related to the individual content teacher and her instructional practice and also connect to the broader teacher community at VIHS. Specifically, these findings concern the impact of the instructional coaching cycles on the content teacher’s ability to work productively with a linguistically diverse class. 
 	Finding #1: In working with novice teachers, the ELL facilitator guides the focus of the coaching cycles – that is, sets the agenda and structures the teachers’ attention – to simultaneously address the teachers’ stated needs and to keep English learner student needs in the foreground. In this context, the ELL facilitator guided the direction of the coaching cycles. While the content teachers possibly had a particular area of interest, the ELL facilitator drove the particular focus for the coaching cycles while taking the particular content teacher’s interests and concerns in mind. Working with novice content teachers required Sarah to meet the teachers where they were. In Liz’s case, this meant facilitating the first year teacher’s understandings of the common organizational structures and instructional strategies at VIHS. This was accompanied with a strong focus on structures and strategies deemed particularly supportive for EL students. 
 	In this particular vignette, the initial coaching cycles had focused on supportive structures. These included students’ use of available classroom resources, co-created (student and content teacher) resources, and classroom management strategies to encourage cooperative learning and accountability. The ELL facilitator had a firm grasp on the organizational structures and common instructional practices used at VIHS as a result of years of experience at the school. This institutional and cultural knowledge was extremely helpful in thinking about how to begin to support Liz. Drawing on her knowledge of both VIHS, as well as her expertise in meeting the needs of EL students, Sarah was able to guide the coaching cycles in way that had a dual purpose. Not only was Liz inducted into the ways of the school, she was also supported in becoming a content teacher of EL students as a result of her work with Sarah. 
	Finding #2: The ELL facilitator acts as immediate source of instructional ideas, strategies, and support in the content classroom before, during, and after the lesson observation. The ELL facilitator in this setting provided myriad instructional ideas and strategies to implement in the content classroom. These ideas were grounded in her knowledge of what EL students need to be successful in learning content as well as language, and framed by her understanding of the organizational structures and common instructional practices used at VIHS. This combination, combined with the ELL facilitator’s awareness of individual EL students’ academic and language backgrounds, provided the content teacher with strategies that were perceived as supportive for EL students in the context of the content classroom. 
 	The content teacher’s ability to implement supportive instructional strategies was aided by the embedded nature of instructional support. For example, during the coaching cycle described above there were various opportunities for Sarah to have an immediate effect on the content teacher’s classroom practice. During the planning session Sarah suggested the strategy of using “If…then” charts to help pace students’ independent work time and hold students accountable. She also suggested the use of multiple examples when modeling. During the actual lesson observation, the ELL facilitator assisted Liz in implementing some of the instructional strategies that they had talked about during the planning session, as well as encouraging the teacher to implement some other strategies and think about her pacing and timing of the lesson. Specifically, when Liz started the mini-lesson with all of the students at their table groups, Sarah realized that the students were not focused enough and suggested they all come up to the meeting area. The teacher immediately shifted gears and brought the students up to the meeting area. The ELL facilitator made an on-the-fly suggestion that the teacher ask students to predict why they were learning about graphing. This helped the students to make the connection between the mini-lesson and what they were going to be doing later in class independently. As the mini-lesson progressed, the ELL facilitator probed the teacher to provide an example of a graph created by another class. These on-the-fly and embedded instructional supports led to immediate implementation by the content teacher. 
 	During the lesson debrief, Sarah asked about other ways the content teacher might scaffold the lesson that was just completed and future lessons to enable students to work independently and to take responsibility for their own learning. The ELL facilitator recommended a scaffolded approach to summarizing a reading through the use of sentence starters. During the debrief, it was clear that the content teacher was internalizing the use of instructional strategies that could provide scaffolds and guides to enable students to take responsibility for their own learning. The content teacher presented a check-off sheet that she had created and would be implementing the next day with her students. She was able to share her enthusiasm about creating such an assessment tool with the ELL facilitator and get feedback on its usefulness and implementation. 
 	Finding #3: The interaction of the ELL facilitator and content teachers enables all participants to maintain a consistent and continuing attention to the individual needs of English learner students. What emerged from the data was a consistent focus by all focal participants on the individual needs of students. In particular, in paying specific attention to the ELL facilitator’s work, a focus on the individual needs of EL students became apparent. Sarah consistently asked content teachers to think about individual EL students and their academic progress and possible academic supports. Sarah’s presence in the actual content classes played a role in how she was able to support the content teacher. She was able observe EL students in the context of the content class and then follow-up with the content teacher, ask poignant questions, and suggest ways to connect with individual students.
 	In the extended vignette, Sarah made the suggestion that Liz get in touch with advisory teachers when questions about individual students come up. She also suggested conducting conferences with EL students together in the context of the content class. The idea was that Sarah could model for Liz what conferring with individual students looked like, she could also ask questions specifically related to the EL students and their experience in the content class (e.g. understanding of content, ability to ask for help from the content teacher), and Liz could develop an improved understanding of her EL students and their needs in her content class. It became clear, when Liz conducted an oral defense with Madiha, that she had not fully understood the information gaps in the student’s understanding. The one-on-one oral defense had provided her with information about what the student did and did not understand. She also came to the realization that the content was much more challenging for this particular EL student than she had initially thought.
 	The ELL facilitator’s presence in the content classroom provided the content teacher with an extra set of eyes and ears when it came to observing classroom behavior. This knowledge was extremely useful when it came to thinking about how to arrange students in the classroom and how to group students in their table groups. Liz was very open to these observations and wanted to use this information to figure out how to arrange students in ways that would enable students to be successful in accessing content and taking responsibility for their own learning. These observations were particularly useful when it came to thinking about where to place EL students. The ELL facilitator helped Liz to figure out where to strategically place students. She also helped Liz think about first language, education background, and individual student personalities.  
	Finding #4: Engagement in instructional coaching helped the content teacher manage the tension between slowing down the lesson to meet English learner students’ needs, and speeding up to serve the needs of more capable native English speakers. One tension emerged from the data on differentiation and meeting the needs of all learners in a linguistically diverse classroom setting. Content teachers were keenly aware of the range of abilities in their classrooms. Native English speakers that were able to breeze through assignments and readings sitting besides students needing to process language and content simultaneously caused content teachers to question their instructional strategies. The content teachers were hesitant to slow the pace of their classes down knowing that their highly capable students would be able to meet the standard of a particular assignment very quickly and get frustrated by the slower pace. This became an issue particularly when those highly capable students acted out as a result of their frustration. This further confounded the situation for the content teachers. It was a natural temptation for a novice teacher to cater to one end of the classroom language ability continuum or the other, but not both.  
	The ELL facilitator never conceded to increasing the pace of the class without taking into account the needs of the EL students in the class. Instead, she offered suggestions and strategies for dealing with both the differentiation and the social needs of the students that were posing problems in the classroom. In this particular vignette, Sarah connected the content teacher with the counselor and the principal as a way of dealing with the attitude that was coming from some of the highly capable students. She suggested co-conferences between the content teacher and the counselor. In addition, she had ideas as to how to differentiate the curriculum for those that finished assignments and tasks. For example, Sarah suggested that those that were done with their work could create resource charts to be used by the class for particular assignments. This would give those that were finished something meaningful to work on and would also provide a valuable resource for students that were still working on the assignment.  
  	The idea of differentiation was a consistent theme across the year and across content teachers receiving instructional coaching. The ELL facilitator was aware of this tension and did her best to mitigate it by providing resources and strategies for dealing with it. She often suggested that novice teachers visit more experienced content teachers classrooms to observe how they handled this tension in differentiating instruction. This idea of visiting other content teachers and observing their practice connects to the next finding.  
 	Finding #5: The instructional coaching cycle work connected content teachers to resources and practices across the school’s teacher community, thereby potentially increasing the consistency in the English learner students’ learning experience across the school. The learning of the content teachers was influenced by and through their engagement with content teachers across the school. The ELL facilitator was aware of the common structures and instructional strategies being used in many of the classrooms. This was a result of Sarah’s involvement with the founding of the school; the literacy team; the literacy coaching provided by the district in the past; her work as an ELL support teacher and department chair working closely with the principal; and participation in whole staff professional development and meetings over the years. This knowledge of what was happening across content areas and across the school was extremely useful in connecting novice content teachers with resources and content teachers either struggling with similar issues or very proficient in particular instructional strategies and methods she perceived as supportive for EL students in content classes. 
	In addition, weekly Professional Collaboration Time provided content teachers with an opportunity to learn from other staff members about what they were doing in their classrooms. Given the high percentage of EL students in the school, the staff saw their work as inherently connected to meeting the needs of EL students – although, the staff did not always explicitly address the needs of EL students. In the above vignette, Sarah referenced the “Managing Your Time” charts that were presented during Professional Collaboration Time during the planning session. While Liz did not embrace the idea of taking on this new tool as she was feeling overwhelmed, she ended up presenting her own check-off sheet for keeping students accountable for assignments during the debrief session. 
 	As the ELL facilitator, Sarah was able to connect what was happening in Liz’s classroom to the broader school community and make connections across the content classes. After Liz presented her check-off sheet, Sarah mentioned that similar check-off sheets were used both in advisory and in AP language arts. In addition, Sarah was able to facilitate Liz’s use of literacy strategies. The reading strategies that Liz had students use for their homework reading assignment were ones that Sarah helped her learn about. These were the same reading strategies that were used in the language arts classes. Using her knowledge of literacy strategies and awareness of their use in other content classes, Sarah was able to build the capacity of the content teacher. Liz was increasing her repertoire of instructional strategies and they were common strategies that were used throughout the school and across content areas. The ELL facilitator saw the use of common instructional strategies, in this case reading strategies, as incredibly supportive for EL students in the content classroom.
 	The interconnected nature of the content teachers’ work across VIHS provided a web of support for EL students as they moved from the ELL support classes, to advisory, and into content classrooms. The ELL facilitator provided this link and built the capacity of the content teachers through instructional coaching cycles. Ultimately, the content teachers were able to improve their instructional practice for meeting the needs of EL students as a result of their participation in this teacher community and through Sarah’s facilitation focused on sharing instructional practices, expertise, and general awareness of supportive practices for EL students. 
 	The following excerpt is from a final interview with Liz conducted in May of 2010. This conversation highlights Liz’s understanding of using reading and writing strategies in the content classroom as a means of better understanding EL student learning. The strategies mentioned were those that she was introduced to by Sarah earlier in the school year and shed light on the influence of the ELL facilitator. 
Liz: “In one of the classes I gave -- I think I gave just a theory to first period, and I was like just look for the answer -- I want you to get -- this is the main idea I want you to get, the difference between a theory and a hypothesis. And they just skimmed the whole thing and maybe they got it but they weren't reading very thoroughly. And that was for all students, but I think that ELL students as well were probably just going for I just need to answer this question, I'm going to ignore everything else. Which that's the main idea but there are still some really good ideas in there, too. So if I don't use those strategies then they may get the answer but they're not reading it for understanding, they're just reading it as a task to solve.
Interviewer: “So specifically for the ELL students you would say that some of these strategies are helping them read for understanding versus reading for an answer?”
Liz: “Yeah. They're definitely reading, especially like the RT [Right There] questions because they have to pick out certain pieces.”
Interviewer: “So looking for where is it.”
Liz: “Um-hmm. Yeah, and the Cornell Notes and having the commentary means that they actually have to interact with it rather than just like here's a question, oh, there's the answer, let me copy the answer from the text and I'm done without actually understanding things.

This passage reflects Liz’s growth as a result of her work with the ELL facilitator over the course of the school year. While it is true that she did not always implement these reading and writing strategies, she learned what to look for and how to better assess what EL students were understanding or not. She was able to observe what was happening in her class with EL students and determine what her next instructional moves should be based on observations of student behavior and by asking questions that got at student understanding. 
	The influence of the ELL facilitator’s work extended beyond this particular science teacher. As the school year progressed, Sarah decided that to maximize her time as an ELL facilitator and to engage the science teachers more frequently in coaching cycles, she would have both the biology and physical science teachers participate in each of the coaching cycles. The principal supported these joint coaching cycles, as he had to cover one of the science teacher’s classes in order to make the joint coaching cycles doable. Each week the science teachers took turns as the focal teacher for that week and the observation would take place in the focal science teacher’s classroom. Both teachers and the ELL facilitator participated in the entire coaching cycle: planning, observation, and debrief. This particular strategy for instructional coaching where more than one content teacher was engaged in the cycle was successful and motivating for the individuals involved. Liz described a joint coaching cycle:
Last week -- so we did pre-planning -- so it's kind of what Sarah and I were doing at the beginning of this year where we would pre-plan, observe the lesson and then do a debrief afterwards. But this time having more, so me and Katie both working on it at the same time, and so we had a list of like ideas of what helps support ELL students and then talked about and thought about what our strengths were and what we wanted to work on. So we went over one of Katie’s lessons and what she was really concerned about and then observed her class and then debriefed it altogether of how students were doing with that. And it's been so helpful to see other ideas and get to watch the 9th graders and what they're doing and how Katie's class runs and what I can implement in here.
 
What was so helpful to Liz was having the chance to be involved in the coaching cycle but not as the focal teacher. She had the opportunity to sit back and observe a classroom, soak up ideas, and be a critical observer. The fact that it was in the same content area was particularly helpful because it was likely that Liz would teach the physical science class at some point in the future. Undoubtedly she would teach the upcoming ninth graders in biology the next school year, so she could see what kind of science instruction they were receiving.
 	The joint coaching cycles led to a new way of thinking about content teacher support for EL students for the following school year. The teacher leader talked about what the work would look like for the next year:
It's detailed in the plan where Bill and I talked about doing more of what I'm doing right now with the science team where we're working as a team, we're co-planning together, and then we try to evolve, so almost like a mentor building idea, connecting colleagues in the same department so that they're observing each other's classes, planning together and giving feedback together, so it's not just one-on-one coaching with me, and it would shift between departments each quarter, and we would have at least one PCT two-hour Friday where I could work with that team in theory during that quarter. 

The success of the joint coaching cycles led to new thinking about how to support content teachers and their work with EL students. The idea was that in the next school year, the content teachers would work together to support one another and develop the capacity of entire content teams to more effectively meet EL students’ instructional needs. In contrast to the instructional coaching cycles for novice science teachers, ELL facilitator support in the context of AP language arts was described as consultative and collaborative. This next section explores the nature of content teacher support embedded in AP language arts.   

[bookmark: _Toc168137694]Teacher Support and Collaboration in AP Language Arts
	In this section of the chapter, the analysis is situated squarely in the context of AP language arts classes. Specifically, the content teacher support provided by the ELL facilitator and the resulting collaboration are under investigation. Drawing on observations of ELL teacher support of EL students and the content teacher, as well as observations of collaboration, this section seeks to understand what it means to have this particular type of embedded classroom support for a content teacher and her subsequent professional learning. Interview data and document analysis contribute to the analysis, adding validity to the presented assertions. Joint interviews with both the AP language arts teacher and ELL facilitator add an extra layer of depth in terms of looking at the collaborative nature of the work and what it meant to work interdependently in content classes to support EL students.

Embedded AP Language Arts Support
 	In Hillary’s AP language arts classes, Sarah saw her role as a consultant and student advocate. The purpose of her embedded work in AP language arts classroom was to support the content teacher through consulting on teaching and learning. Sarah noted:
…she's [Hillary’s] already implementing a lot of strategies that are very 
 	supportive…a lot of it's intuitive, a lot of it has been over the last two years that she's 
 	been here just with working with ELL students and she's taught different levels.

That said, Sarah found opportunities in the context of the AP language arts classes to influence instruction, yet she identified her work as consultative. It seemed that this framing for her work with this teacher stemmed from her respect for this teacher and her teaching. She saw this individual as a capable professional and their work together a collaborative effort, each bringing their own expertise to the table.  
	Collaborative support of individual EL student needs. In Sarah’s role as ELL facilitator, supporting teaching and learning in this class meant connecting with the content teacher about student needs, in particular, when there was a concern about a particular student. The two colleagues conferred jointly with EL students (both students that were receiving ELL services and those EL students that were technically exited) in order to more effectively meet their academic and social needs in the context of the content class. In addition, conversations between Sarah and Hillary included checking-in about particular EL students after class. Sarah described what the embedded support looked like in AP language arts:
For example, Marisol--we've been talking with her the last couple of weeks…she's an exited ELL student. She passed the ELL test and all three sections of the WASL last year as a 10th grader. However, she doesn't like to speak. She doubts her abilities, and she did skip a lot of her LA class last year. She has high skills but not a lot of confidence and it takes her quite a while to organize her ideas and synthesize ideas and just get it down on paper. So the pace of the class is really fast, so she's sort of--she's slowly plugging away but she doesn't trust that she's used these strategies before to organize an essay. But it's less explicit, it's not like thesis statement, topic sentence, topic sentence, topic sentence. It's more of an organic kind of composition, so that threw her. So we talked about what do you already know that you can do that you did last year and the year before with Mr. Philips that could help you…She was able to actually create topic sentences to organize her ideas and start to create an outline, and we found a model from another student. So Hillary pulled one with his help--go ahead, let's look at it, we read it together, asked her what do you see this student doing. And she said oh, there's evidence from the text and then commentary, which she had done before. So once she put it in a framework that was familiar, then she felt more confident in going ahead and drafting. So I think it's helpful because I have either worked with these students or seen them in different classes, so I can kind pull together, you know, what do you already know, how is this similar.

 	Through this embedded support, Sarah was able to support EL students and help them to connect the academic pieces. Through her involvement with the literacy team, the language arts teachers, and the individual EL students themselves in her ELL support classes she had the knowledge of where EL students were academically and what was available to them in each of the language arts classes in terms of academic scaffolds. She also recognized that having two teachers with expertise (one with language arts and one with second language acquisition) was helpful. When interviewed at the start of the school year, Sarah noted the benefit of having both teachers available to confer with EL students: 
…just having two people there…and getting them on the same page…so that's really the purpose and I'd like to see that continue--and that's more, because that's a unique situation because it is a direct support model where I am working with a lot of those students.  They're my students as well.
 	In addition to co-conferring with the AP language arts teacher in the context of the mainstream class, Sarah also conferred individually with EL students in Hillary’s class. As the school year progressed, I checked-in with Sarah again to see how useful she was finding individual conferring with ELs.
I thought it was really helpful to get an insight on where students were struggling and sometimes they would share info and ask for help when they might not advocate if I wasn't there, I noticed, and that continues like within the context of my support class and students who are in that comp class or lit class where students -- oh, yeah I understand, but then they come here all panicked and freaked out and, “I need a conference immediately and I don't understand,” this is what was said. So that was helpful to be able to have more info about where students were.
Having the opportunity to confer in AP language arts provided an additional opportunity for EL students to receive support from Sarah. She had an additional opportunity, in the context of the mainstream class, to see where students were doing well or struggling with the language arts content. 
 	Both Sarah and the EL students benefited from the arrangement of embedded support in AP language arts. The AP language arts teacher also had the opportunity to see conferences with EL students modeled by Sarah during co-conferring. Hillary could see what kinds of questions Sarah asked EL students and how she guided the conversations. These co-conferences were observed across the school year and students appeared to benefit from this individualized support from both their mainstream content teacher and their ELL teacher. Students seemed relieved once concepts, assignments, or individual questions were clarified or answered. They also appeared to gain an improved sense of caring and support from both of their teachers. Often conferences went beyond the academic task at hand and moved into more personal topics of whether or not they had support at home for their homework or why they had missed school the week before. The students seemed to recognize that these adults were there for them both socially and academically. 
 	Classroom embedded consulting on instructional strategies supportive for EL students. In addition to joint conferring with students, Sarah made on-the-fly suggestions during class about instructional strategies. From Sarah’s point of view, the support in this case was not about changing the curriculum but consulting on such topics as support for the reading of texts and the writing process, the pacing of the class, and the suggestion of instructional strategies that provided scaffolds for EL students. Observed conversations after class included such topics as what instructional strategies would be particularly supportive for EL students. 
 	Hillary talked about the support she received from Sarah. She mentioned that she was happy to have whatever support Sarah could provide concerning the EL students in her class. Hillary pointed out that Sarah was the ELL facilitator and so she had specific things in mind that she knew she needed to do (based on her role as ELL facilitator). Hillary’s classroom was open to Sarah whenever she wanted to come. Sarah’s support was embedded in the context of Hillary’s work and she appreciated the value of in-the-moment support or short debriefs after class. 
 	Observations of Sarah’s work in Hillary’s class confirmed what Hillary described in her interviews. Sarah would sit with EL students in the classroom during a mini-lesson or direct instruction and watch and see what these students were doing or not. Sarah then provided Hillary with feedback and her perceptions of student understanding. Hillary valued these observations noting that she did not always have the ability to process her own observations of students. Sarah provided the support to do this and helped Hillary think about her instruction and EL student support. Hillary described how Sarah’s observations might impact her thinking for subsequent instruction: “It just tells me like Nadiv’s got no clue what’s going on and he won’t ask, so I need to go check-in with him. It gives me people to target and more specific things to look for.”
 	Sarah successfully engaged Hillary in thinking about EL student supports by beginning with individual students and their needs. Drawing on her observations of individual students and their engagement in class, she was able to encourage Hillary to modify her instruction in ways that she perceived as supportive for the individual EL students in AP language arts. For instance, I observed instances in class where Hillary presented a mini-lesson on what was expected and set the students free to work independently. Sarah was watchful of EL student behavior and would recognize that individual students were having trouble getting started with their work. Sarah checked-in with Hillary and suggested that she pull a few EL students together and help them get started on the assignment. Sarah suggested such strategies as modeling for students what they were supposed to be doing before setting them free to work independently. Hillary would immediately implement these instructional scaffolds and EL students were able to engage with the content and assignments more quickly. 
 	When interviewed mid-year, Hillary referenced these kinds of instructional scaffolds (e.g., modeling, conferring, use of writing revision guides) that she was encouraged to use by Sarah. She mentioned that she really saw a difference in how EL students responded to this scaffolding. She was eager to continue the use of these scaffolds in her instruction and wished she had implemented them earlier in the school year. The next section highlights particular instructional strategies that she used and saw as effective for EL students in the context of a unit on Hamlet.  In particular, this section highlights the growth of the content teacher as a result of the colleagues’ collaboration.

[bookmark: _Toc168137695]Content Teacher Learning in the Context of a Unit on Hamlet
  	Another aspect of the embedded support in language arts included collaborating on the planning and implementation of a unit on Hamlet in AP literature and composition. Sarah used the Hamlet unit for the action research project that she completed as a part of her responsibilities in her ELL facilitator role. For her research she collected data that included student work samples, pre and post interviews with students, and classroom observations. Here she talks about her involvement with the unit and some of her observations:
There was a lot of writing. There was a lot of independent writing…the text reading was so scaffolded, and then the writing structures were based upon structures that they'd already been using, like the nightly essays or the mini essay was a common structure throughout the year. So there wasn't confusion around new structures necessarily, although in the in-class essay we did do new work around like writing a good introduction with rationale after your thesis because that was a new piece that was challenging for some students. But like Hillary and I co-conferred with students during that in-class essay. I remember we worked with Hamish for quite a while, we worked with Nabila for quite a while. And because they were new structures I think it was hard for the students…but in general I would say the students struggled less around like the nightly essays and the close reading. They really felt pretty confident about it…[they had experiences from this school year]…or the year before actually…she [Hillary] had a lot of them [in class] last year.
	Influence of the ELL facilitator. Prior experience with similar assignments and academic structures and processes seemed to play a role in the way the Hamlet unit was taught. In addition, Sarah’s presence in the AP class likely influenced how the unit unfolded. Through on-the-fly and classroom embedded support Sarah influenced how the content teacher organized instruction. Here Sarah notes how she pushed Hillary to think about providing more time for students to discuss and talk about the reading in class, despite there being tension concerning time for teaching the unit.
During the reading [of Hamlet] I just felt this tension around students needing to have more discussion and talk about their ideas and respond to the text and not just comprehend but think about it and share ideas. And so like I pushed Hillary at that time, let's include, what can we do. So we worked out, okay, we'll do 30-minute structured chair time here, and then she applied that at the end as well and did another one at the very end kind of on her own, after seeing that that was helpful for students, and so that was good. But there was that tension of time like she talked about...[making the time for discussion] I felt like that was really important.
 	In terms of writing instruction, Sarah collaborated with the content teacher on ways to help students understand how to write a rationale for their Hamlet essays. “So we brainstormed some ways that she could apply that in her comp class [Hillary’s other AP class]…I know she applied that like the next day.” This opportunity to collaborate was helpful from both Hillary and Sarah’s perspectives. Sarah noted, “It was helpful just to have time together to kind of learn together through the process and then think about applications in other classes, too.” Sarah pointed out the benefit of this collaborative work: 
I think that's the richness of being able to co-teach or work together in a class like that that so much more comes out of it. You think through things together. And that helped me understand a rationale. So when I'm working with students in my first period [ELL language arts support class], I was able today to push Adir and Hakim and Maliha… 
 	EL student engagement and academic success. At the end of the Hamlet unit the two teachers sat down for a joint interview that focused on the outcomes of the unit. Specifically, the two responded to questions about EL student engagement and success with the content, as well as content teacher thinking about scaffolds and supports for teaching a complex text to a linguistically diverse group of students. Here is an excerpt from the interview where Hillary and Sarah are talking about how they planned and supported EL students during the unit:
Sarah: “A lot of the unit, we did like the initial overview of what are some supportive strategies, and then things emerged like day-to-day.”
Hillary: “And then we would just talk as it happened and it just came out of that.”
Sarah: “Yeah, like oh, what about that or that’s good.”
Hillary: “And so it was nice during readings, it’s like okay, write down a note. So I’d get up and walk around and Sarah would get up and walk around. It was nice to have—and then we could also tag-team kids, like if they weren’t stepping up, we could both kind of bring the hammer down on them.”
The changes in instruction often happened in the moment and emerged from their observations of EL student engagement with the content. In addition, having both teachers in the classroom provided additional one-on-one support.
 	During the interview, Sarah talked about how there was a lack of time during class to discuss the reading. They were reading the play aloud during class and that took a full three weeks to do. As a result, they had little time left to actually discuss the play and its meaning. At one point, mid-way through the unit they decided to have a student-led discussion. Students planned for that by looking at their nightly essays and writing questions that they had for the discussion. They saw the discussion as useful but they found that giving students the opportunity to read the play during class was most supportive for EL students. Hillary said:
I see the value of doing a lot more in-class community reading instead of all of the reading at home. So doing just a little more of that, even with the easier plays that we read, we could have done a little more with that [over the school year].
 	While there was tension between reading the play together versus time for discussion, it seemed that reading Hamlet together had really provided a strong foundation from which the discussion could take place. The teachers felt like the discussion had gone so well because the reading had been so scaffolded. In the past Sarah noticed that EL students did not always participate in class discussions in the same way. It was as if they were afraid to share their opinions because they did not have confidence in understanding the content of the readings. Withholding the discussion part until further into the unit and after scaffolding the reading experience provided the EL students an opportunity to really contribute. 
Sarah: “And I think that’s often a problem for ELLs, especially when there is discussion, they tend to believe what everyone else says and then maybe they don’t believe their own ideas or trust in themselves. I’ve noticed that. And so maybe it might have benefitted them more to withhold a lot of that discussion initially, and that could have been part of the confidence that was higher around understanding. That glowing. I remember you described it that they were glowing, they were so excited, like Adwin and Maliha.”
Hillary: “Totally. That’s awesome. They were glowing. Yup, that confidence. We did a close reading assignment around one of the – most of them picked the monologue that they memorized. And those were good. I mean they were able to read it, interpret it, find the literary devices in it, talk about the themes, talk about the character. They had to write it in their own words, they had to translate it. And a couple of the ELL kids did that, did it on their own with the help of Spark notes. The rest did it with Spark notes and then I said write a one sentence summary of that in your own words and they did that. So, on whatever level, they definitely knew what it was about.”
In general, both Hillary and Sarah talked about EL students’ increased confidence as positive outcomes related to their collaboration on the Hamlet unit. 
   	Hillary learned some things about teaching EL students in her AP class although she did not express it so directly. She recognized that giving students the opportunity to read and process text during class was helpful not only to their understanding of the text, but also to their confidence in the class overall. Providing the structure where the play was read aloud gave EL students access to participation in discussion mid-way through the reading of the play. In addition, Hillary implemented instructional strategies suggested by Sarah but did not always think of them as EL-student specific. In fact, she liked to think of them as more general strategies to support all of her students in the AP language arts class. 

Professional Learning Through Collaboration
	Returning to the definition of teacher professional learning, introduced in chapter two, as changes in teachers’ participation in both collegial and classroom contexts with the goal of more effectively meeting the needs of the culturally and linguistically diverse students in their mainstream content classes, Hillary had the opportunity to engage in professional learning as a result of her collaboration with Sarah. The learning that took place influenced the content teacher and how she was able to more effectively meet the needs of her students. Specifically, Sarah’s presence in the content teacher’s classroom through her ELL facilitator role, contributed in some ways to the capacity of Hillary to meet the instructional needs of EL students in AP language arts classes.
	Sarah noted there were instructional strategies and ideas that she and Hillary discussed during their collaboration on Hamlet that made their way into Sarah’s other language arts classes and units. As a result, the collaborative learning that resulted from the Hamlet unit was influential beyond the unit itself. Once the two teachers had an opportunity to discuss how the unit was unfolding, connections and extensions beyond the unit were made. For instance, Hillary decided to use similar writing scaffolds for writing a rationale in her other AP language arts class (AP language and composition). In addition, Hillary better understood the value of having students read challenging text together in class. She stated that she would continue to take advantage of this strategy in future classes. 
 	Through her collaboration with Sarah on Hamlet, Hillary was able to build on her instructional practices and try out new strategies in a supportive environment. Having Sarah’s support throughout the entire unit enabled this sort of instructional experimentation and encouraged Hillary to attempt variations on her current practices. Specifically, Hillary was able to use classroom observations and discussion of individual EL students as a tool for determining next steps in the unit plan. The opportunity to reflect together after a lesson and discuss individual students and their needs gave Hillary time to see her classroom, her students, and her instruction more clearly. Sarah’s expertise in language acquisition and observation of EL students in the context of the language arts class provided Hillary with the push she needed to modify instruction, along with specific strategies to implement. 
	When Hillary was asked what she might carry over from the unit, she indicated that she had learned that EL students in her AP language arts class were capable of supporting their own learning. Hillary describes this:
…I think the most important thing that I’ve realized…like last year…a lot of these kids were in one class period with me last year. I’d be so intentional about the way I put groups together…you know, I don’t think I need to do it anymore. I think if all five of my ELL kids want to be in a book group together, well then great for them. I don’t necessarily see that as a bad thing, because I saw, especially in this unit, all the support they gave one another explaining things, helping each other find pages, and evidence and all that stuff.
It seemed as though Hillary developed improved confidence in her EL students and their ability to make beneficial and thoughtful choices to guide their own learning. This was coupled with her insistence that EL students in the class were capable of doing the work, or at least they had to attempt to do all of the work, and she pushed all of her students in this way. There were high expectations across the board. 
 	An important theme that emerged from the data and the analysis of Hillary’s learning in the context of the collaborative unit on Hamlet was that she wanted to believe that what she was working on with Sarah would be helpful for her work with all of her students. In addition, she did not want to think about her EL students as different from any other student. Hillary saw the instructional strategies implemented in the Hamlet unit as good for all students. This did not necessarily mean that she did not see some of the strategies as particularly helpful for EL students; it was that she perceived her population to be culturally and linguistically diverse and she wanted to meet individual student needs – EL student, exited EL student, or native English speaker. Hillary hinted at this when she was asked about carrying over particular strategies that came out of the collaboration with Sarah on the Hamlet unit. She said: 
I mean the expectations are the same, like you take the notes and you talk and you participate and everybody’s gotta do it. I think a lot of it will be carried over but I don’t’ know how like conscious I am of it for ELL kids versus it’s just good for all kids.

	She went on to talk about a particular writing organizer chart and classroom supports for an on-demand writing task. Sarah and Hillary collaboratively developed graphic organizers and a process for the writing task. Students used the writing organizer chart to prepare for three possible writing prompts. When they got to class, the students were assigned one of the prompts and had the rest of the class period to use whatever resources possible (dictionaries, computers, conferences with peers or teachers) but they had to have a finished and published essay by the end of class. Hillary described the scaffolds and the process as, “really supportive.” She further explained that: 
Yeah. That’s a great support for all kids. Like they were just using it differently, like Abdi needed help with the thesis, whereas Kelly and Jessica…needed just okay, it’s published, here, let’s quick revise each other’s.

Sarah chimed in that the writing organizer chart and process was helpful because it provided access for all students but at the same time differentiated. Sarah noted that, “If you need a higher degree of support or scaffolding or conferring with the teacher, that’s available.”
 	There was a sense from Hillary that she wanted to meet the individual needs of students but she did not necessarily want to label the support as EL student specific. Support was individual for each student. This sentiment seemed to come from the high percentage of students from linguistically diverse backgrounds (ELL identified, exited ELL, or bilingual) at the school and the small school’s philosophy of getting to know individual students well. Hillary stated early on during data collection, “One of the great things about small schools is you know your kids well, and so all the ELL kids I have in this 12th grade class, I had for two hours every day last year.” Hillary knew these students and she knew them well. She did not like to classify them or group them together. She wanted to go beyond that, and meet individual needs of students, while at the same time having high expectations for student output and contributions to the class community.


[bookmark: _Toc168137696]Chapter 6.

Conclusions and Concluding Reflections


	The starting point for this dissertation was a central and growing challenge to high schools in the United States. Mainstream content teachers in today’s high schools—those who teach Science, Mathematics, English/Language Arts, Social Studies, and other academic subjects—are increasingly facing a new set of challenges that take them beyond the confines of their subject discipline. In many districts, their classrooms are populated with growing numbers of English learner (EL) students, who come to school with limited or no proficiency in English as recent immigrants or from community settings in which English is a second language. While the work of introducing these students to English falls initially to specially trained teachers with backgrounds in English as a Second language (ESL) or the equivalent in separate programs or “sheltered” classrooms, EL students who have begun to master English soon find themselves in mainstream content classrooms. There, they try to learn high school-level content at the same time that they continue to improve their still emerging English skills, especially the academic English that is associated with each content area. Their content teachers, who typically have no special training in working with this student population, have a lot of learning to do, to develop a repertoire of pedagogical skills that make them successful with their EL students (Hakuta, 2011).
	How are these content teachers to meet this challenge? In what ways can high schools, which have often been shown to resist change in instructional practices, help their content teachers confront and master the new instructional work that their changing school population demands—especially when new expertise outside their chosen subject disciplines is called for? In this dissertation study, I set out to better understand how mainstream content teachers in one high school were supported in their work with English learner students and how that support translated into professional learning. Specifically, the study took advantage of a transformational high school setting (a former comprehensive high school turned into several small, autonomous schools) as a “laboratory” for examining the way teacher leadership, collegial community, instructional coaching, and the distribution of expertise could offer converging and reinforcing conditions for mainstream content teachers’ learning about teaching EL students. The result has been a portrait of professional support that points out new possibilities for improving this aspect of high school practice, while acknowledging continuing tensions and issues that such support entails.
The findings from this study contribute to thinking about how mainstream content teachers in high schools can be supported in professional learning about serving EL students effectively—that is, what configurations of leadership, school structure, collegial culture, and occasions for professional learning are instrumental in focusing their energies on serving EL students well and on developing the specific skill-set for doing this work. Building on what we know about the power of sustained, job-embedded professional learning (Cobb et al., 2003), the potential influence of collegial communities (Garet et al., 2001), and the nature of teacher leadership (Portin et al., 2006; York-Barr & Duke, 2004), the study examined structures and practices that appear to hold promise for meeting the needs of diverse learners. In doing so, the research demonstrated ways that professional learning opportunities could be integrated into teachers’ daily practice and highlighted how collaboration, combined with advocacy for the needs of English learner students, could productively focus the efforts of content teachers. 
In short, the analysis presented in the preceding two chapters suggests that certain features of high schools, the combination of instructional leadership and advocacy, and specific kinds of professional learning opportunities can build mainstream content teachers’ capacity to more effectively engage English learner students in their content classes. For example, this research demonstrates that the collaboration between the ELL department and particular subject area departments (e.g., the language arts department) can make a positive difference in instructional coherence for English learners across a high school setting. In addition, the findings from this study suggest that teacher leaders, such as the ELL facilitator in this school, can act as “institutional agents” – that is, as individuals with relatively high institutional status who are in a position to provide institutional and social support, in addition to whatever technical support they may offer (Stanton-Salazar, 2010). They did so in this research by advocating for the needs of English learner students across the high school, at the same time that they offered other forms of support for addressing this need. The notion of teacher leaders acting as “institutional agents” augments how we conceptualize teacher leadership and its ability to influence teachers’ work in the context of increased accountability and new demands (Lieberman & Miller, 2004)––in this case, the expectation that mainstream content teachers be responsible for the instruction of EL students in a school and district with a growing EL student population. This advocacy work of teacher leaders can encourage the entire school community to be more intentional in how the needs of English learners are met outside of the ELL classroom. 
This chapter begins with a presentation of major themes in the study findings, followed by a discussion of how the study informs the central issues of growing EL-related teacher capacity in the high school context. Next, I consider key questions the study does not (or cannot) answer, pointing the way for future research. Finally, this chapter concludes with a discussion of the contributions this research makes to scholarship, practice, and policy. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137697]Major Themes in the Study Findings
The findings of this research stem from a close examination of professional development and leadership practice in a particular kind of high school setting:  a small, relatively new high school of approximately 350 students and 19 teachers, serving a high concentration of EL students from several different language backgrounds (about 30% of the school’s student body was classified as EL students). The school, recently created as part of a conversion of a larger traditional high school into three smaller units, has worked to develop a cohesive staff culture in various aspects of its program. In such an environment, certain patterns about the school’s support for content teachers’ professional learning became apparent. 
 	Specifically, this study sheds light on the following areas: (1) leadership, school structures, and collegial culture created a constructive environment for addressing the needs of EL learners; (2) teacher leadership, exercised at multiple levels (student, teacher, school), influenced the development of content teachers’ capacity for working effectively with EL students; (3) content teachers recognized the problem of practice they were confronting, and their perceptions of particular instructional challenges associated with their teaching of EL students contributed to their engagement in, and response to, professional learning opportunities; (4) tailored instructional coaching and collaborative work with targeted teachers (both novice and veteran) expanded their repertoires for teaching English learners; (5) teacher community strengthened engagement of content teachers in opportunities for professional learning about support for EL learners’ needs; and (6) efforts to develop content teacher capacity in the high school encountered tensions that may be inherent in such efforts.
	These theme statements capture the main strategies and associated conditions within this school, whereby specific teachers, and the school as a whole, were helped to direct energies toward EL student needs.  

[bookmark: _Toc168137698]Theme 1: Leadership, school structures, and collegial culture created a constructive environment for addressing the needs of EL learners. 
The context for teachers’ professional learning in this school appeared to encourage teachers to pay attention to EL students’ needs and to participate in occasions for learning how to serve those needs. Specifically, features of the school’s structure, culture, and leadership appeared to influence how and to what extent content teachers were exposed to professional learning opportunities and their subsequent participation, at the same time that EL students themselves were exposed to more appropriate learning opportunities. Certain structures and organization that engaged both English learner students and content teachers across the school day impacted the inclusion of these students in mainstream instructional settings across the high school setting, among them, EL student daily schedules, the configuration of advisory, collaboration of the literacy team across the ELL and language arts departments, and weekly Professional Collaboration Time – dedicated time each Friday afternoon following the students’ early release used for professional development, whole staff meetings, content team meetings, and common planning time for advisory.
Along with these structural features, leadership at both the school and district levels brought EL issues into view and helped create a constructive environment for addressing them. The principal at Vista International High School (VIHS) had a vision of inclusion for EL students at the school. The philosophy that he espoused emphasized providing EL students access to high-quality content as quickly as possible, while at the same time supporting them through the transition into full, comfortable participation in academic English. This vision for EL student inclusion indirectly affected guidance and support for content teachers’ professional learning and the available professional learning opportunities. Staff at the district central office also exercised leadership that supported the principal’s messages and the efforts of others at the school. The district ELL coordinator supported individual schools and site-based decisions concerning ELL service plans. This support from the district level enabled VIHS to focus on meeting the needs of their EL students and content teachers in a way that made the most sense at the school level. 
In addition to the supportive leadership context for meeting the needs of English learner students in ways that maximized their inclusion in mainstream content instruction, the presence of cultural norms, structures, and activities at VIHS provided job-embedded opportunities for content teachers to develop their capacity for working with EL students. These features of the school offered a series of schoolwide supports for improving services to EL students: an influential literacy team that motivated content teachers to inquire into their practice with EL students; common organizational and instructional practices deemed supportive for EL students, along with academic supports for these students, which ensured that these students would know what was expected of them and not fall behind; school leaders who emphasized meeting the needs of individual learners, including (but not limited to) EL students; and an ELL program design that was aligned with classroom embedded supports and resources for content teachers. The joint effect of these features was especially noticeable in literacy teaching. The literacy team, a collaborative group that included all of the ELL and language arts teachers, stimulated coordination of efforts in literacy instruction across the school, and contributed to a schoolwide awareness that the ELL department and EL students were not a separate entity but an integral part of the school.

[bookmark: _Toc168137699]Theme 2: Teacher leadership, exercised at multiple levels (student, teacher, school), influenced the development of content teachers’ capacity for working effectively with EL students.
Enabled by the environment just described, and in part creating it, teacher leadership exerted a direct influence on the development of mainstream content teachers’ capacity for working with English learner students. This leadership work took place on several levels at once, simultaneously affecting particular students, a targeted set of teachers, and the school community as a whole. 
	The central figure in teacher leadership within the school was the ELL facilitator, who operated at three levels: working with English learner students as a support teacher, coaching individual content teachers and the literacy team, and engaging the entire staff and principal on matters related to EL students’ needs. Detailed analyses of coaching cycles for novice science teachers and of support and collaborative work with AP language arts teachers captured the way the teacher leader constructed professional learning opportunities tailored to the needs of teachers in different subject areas and with differing levels of experience. Other analyses portrayed the ways that this individual worked across the school to shape a larger “climate of attention and service” to EL students’ needs.
 	The role of the teacher leader in this research is pivotal and complex. Her leadership work across multiple levels of the school and with all individuals (students, teachers, principal) positioned her to influence instruction and advocate for the instructional needs of EL students in more than one way. She did so as an “insider,“ as she still had her own students and classroom. As such, she was trusted by both EL students and by content teachers. 
	As she carried out this multi-level approach to teacher leadership, the ELL facilitator acted as both a bridging agent and institutional broker (Stanton-Salazar, 2010). As a bridging agent, she maintained a strong social network within this setting and was aware of what key players did. As an institutional broker, she was able to negotiate agreements between multiple parties within the school and was aware of the available resources and how to access them. The ELL facilitator recognized that her role was, “…all about ELL support.” This meant different things at different times. In her work with EL students, she acted as an institutional agent in ways that extended her efforts, to include both direct work with these students and indirect work on behalf of all EL students in other classrooms, meetings, and professional development. She continually advocated for resources and supports to best meet the needs of these students across the high school setting. The ELL facilitator used her insider status to her advantage to leverage resources and break down traditional norms of high school teaching (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001). 

[bookmark: _Toc168137700]Theme 3: Content teachers recognized the problem of practice they were confronting, and their perceptions of particular instructional challenges associated with their teaching of EL students contributed to their engagement in, and response to, professional learning opportunities. 
 	Perhaps because of the schoolwide climate of service to EL students’ needs and also because of the numbers of EL students they were facing, content teachers were noticeably aware of the considerable challenges they were encountering in making their instruction work well for their EL students. They articulated particular instructional challenges about teaching English learner students in mainstream content classrooms, and their perceptions of student needs and their own capacities for meeting them contributed to their overall stance in working with these students, as well as their receptivity to having these students in their content classrooms and their commitment to developing their practice with linguistically diverse students in mind. 
	Four areas of perceived instructional challenge identified by content teachers emerged. First, they were quick to note the disparate nature of EL student learning needs, leading to an assumption that the challenge was largely a matter of individually tailoring instruction or instructional support, rather than making adjustments to instruction that would likely better serve EL students as a group. Second, the content teachers noted their own limited or nonexistent preparation for working with EL students in their teacher education programs. Third, the teachers acknowledged that they had insufficient information when it came to knowing about their EL students’ prior knowledge in their particular content area, their academic background in general, and their proficiency with English academic language. While the teachers noted it would be possible to track down this information, internalizing this information for each of their individual EL students was often seen as an insurmountable task for beginning teachers who had a large number of students, and who were new to the profession and to the building. Finally, the content teachers were keenly aware of assessment demands and accountability tied to state assessments and the AP curriculum that inherently disadvantaged EL students. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137701]Theme 4:  Tailored instructional coaching and collaborative work with targeted teachers (both novice and veteran) expanded their repertoires for teaching English learners. 
	The ELL facilitator’s direct work with individual teachers and teacher groups revealed a particular set of practices that were likely to enhance the teaching of novice and veteran teachers alike. For example, the ELL facilitator’s work with two novice science content teachers shed light on the impact of instructional coaching cycles on the content teachers’ ability to work productively with a linguistically diverse class. 
(1) In working with novice teachers, the ELL facilitator actively guided the focus of the coaching cycles – that is, set the agenda and structured the teachers’ attention – to simultaneously address the teachers’ stated needs and to keep English learner student needs in the foreground.
(2) The ELL facilitator acted as an immediate source of instructional ideas, strategies, and support in the content classroom before, during, and after the lesson observation. 
(3) The interaction of the ELL facilitator and content teachers enabled all participants to maintain consistent and continuing attention to the individual needs of English learner students.
(4) Engagement in instructional coaching helped the content teacher manage the tension between slowing down the lesson to meet English learner students’ needs, and speeding it up to serve the needs of more capable native English speakers.
(5) The instructional coaching cycle work connected content teachers to resources and practices across the school’s teacher community, thereby potentially increasing the consistency in the English learner students’ learning experience across the school.
	The facilitator worked differently with an experienced teacher who was responsible for AP (Advanced Placement) language arts. Here the teacher leader assumed a more collaborative stance, in which she worked more interdependently with the classroom teacher in these content classes, to support EL students. In particular, her classroom-embedded support in AP language arts enabled her and the teacher to support individual EL student needs while providing opportunities for consulting with the teacher on instructional strategies supportive for EL students. Ultimately, professional learning for this content teacher was facilitated by the opportunity to engage in professional learning through collaboration with the ELL facilitator. The ELL facilitator’s presence in the content teacher’s classroom contributed in some ways to the capacity of the content teacher to meet the instructional needs of EL students.
 	These targeted professional learning opportunities for mainstream content teachers created occasions for teacher learning. Content teachers who received targeted, classroom-embedded support were able to try out new instructional strategies and practices that they otherwise might not be exposed to or be willing to try out on their own. Through these specific professional learning opportunities, the content teachers were given coaching that developed their linguistic content knowledge. This form of professional knowledge takes into account the specific language demands necessary for completing an academic task in a content area, while in a format that is accessible. Teachers observed in this study, both novice and veteran, gave evidence of using linguistic content knowledge when they successfully engaged their EL students. 
 	While the content teachers were not all able to articulate that they were drawing on linguistic content knowledge, the teachers who had participated in work with the teacher leader showed an ability to address both language development goals and content learning goals in their classroom teaching. The goal is for content teachers to meet the dual goals of language development and content mastery. Appropriate scaffolding of instruction makes this dual goal of language development and content mastery for ELs in mainstream classrooms possible (Walqui, 2006). The professional learning of the teachers in this study hint at the potential that resides in classroom embedded professional learning opportunities, when coupled with a supportive teacher community and leadership context.

[bookmark: _Toc168137702]Theme 5: Teacher community strengthened engagement of content teachers in opportunities for professional learning about support for EL learners’ needs.
	 In addition to occasions for professional learning located in individual classrooms and with particular content teachers, the teacher community at VIHS proved to be a powerful factor in encouraging ongoing learning about and engagement with issues related to meeting the instructional needs of EL students. Individual opportunities for professional learning located in individual teachers’ classrooms were thus strengthened and fostered as a result of the teacher community members’ willingness to engage in conversations and professional development opportunities focused on meeting the needs of culturally and linguistically diverse students in an inclusive setting. While not all content teachers at VIHS engaged to the same extent in these conversations and opportunities, the overwhelming sense at the school was that EL students mattered and were worth focusing energy and attention on. 
 	I argue earlier in the dissertation that teacher engagement in a community of practice is one possible way of encouraging teacher professional learning. We know that developing teacher community that is productive may be more likely when professional development is focused on content knowledge, learning is active, and there is coherence between these activities and other teaching and learning goals both in classrooms and schoolwide (Garet et al., 2001). VIHS had productive teacher community and this was likely influenced by their focused professional development that included inclusion of EL students across classrooms, teacher engagement in leading professional development activities, and the alignment of instructional practices and academic supports across content areas. The EL-focused teacher community consequently worked to strengthen teacher engagement in professional learning opportunities. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137703]Theme 6: Efforts to develop content teacher capacity in the high school encountered tensions that may be inherent in such efforts.
 	This study suggests that those teachers who had opportunities to engage in targeted, classroom embedded support for working with English learner students in their content classrooms improved their capacity for working with these students. While these findings hold promise, it is useful to recognize the tensions inherent to making this type of professional learning a reality. 
	First, targeted, classroom-embedded professional learning opportunities were limited to a small group of content teachers; other teachers in the school did not have this kind of close attention to their instruction within the classroom context. With limited resources, not all content teachers were able to engage in professional learning focused on meeting the needs of EL students to the same depth, and the school leaders had to decide who would and wouldn’t get the attention in a given year. While others might benefit more indirectly from the schoolwide focus on inclusion and the general climate of service to EL student needs, if not the “spillover” of instructional improvements their colleagues might talk about or that might be discussed in group settings, only those teachers with targeted, classroom embedded support received ongoing professional development focused on their individual classroom practice. 
 	Second, the teacher leader’s enactment of multiple roles with potentially competing responsibilities raised questions about the sustainability of this person’s efforts over time. By working across multiple levels with students, teachers, and the principal, she was stretched in several directions and unable to imagine continuing the work with the same intensity in the next school year. She was pulled from her classroom and her teaching to work with content teachers in her .3 ELL facilitator role, yet at the same time did not always feel that she had the necessary time or support to fulfill her obligation to work with these teachers. She recognized that something had to give and voiced a desire to figure out a more realistic arrangement for continuing the work – it is important to note that she was committed to the hybrid role (Margolis, 2008) and truly enjoyed the combination of working with both students and adults. Additionally, she wanted to encourage content teachers to continue the work that they began together once the support was gone; however, she was not sure of the appropriate structures and guidance that would encourage this. 
 	These matters reflect tensions in implementing any professional development. Who should receive the support first? How can a school ensure that what teachers gain from a professional learning opportunity is sustained over time? How can intensive and multi-faceted support roles be sustained? These questions are important to think about as high schools consider how they will support content teachers and develop their capacity for the instruction of EL students. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137704]Returning to the Big Ideas about Developing Teacher Capacity
 	While the analytic themes provide instances of professional learning and unpack the context in which the development of content teacher capacity occurred, returning to the conceptual framework and the theoretical ideas about professional learning that provided the lens for this research is helpful. Doing so sheds light on both the usefulness of the framing, as well as possible limitations to its value in understanding this data set and the research questions. 
	The conceptual framework (see Figure 1) presented in chapter two holds true for this case, in that the systems of support embedded at the school level provided the occasions for professional learning about EL instruction. Those individual content teachers that were provided with occasions for professional learning specifically related to EL-focused instruction (such as instructional coaching by the ELL facilitator or opportunities to collaborate and co-teach in AP language arts) participated in their own professional learning. Through their participation in this particular community of practice (Wenger, 1998) these content teachers developed shared goals with the ELL facilitator. These goals were often co-constructed in the process of engaging in the work of instructional coaching or collaborating. As a result, these content teachers developed an EL-focused instructional stance – although, it was evident that they did not share a common language for talking about what this EL-focused instruction looked like in practice. There were instances of these content teachers and their ability to engage with their content and with their EL students in an instructionally productive manner. 
 	What is not so clear, and what this framing does not necessarily help illuminate, is the professional learning of those content teachers who were not directly involved in professional learning opportunities related to EL instruction. As a result, the extent of teacher engagement in professional community on issues of EL teaching across the school is not entirely evident. While my data includes observations of whole school staff meetings and Professional Collaboration Time, as well as interviews with content teachers not receiving targeted support for the instruction of EL students in their classrooms, it is difficult to assert what this means exactly for the entire teaching staff at VIHS. In particular, it is unclear if a community of practice exists across the entire spectrum of teachers at the school. While those that received targeted support for the instruction of EL students, the literacy team, and the principal hint at teacher engagement in professional community on issues of EL teaching; the theoretical framing and data corpus limit our understanding of the actual engagement and participation across the school setting on issues of EL teaching. 
 	While this is potentially disheartening, it is helpful to recognize that the literacy team and the principal are both quite influential at VIHS. Thus, there is hope that engagement and participation on issues related to EL-focused teaching will spread both as a result of influential leaders and teachers that advocate for the needs of EL students, but also as individual content teachers develop their capacity to meet the instructional needs of EL students at the school as a result of their targeted work with the ELL facilitator.   
	A potentially useful framing of this problem might be to recognize that there is a disconnect between those teachers who received (or are receiving) targeted support on meeting the instructional needs of EL students, and those who either have yet to receive support, or actively resist such activities as instructional coaching or collaboration with the ELL teachers. In addition, it might be that those teachers on the fringes, resisting change, comprise their own community of practice with their own way of understanding and negotiating the dynamic nature of their school environment and the kinds of students they are responsible for teaching (Wenger, 1998). 

[bookmark: _Toc168137705]Unanswered Questions and Future Research
 	While this study was able to capture the dynamics of teachers’ participation in professional learning opportunities and a number of features of the high school that appeared to predispose the staff to improve their practice, several important dimensions of the overall improvement equation were not investigated. In particular, the study did not consider the students’ perspective on their classroom learning experience (though I was able to observe classroom teaching), nor did it consider the viewpoints of teachers who were not targeted for EL-related assistance (though I was able to learn a good deal about schoolwide activities through observations of whole-staff meetings and Professional Collaboration Time), nor did it address the professional learning of the ELL facilitator (though I did analyze her role as a means of providing professional learning opportunities for mainstream content teachers).   
  	The decision to leave out student interviews and voice in this study, not to mention the actual learning outcomes of EL students, leave open several important questions about the quality of learning opportunities available to these students and what they actually learned, as a result of their content teachers’ new learning. To understand the teacher perspective and experience necessitated a focus on their work, their response to the various opportunities created to help them improve their practice, and the enactment of those opportunities. The scope of the research simply did not permit a close examination of the student end of the equation. This meant that I only obtained observational data on students and did not have the opportunity to speak individually with EL students about their experience in mainstream content classrooms, in ELL classrooms, and overall at VIHS. My findings thus leave open the possibility that teachers’ learning never translated into substantially improved learning opportunities as students experienced them, even though classroom observations pointed in that direction. Other forms of research that track this kind of connection would help to illuminate this possibility. 
 	The decision to concentrate on those content teachers who were receiving targeted support for working with EL students also leaves a gap in my findings, concerning comparisons among those teachers receiving targeted support in the 2009-10 school year, those who had received targeted support in the past, and those who had not and were not receiving support. My focus on professional learning at the time of my research reflected my desire to capture in an immediate “real time” way what it looked liked to receive this kind of classroom-embedded support, and to detect the most immediate impacts this experience could have on mainstream content teachers’ instructional practice. But beyond this purpose, there is much to learn from variation across levels of teacher support, or lack thereof. My study simply does not answer questions about the sustained effects of targeting resources with the intent of improving instruction for EL students in mainstream content classrooms and the possible negative effects of failing to target these resources. Beyond that lie other questions about how the targeting of resources may have indirect “spillover” effects on others. For example, whether and how the concentration of attention within the literacy team on EL students’ learning needs might motivate others in the school to seek out ideas or insights for working with this group of students on their own or from their colleagues?   
	Other research could dig deeper into content teachers’ differing responses and subtle resistances to learning about EL students’ needs and the implications for their practice. For example, what does it mean in this setting for teachers to approach the needs of EL students as matters of individual differences, versus attempts to meet the needs of EL students as a group with specific instructional needs that implies a reshaping of the classroom experience for all of these students, if not others as well? It appeared that the teachers at VIHS recognized that each individual student had individual academic and social needs – both EL students and all students. In thinking about meeting the instructional needs of EL students in mainstream content classes, what is specific about this group of linguistically diverse students that the staff might be wise to pay attention to within this context, as the staff consider EL students in mainstream content classrooms? 
 	An additional area of unanswered questions has to do with developing the teachers’ repertoire for speaking about and developing a specific focus on language development. While VIHS focused on supportive structures and strategies for EL student learning, such as conferring, individual support, modeling, and scaffolding, there seemed to be a dearth of focus on language-specific skills and development—that is, on those aspects of content instruction that entailed content-specific academic language use. How can a school like VIHS, or any high school for that matter, develop a focus on language acquisition and development – specifically a common language for talking about language development? Ultimately, how can content teachers develop this common language for talking about language development and incorporate this into their instruction in order to intentionally focus on the dual needs of EL students for deep content knowledge and language development? 
 	Additionally, this research did not investigate or analyze the potential professional learning of the teacher leader, or ELL facilitator. My analysis revealed that this individual’s role was pivotal to the coordination and enactment of classroom embedded professional learning opportunities and supports for mainstream content teachers at VIHS. What we do not know is how this role impacted the ELL facilitator’s own learning as a professional in this context. How did this work influence her participation and engagement with the principal, teachers, and staff in the building? How, if at all, has the additional role of ELL facilitator impacted this individual’s work as a support teacher for EL students? These are questions that this research did not answer.
 	These kinds of questions could be pursued through research in settings such as the one I studied, but related questions beg to be explored in a wider range of high school settings, for example, those that might differ by size, curricular organization, or the concentration of EL students. Here, comparative case studies might offer useful insights. In particular, the same study could be replicated in a site that had a significantly smaller EL student population or in a larger high school with a more traditional, comprehensive model. The contrasting case studies could inform our understandings of what it looks like to develop teacher capacity for meeting the needs of EL students in content classrooms in a variety of institutional settings. 
	Finally, the focal cases under investigation in novice science teachers’ classrooms and in AP language arts leave unanswered questions about the dynamics of professional learning across content areas and across levels of experience. First, do the dynamics of teacher capacity development differ across content areas, and if so, how? Second, how might efforts to develop the capacity of novice teachers in the induction years differ from efforts to work with teachers with more experience in the field? Third, how can productive models of collaboration between the ELL department and language arts teachers in a small high school be scaled up within the context of a large, comprehensive high school that is likely to have more established, and possibly impermeable, departmental boundaries?

[bookmark: _Toc168137706]Contributions to the Field
 	This research study investigated a topic that integrates several areas within the field of education: (1) the instructional needs of English learner students and approaches to meeting them, (2) teacher perceptions of teaching English learner students, (3) the integration of subject matter teaching and language development, and (4) professional learning in context. The scholarly contributions are thus related to several areas of scholarly work. Furthermore, this research makes practical contributions to the field, by speaking to practitioners engaged in developing capacity for mainstream content teachers in high schools with increasing linguistic diversity, as well as informing policy. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137707]Scholarly Contributions 
	This work informs scholarship across several areas within the field of education and specifically speaks to the importance of developing an improved understanding of school coherence, organization, and leadership (Hakuta, 2011) to better meet the instructional needs of English learner students in high schools. Hakuta suggests the need for research on: 
…coordinating the language and content components of curriculum and instruction…enhancing the mainstream or subject area teachers’ capacity to teach ELLs…promoting a culture of trust and professional communities at school sites, and developing policies to optimize the distribution of ELLs across school sites. (Hakuta, 2011, p. 172) 

This study provides insight and contributes to each of these areas. In this section, I will highlight these contributions. 
	Scholars have begun to address the importance of linguistic knowledge for mainstream classroom teachers, noting that teachers need to provide rigorous, content-rich academic coursework integrated with language development strategies to meet the instructional needs of EL students (Fillmore & Snow, 2000; Harper & de Jong, 2004; Lucas et al., 2008; Walqui, 2000). This study provides an example of how content teachers might develop this linguistic knowledge as practicing teachers—specifically, the research demonstrates the potential power of classroom-embedded coaching cycles and collaborative work in accomplishing this purpose. The literature also suggests the need to recognize the specific linguistic demands, and academic language requirements of particular content areas, in order to specifically meet the needs of EL students in mainstream classes (Lucas et al., 2008). Drawing on literature that emphasizes the value of linguistic knowledge (Lucas et al., 2008), as well as the importance of pedagogical content knowledge (Shulman, 1986) for teachers, I suggest the use of the term linguistic content knowledge. This term, linguistic content knowledge, describes teacher knowledge that takes into account the specific language demands necessary for completing an academic task in a particular content area, while in a format that is accessible. High school content teachers who are able to successfully engage their English learner students in their content area are demonstrating their linguistic content knowledge. 
 	It is important to note that that even in school contexts which emphasize meeting the needs of EL students in mainstream classroom instruction, as in my study, some teachers may resist identifying strategies as specifically supportive for EL students, preferring to make instructional moves in the classroom that they see as beneficial to all of their students. 
In addition, because novice content teachers are struggling with the basic structures and organizations that go along with learning to teach, their focus on basic classroom management and pedagogy may limit their attention to the linguistic demands of a particular academic task. Despite the early stage in their development as teachers, however, the system of instructional support operating in VIHS showed that novices, too, could benefit from classroom-embedded support for meeting the needs of EL students in the mainstream. As such, this case example adds to the repertoire of powerful professional learning opportunities for teachers across their careers, something the field has been calling for recently (Wei et al., 2009) 
	Different lines of scholarship have sought successful secondary school models for EL students (Walqui, 2000), while noting substantial resistance in high schools to instructional improvement, whether it is subject matter-focused or addressing other dimensions of a high school education such as attention to EL learning needs. In this regard, this study offers a counter example to the entrenched norms found in the context of high schools (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001). This research demonstrates that high schools can be places of collaboration and commitment to culturally and linguistically diverse students. The successful collaboration between the ELL department and content departments documented in this dissertation is noteworthy and suggests new possibilities for crossing departmental boundaries in the high school. This is an important contribution to what we know about high schools and how they might serve the needs of EL students. 
	The literature suggests that mainstream teachers often lack specific knowledge of language acquisition that is necessary for the effective instruction of ELs in mainstream classrooms (de Jong & Harper, 2005; Lucas et al., 2008; Walqui, 2006). This research confirms this lack of specific knowledge in mainstream teachers, yet offers a possible mechanism for addressing the teachers’ knowledge gap, through collaboration between the ESL teachers and content teachers. It is unlikely that all content teachers will obtain an endorsement for working with EL students anytime soon. Recognizing the significance of this collaborative work is a step in the right direction and holds promise for challenging what we know about high schools. 
 	Moreover, scholarship on teachers with formalized leadership responsibilities suggests that these individuals are uniquely positioned to maintain connections with teaching and students, while at the same time contributing to building the capacity of teachers as well as the culture in their buildings (Lieberman & Miller, 2004). These teacher leaders are often responsible for serving multiple purposes, making up their roles on the job, and negotiating a working relationship with their principals. The ELL facilitator in this study exemplified this hybrid model of teacher leadership (Margolis, 2008) – maintaining connections to students while at the same time contributing to the capacity building of teachers. Furthermore, this example of teacher leadership, with her focus on EL students, contributes to what we know about ESL teachers and how they might emerge as leaders to not only influence content teachers’ understandings about EL students, but also as advocates for EL students across the high school setting, and ultimately as influential to school culture and perceptions about culturally and linguistically diverse students overall. 
 	We know from the literature that in many cases the needs of EL students at the high school level are misunderstood, and that school structures and practices are obsolete for meeting the needs of a diverse student population (Gold, 2006). This research contributes an illustrative case study to the literature and provides an example of a high school that is working productively to meet the needs of EL students in inclusive mainstream content classes vis-à-vis support for teacher professional learning. 

[bookmark: _Toc168137708]Practical Contributions
 	This research contributes to practice in several ways. First, it informs professional development for content teachers and the need to develop teacher capacity for working with EL students at the school and district level by offering several images of specific mechanisms schools can employ to accomplish this purpose. Providing an illustrative example of what is taking place in one high school, the study sheds light on what might be possible in other settings. Specifically, this research speaks to the necessity to address the perceived instructional challenges of content teachers of EL students in mainstream content classrooms. Developing professional development that is embedded at the school level is one way to do this. Furthermore, this study suggests that schools be organized in such a way that enables the professional learning of content teachers to meet the needs of EL students––for instance, by developing school visions for inclusion of EL students and the necessary supports and structures to enable inclusion to be successful for both teachers and students. 
 	Additionally, this research speaks to the need to develop and support teacher leadership focused on meeting the needs of a linguistically diverse student population. ESL teachers who have the opportunity to develop their leadership potential by learning about school improvement and equity, leading professional learning communities, working with adult learners, and mentoring other teachers are better positioned to lead in their schools with a focus on meeting the needs of EL students. Not all ESL teachers have the necessary skills to advocate for EL students at the school level or the skills to collaborate with teachers outside the ESL department. Developing teacher leadership among such staff can influence the impact that the ESL department has on the rest of the teachers in a building and ultimately the success of EL students in mainstream content classrooms. 
 	The findings from this study suggest that productive problem solving and collaboration in high schools necessitates a continuum of teacher development and support at multiple levels. This includes teacher preparation, induction, master teachers, and teacher leaders. To develop a culture of collaboration across content areas and departments that is inclusive of EL student instructional needs in high schools may require intentional professional development opportunities and ongoing, school-embedded support.    
	In terms of preparation programs, this research makes practical contributions to both preservice teacher education and principal preparation. This research may be used to inform teacher education programs and how to support preservice teacher candidates to develop the necessary skills and knowledge for working with EL students in the context of mainstream content classrooms. The findings from this study imply that the ability of content teachers to recognize both the language and content demands of classroom tasks and the awareness of how to plan instruction to meet this dual need is a skill that must be learned. Exposure to EL students and experience teaching these students during field placements will ensure that teacher candidates will come into the profession with some knowledge of linguistically diverse classrooms. This study also suggests that developing the aptitude of preservice teachers to advocate for EL students and to work collaboratively with ESL teachers from the position of a mainstream content teacher holds promise for meeting the needs of an increasingly diverse student population.    
 	The findings from this study also inform principal preparation. Principals are the key leaders and visionaries of their schools. Developing expertise in emerging school leaders to support inclusive practices for EL students is an important equity issue. As more schools see an increase in their EL student population there will be a demand for school leaders that are able to advocate for EL students, organize and structure programs that are inclusive of these students and their particular instructional needs, and facilitate ongoing teacher professional learning to reflect the diversity of a shifting demographic. Principal preparation programs can be influential in developing the skills and knowledge of new school leaders to provide professional learning opportunities for teacher leaders and content teachers to meet the instructional needs of EL students, as well as in facilitating teacher community that is collaborative and reflective of a culturally and linguistically diverse population.

[bookmark: _Toc168137709]Policy Contributions
	Finally, this research may inform educational policy as more schools, districts, and states grapple with how to meet the needs of secondary English learners students. There will be a demand to support mainstream content teachers as they are expected to meet the instructional needs of an increasingly linguistically diverse student population. This research speaks to the need to funnel professional development resources to areas that will have a positive effect on teacher professional learning and ultimately EL student access to high quality content instruction. In addition, the findings from this research suggests that teacher leaders can play a significant role in this work and positively impact program design for EL students; serve as advocates for EL students as they work with students, teachers, and administrators; and influence content teacher professional learning to serve the needs of EL students in the mainstream. Formalized teacher leadership roles are often the first to be pulled when budgets are tightened. This study helps us grapple with the complexities related to both EL students and content teachers at the secondary level and suggests that school embedded professional development is still a valuable investment. 
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(Retrieved February 3, 2011, from 
http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/summary.aspx?year=2009-10)

Student Demographics, Olympic School District (pseudonym) 
	

		Enrollment

	October 2009 Student Count
	
	1,036,135

	May 2010 Student Count
	
	1,033,125

	Gender (October 2009)

	Male
	534,218
	51.6%

	Female
	501,917
	48.4%

	Race/Ethnicity (October 2009)

	American Indian/Alaskan Native
	25,974
	2.5%

	Asian
	81,833
	7.9%

	Pacific Islander
	8,837
	0.9%

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	90,670
	8.8%

	Black
	57,952
	5.6%

	Hispanic
	166,518
	16.1%

	White
	660,333
	63.7%

	Special Programs

	Free or Reduced-Price Meals (May 2010)
	436,700
	42.3%

	Special Education (May 2010)
	130,411
	12.6%

	Transitional Bilingual (May 2010)
	84,114
	8.1%

	Migrant (May 2010)
	17,567
	1.7%

	Section 504 (May 2010)
	12,634
	1.2%

	Foster Care (May 2010)
	4,928
	0.5%

	Other Information (more info) 

	Unexcused Absence Rate (2009-10)
	365,299
	0.4%

	Annual Dropout Rate (2008-09)
	16,410
	5.1%

	On-Time Graduation Rate (2008-09)
	58,687
	73.5%

	Extended Graduation Rate (2008-09)
	63,238
	79.2%






Student Demographics, Vista International High School (pseudonym)
	

		Enrollment

	October 2009 Student Count
	
	359

	May 2010 Student Count
	
	345

	Gender (October 2009)

	Male
	175
	48.7%

	Female
	184
	51.3%

	Race/Ethnicity (October 2009)

	American Indian/Alaskan Native
	1
	0.3%

	Asian
	71
	19.8%

	Pacific Islander
	6
	1.7%

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	77
	21.4%

	Black
	73
	20.3%

	Hispanic
	116
	32.3%

	White
	72
	20.1%

	Special Programs

	Free or Reduced-Price Meals (May 2010)
	240
	69.6%

	Special Education (May 2010)
	72
	20.9%

	Transitional Bilingual (May 2010)
	102
	29.6%

	Migrant (May 2010)
	0
	0.0%

	Section 504 (May 2010)
	3
	0.9%

	Foster Care (May 2010)
	1
	0.3%

	Other Information (more info)

	Annual Dropout Rate (2008-09)
	14
	4.3%

	On-Time Graduation Rate (2008-09)
	37
	60.1%

	Extended Graduation Rate (2008-09)
	48
	78.0%






High School Proficiency Exam Results for 2009-10

Percent of Vista International High School 10th grade students meeting standard

	Reading
	Math
	Writing
	Science

	 53.9%
	19.4%
	73.1%
	15.1%



Percent of Olympic School District 10th grade students meeting standard

	Reading
	Math
	Writing
	Science

	 78.9%
	41.7%
	86.0%
	44.8%
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	Research Questions
	Data Sources

	
(1) What do mainstream content teachers in the small high school setting perceive to be their EL students’ learning needs, and what instructional challenges do they encounter in trying to meet these needs? What are they doing to meet those needs?
 	 			
	
 Teacher interviews and observations
 Professional Collaboration Time observations
 Literacy Team meeting observations
 Documents 

	
(2) What occasions for new professional learning about EL instruction has the small school setting afforded the mainstream content teachers, and how do they participate in these occasions? 

	
 Teacher, teacher leader, principal, and district-level interviews
 Professional Collaboration Time, Literacy Team meeting, and District-sponsored PD observations
  Documents


	
(3) What features of the workplace context explain the nature of professional learning 
opportunities or how teachers take advantage of them (e.g. the exercise of teacher leadership or the development of an EL-focused collegial community of practice)?
	
 Focal teacher interviews and observations at three time points during the school year
 Continuous communication, observation, and conversation with the ELL Facilitator/Teacher Leader for the school
  Documents
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Data Summary

Totals 2009-2010 School Year
 Three rounds data collection autumn, winter, spring
 Over 12 weeks
 23 Interviews
 48 Observations

Autumn 2009 (8 weeks ~Late September through mid-November)

15 Interviews
7 Mainstream teachers
1 ESL teacher
1 Bilingual Paraeducator
2 Teacher leaders (ELL Facilitator, Literacy Coach)
2 Leaders (Principal of small high school, District ELL Director)

34 Observations
20 Classroom Observations (Content classrooms – often with ELL Facilitator present for coaching cycles & ELL classrooms)
7 Coaching Cycle Meeting Observations (Prebrief or debrief of lessons)
1 Whole Staff Meeting
3 Literacy Team Meetings
1 Intervisitation by another HS trying to figure out ELL inclusion
2 District-led ELL Facilitator Meetings

Collected documents along the way in classrooms, at meetings, via email

Winter 2010 (2 weeks ~ Late January through early February)

4 Interviews
2 Mainstream teachers
2 Teacher leaders

8 Observations
3 Classroom observations (Content classrooms & ELL classroom)
1 Whole Staff Meeting
2 Literacy Team Meetings
1 Professional Development Session between ESL teacher and District Literacy Coach
1 District-led Science and ELL Professional Development Session

Collected documents along the way in classrooms, at meetings, via email

Spring 2010 (2 weeks ~May)

4 Interviews
2 Mainstream teachers
1 Teacher leaders (ELL Facilitator)
1 Leaders (Principal of small high school)

6 Observations
2 Classroom observations (Content classrooms)
1 Coaching Cycle Meeting Observation (Debrief of lesson)
1 Whole Staff Meeting
2 Literacy Team Meetings

Collected documents along the way in classrooms, at meetings, via email
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The following interview questions guided interviews with district leaders, the school leader, the teacher leader, and the content teachers participating in the study:


Initial Interviews with District Leaders

What was your professional pathway into your current position?

Can you describe what you do in your role?

What is the districts current vision around supporting ELs? [Probe for inclusion, support classes, etc.]

What are the district’s expectations for high schools around programs for English learner students?

How does a specific school develop a program for their English learner students?
   		* What is your role in this?

What is happening at the secondary level, and high schools in particular, around supporting content teachers and their work with ELs? 

Can you tell me about the ELL facilitator positions in the district? What is your understanding of the ELL facilitator position at VIHS? [Probe for how the role is being enacted]

Is this in-line with how you/the district envision this facilitator role playing out?

Can you tell me about the action research these individuals are engaging in? 

What is the purpose? How, if at all, do you see these impacting ELs? Content teachers?

What professional development opportunities are provided for content teachers in the various content areas? [Probe for LA, SS, science, and math]

Why are those the foci for each of the content areas at this time?

From your perspective, what challenges do content teachers face in teaching English learners?

How have teachers of content classes been supported in their work with ELs from the district’s perspective? 

Anything else you think is important for helping me to understand how content teachers are supported in their work with English learners in the District and specifically at VIHS?
	

Initial Interview with School Leader

How was the current program for English learner students created in the school? 

How did the district influence this process?

What is the school’s goal in creating such a program for English learner students?

How have teachers of content classes been supported?

What role do English as a Second Language content specialists play?

What challenges do content teachers face, and how are these dealt with? 

How do you think teacher learning is supported around the instruction of English learners in this school?

Initial Interview with Teacher Leader

Can you explain your role this year? 

Probe for: teaching responsibilities, ELL facilitator responsibilities, anything else?

Can you talk about the different types of support, if any, that each content area has been receiving? Science, social studies, language arts, math?

Why were those choices made to support the content area teachers in this way?

Can you tell me a bit about how the teachers in the school organize themselves? For example I know that the math and science teachers are grouped together as one department.

Can you describe you work with Hillary? Katie? Paul? 

What did you do with Hillary last week when you met? What did you talk about? Specific kids?

How did you decide to work with these individuals?

What opportunities for learning in a professional community do teachers at VIHS have?
Can you tell me about Friday’s Professional Collaboration Time?

How are you supported in your work? What happens at the weekly meetings run by Peter? 

How did you learn how to do your work as an ELL facilitator?

What growth have you observed in teachers that you worked with last year and their teaching practice this year?

What do you think the impact on student learning was, if at all?
What data tell you this?

What role does professional learning community play in effective teaching for English learners?

Initial Interviews with Teachers

Can you describe your pathway into the teaching profession?

Can you describe your current teaching responsibilities?

How did you come to have these specific classes? [If applicable…]

What experiences prepared you for your role as a content teacher? 

What experiences prepared you for your role as a teacher for English learner students?

Describe the challenges involved in teaching English learners in your content classes.
Can you give an example?

Anything specific regarding challenges of teaching English learners and how you think about planning? Teaching practice? Assessment?

How is your work with English learner students supported by the school?  
   		
Who do you turn to when you need support? 

Can you give an example of when you sought out the support of _______in the past week?  What did you ask them for help with?  What was the outcome?

*Questions that work off specific examples from my classroom observations: Why did you do __________?

Pick 3 EL students from your classes and go through each individual student. What specific challenges did this student pose? 

What strategies have you tried with them? Where did you get this idea from?

Can you tell me a bit about your department (math/science, social studies, or literacy)?

How do you work together? Who makes decisions regarding departmental goals?

To what extent does your department focus on the needs or challenges of teaching English learners?
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*No individually identifiable data will be recorded during observations.
Field notes will be recorded during observation experiences, with a focus on the following information:
	
Classroom Observation

 The Setting
Layout of classroom
What is on the walls
What texts are being used/not used
Who is sitting where
How are the desks arranged

Teacher
What does the teacher do
What does the teacher say
What curriculum is being used/handed out
What does the teacher stress as important
What does the teacher trivialize
Teacher’s use of language
Teacher’s use of visuals/graphic organizers
Teacher’s attention to language development for students
When/how does the teacher interact with the students
Students 
What do the students do
What do the students say
What engages the students
How and when do the students use English 
How and when do the students use their first language
When do students ask questions
When are students silent
What types of interactions do students have with each other/the teacher

	
School Meetings
Meeting focus/purpose
Types of interactions
Dialogue/Conversations
Profile of participants
Outcomes

	
Professional Development
Location/setting
Purpose/focus
Audience
Activities
Types of interactions
Profiles of participants
Dialogue/conversations
Outcomes
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	Category
	Definition (references)
	Code

	School Cultural Context with EL Student Focus:  Access
	Any instance or reference to inclusion for EL students, urgency of addressing EL student needs in the school and content classrooms, equity for EL students, or access to mainstream curriculum for EL students.
	ACC

	School Cultural Context with EL Student Focus:  Scaffolds for ELL Program
	Any instance or reference to how the ELL program is structured, scaffolded for EL student success in learning content and language, and overarching supportive practices and structures for ELs.
	PRSC

	School Cultural Context with EL Student Focus:  Common Structures and Systems
	Any instance or reference to common structures, practices, expectations, and instructional strategies. Includes curriculum alignment, common planning, creating linkages, and systematizing.
	CSS

	School Cultural Context with EL Student Focus:  Learning Needs and Challenges
	Any instance or reference by content teachers to EL student learning needs or instructional challenges. Including instructional challenges encountered when attempting to meet EL student learning needs.
	LNC

	School Cultural Context with EL Student Focus:  Social Supports for EL Students
	Any instance or reference to student self-advocacy, student independence, development of student confidence, honoring native language and culture, and experience with formal education. Includes instances of the teacher referencing students of concern and checking-in with students.
	SSUPP

	School Cultural Context with EL Student Focus:                  Academic Supports for EL Students
	Any instance or reference to English language development, oral class participation, student background knowledge (honoring it, recognizing it, building on it), academic use of native language, and academic skills from previous formal education. Includes instances of the teacher referencing differentiating, conferring and consulting with students, instructional strategies and scaffolds supportive for EL students, building on students' familiar academic frameworks and experience, and direct academic support for EL students.
	ASUPP

	School Cultural Context with EL Student    Focus:  Reflective and Public Practice
	Any instance or reference to the reflective practice of teachers, as well as the public nature of instructional practice.
	RPP

	 
	 
	 

	Category
	Definition (references)
	Code

	EL-Focused Learning Opportunities:  Supervisory or District Instructional Leadership
	Any instance or reference to support from the principal, district level coaches, or district leaders around meeting the instructional needs of teachers and EL students in the context of the school. Instructional leadership defined as leadership moves to support teaching and learning.
	SIL

	EL-Focused Learning Opportunities:  Non-Supervisory Instructional Leadership
	Any instance or reference to support from the teacher leader, principal, district level coaches, or district leaders around meeting the instructional needs of teachers and EL students in the context of the school. Instructional leadership defined as leadership moves to support teaching and learning.
	NIL

	EL-Focused Learning Opportunities:  Literacy Focus
	Any instance or reference to literacy as a focus of instruction for EL (and possibly other) students.  Includes AP language arts, language arts outcomes, language arts support classes and in-class support for ELs, co-conferring of language arts and ELL teachers, explicit language instruction, and literacy strategies across the content areas.
	LIT

	EL-Focused Learning Opportunities:  Professional Development
	Any instance or reference to ELL-specific professional development in the context of the school or district context, including capacity building around supporting EL students. 
	PD

	EL-Focused Learning Opportunities:  Coaching
	Any instance or reference to school level ELL coaching of content teachers and teacher response in this area. Includes dynamics of coaching relationships including: Insider v. outsider, literacy coach v. ELL coach, and new teacher mentor support v. ELL coach. 
	COACH

	EL-Focused Learning Opportunities: Consulting 
	Any instance or reference to leaders consulting, supporting, or collaborating with content teachers. Includes dynamics of these relationships and support.
	CONSULT

	EL-Focused Learning Opportunities: Content Teacher Learning
	Any instance or reference by teachers or leaders to content teacher learning about meeting needs of EL students in content classrooms. Learning defined as changes in content teacher practice to meet the needs of EL students.
	CTL

	EL-Focused Learning Opportunities: Advocacy
	Any instance or reference to advocacy or support for EL student needs.
	  ADVO

	EL-Focused Learning Opportunities: Other EL-Focused Learning Opportunity
	Any instance or reference to EL-focused learning opportunities not dealt with in other codes in this category. Could include peer interactions among content teachers, attendance at conferences, reading, networking beyond district boundaries, chance encounters, etc.
	OLO

	 
	 
	 

	Category
	Definition (references)
	Code

	Culture of Collaboration in ELL Context: Teacher Community 
	Any instance or reference to a general sense of teacher community, including the interconnectedness of the teaching staff across the school.
	 TC                     

	Culture of Collaboration in ELL Context: Content Team Collaboration
	Any instance or reference to content specific teams and their work together. Includes teaming and collaboration of math, science, and social studies teachers.
	CTC

	Culture of Collaboration in ELL Context: Literacy Team Collaboration
	Any instance or reference to teaming and collaboration among the Literacy Team.
	LTC

	Culture of Collaboration in ELL Context: Across Content Collaboration
	Any instance or reference to teaming and collaboration that cuts across content area teachers, including ELL support teachers and leaders.
	ACC

	Culture of Collaboration in ELL Context: Student Collaboration
	Any instance or reference to student collaboration, including teacher moves and instructional strategies to support student collaboration and interdependence.
	SC

	Culture of Collaboration in ELL Context: ELL Coach Collaboration
	Any instance or reference to support or collaboration from other ELL coaches/facilitators.
	CC
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	Beginning Student
	Intermediate 1 Student
	Int. 2/Advanced Student

	1st period
	ELL Reading
	LA 9
	LA 10, 11 or 12

	2nd period
	ELL Reading
	WH 9
	WH 10 or US History

	3rd period
	ELL Writing/Social Studies
	Int. 1 ELL Writing (support class)
	Marketing, Health, Art, or PE

	4th period
	ELL Writing/Social Studies
	Science 9
	Biology, Chemistry or Physics

	5th period
	PE or Art
	PE or Art
	Int. 2/Adv. ELL Writing (support class)

	6th period
	Algebra or ELL Math
	Algebra
	Geometry, Alg. 2, Trig or Calculus
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Appendix H: Observed Organizational and Instructional Practices


	
ELL Inclusion, Class Schedules, & Structures

	
Language development supports in form of ELL support classes (that support LA curriculum)
Collaboration with counselor and ELL Dept. to create individualized schedules for each ELL student
Communication between Lit Team teachers to know how to support dual literacy and language objectives and goals (ELL teachers in LA classrooms, Lit Team meetings)
Use of LA Outcomes/Skills
Learning language in context of content 
Habits of Mind
Meeting Area
Learning culture v. Complete the activity
Common teacher talk (turn and talk, asking students reflection questions, asking students open ended questions, asking students to advocate, asking students to be accountable)
Common practices (i.e. If…--- Then…Charts, Expectations for independent and group work time, turn and talk, meeting area, comp books, student sign-ups to meet with teacher/confer)


	
Common Instructional Practices and Scaffolds

	
Modeling
Gradual Release
Accountable Group Work (Group goal setting and reflection)
Personal Think Time (Scaffolded opportunities to write out questions, answers, and reflect before group discussions)
Turn & Talk
Modified Turn & Talk (Used with EL students; provides language model)
Reading Strategies (Close reading - RT Questions, marking texts)
Notetaking Strategies (Cornell Notes, QAR, Annotation)
Graphic Organizers (Venn Diagrams, Concept Maps)
Explicit Instruction and time limits for specific tasks
Work Models (Teacher created examples, student created examples)
Visuals (Art Books, Plants/Genetics)
Video (Literary Texts, Genetics)
Hands on Learning (Science labs)
Building Background Knowledge (Field trip to zoo, exposure to art)
Recognizing and Honoring Background Knowledge
Unit Pre-Assessments 
Whole-class Brainstorms
Sentence Stems
If…--- Then… Charts (Posted on chart paper for particular lessons, projects, assignments)
Expectations for independent and/or group work time (Students write down their plan for work time before they get started.)
Response to Text (Scaffolded reading of non-fiction text in content classes)
Conferring (Opportunities for students to sign-up to confer with teacher - students advocate for themselves OR opportunities for teachers to confer with students - teachers approach students to confer)
Reflection (On lesson, on use of work time, on group work)
Oral Defenses in Science (for unit assessment)
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Planning for ELL Supports 
Name ________________________________  Date _____________________
	Support
	How frequently you use this now (0-10). Explain. 
	How confident you feel about using it now (0-10). Why? 

	
1) Structured student talk
· Turn & talk
· Structured group work with roles
· Socratic seminars
· Protocols


	
	

	
2) Visuals/intentional charting to  differentiate
· Pictures
· Diagrams
· Charting of key points in lesson
· Co-created charts
· If/Then chart


	
	

	
3) Checking for understanding
· Open-ended questions
· Calling on specific students
· Reflecting in comp books
· Post-its/exit slips


	
	

	
4) Modeling work/providing examples




	
	

	
5) Supporting self-advocacy
· Conference sign-up
· Process for getting help
· Expectations that students will initiate getting help


	
	

	
6) Anticipating areas of struggle when planning (and focus on addressing them) 
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Introduction to Literature and Composition Reading, Writing, and Talking Outcomes
These are skills that you are expected to demonstrate…
	Reading
	Writing

	Independently and in groups, I am able to comprehend, analyze and interpret college- level texts of a variety of genres. 

	I understand and use the Writing Cycle. I have my own techniques for each part of the Writing Cycle. 

	I have notetaking techniques that help me understand my reading better and I use those techniques to help me when I get stuck while I am reading.
	I know how to organize and write an Academic Essay with its key parts: Introduction, Thesis, Body Paragraphs, Topic Sentences, Evidence, Commentary, and a Conclusion. 

	I am able to set challenging goals for myself in my reading. I am able to meet or exceed these goals.
	I can write for a broad range of purposes and audiences: 
· Reflect
· Interpret
· Analyze 
· Persuade
· Compare/Contrast

	I am able to draw conclusions about the meaning and importance of various texts when I analyze and evaluate an author’s style and purpose.
	I am able to use style and techniques appropriate to the genre, audience, and purpose.

	I know multiple reading strategies that I use to help me read and understand text better.
	I am able to defend my thesis by explaining the topic and point of my paper.

	I am able to show my thinking while I read by writing all over a text in order to comprehend and analyze the story using different notetaking strategies.
	I trust my ideas and voice my opinions around a piece of literature that I am given instead of doubting my views and letting others tell me what to think.

	I am able to identify conflict in a story and explain how it affects a character and drives the plot.
	I can demonstrate consistent growth in standard written English and stylistic maturity in my writing.  

	Talk

	I am able to talk academically with my colleagues and about the work of professional authors. 
	I am able to offer valuable feedback on my colleagues’ organization, style, and conventions in their writing. 

	I am able to seek, receive, accept, and apply feedback from colleagues about my writing.
	Run an academic discussion without adults.

	Show confidence in speaking skills.
	

	Test Prep Skills

	I am able to understand and effectively respond to test-type prompts and questions.
	I have strategies that help me know how to answer multiple-choice questions. 

	I use the S/T/A/P chart when I need to dissect an essay prompt.
	I take notes in the margins to show the assessor my thinking around a piece of text. 



Primary Habits of Mind
I demonstrate self-discipline, resilience, self-awareness, resourcefulness, seek excellence, open mindedness, and wonderment.

Advanced Literature and Composition Reading, Writing and Talking Outcomes
These are skills that you are expected to demonstrate…
	Reading
	Writing

	Independently and in groups, I am able to comprehend, analyze and interpret college-level texts of a variety of genres. 
	I am able to independently use the Writing Cycle efficiently and effectively.

	I am able to read multiple texts and find similarities, differences, and themes among those texts.
	I am able to evaluate the ideas and styles of multiple authors and texts in my own writing.

	I am able to show my thinking while I read by writing all over a text in order to comprehend and analyze it using a series of different notetaking strategies.
	I am able to analyze the ideas and styles of multiple authors and texts in my own writing.

	I am able to set challenging goals for myself in my reading. I am able to meet or exceed these goals.
	I am able to synthesize the ideas and styles of multiple authors and texts in my own writing.

	I am able to show my thinking while I read by writing all over a text in order to comprehend and analyze it using a series of different notetaking strategies.
	I am able to defend my thesis by explaining the topic and point of my paper.

	I am able to connect real world events to those in literature.
	I trust my ideas and voice my opinions around a piece of literature that I am given instead of doubting my views and letting others tell me what to think.

	
	I can demonstrate consistent growth in standard written English and stylistic maturity in my writing.  

	Talk

	I am able to talk academically with my colleagues about the work of professional authors. 
	I am able to offer valuable feedback on my colleagues’ organization, style, and conventions in their writing. 

	I am able to seek, receive, accept, and apply feedback from colleagues about my writing.
	I talk with colleagues and my teacher with a specific plan and agenda.

	I am able to sustain a focused conversation with my colleagues to build a deeper understanding.  
	

	Test Prep Skills

	I am able to understand and effectively respond to test-type prompts and questions.
	I have strategies that help me know how to answer multiple-choice questions. 

	I use the S/T/A/P chart when I need to dissect an essay prompt.
	I take notes in the margins to show the assessor my thinking around a piece of text. 



Primary Habits of Mind
I demonstrate self-discipline, resilience, self-awareness, resourcefulness, seek excellence, open mindedness, and wonderment. 

AP Language and Composition Reading, Writing, Research, and Talking Outcomes
These are skills that you are expected to demonstrate…
	Reading

	Using academic language, I am able to analyze various texts using a variety of reading strategies. 
	I can analyze and interpret samples of good writing, identifying and explaining an author’s use of rhetorical strategies and techniques.

	I am able to identify the context, audience, purpose and tone in literary and informational text.  
	I can analyze image as text.

	I am able to read and persevere through highly challenging texts.
	

	Writing

	I am able to synthesize a variety of sources into my writing.
	I take risks in my writing and I am able to write for a variety of purposes using various structures.

	I am able to effectively write and revise pieces for authentic audiences.
	I am able to independently use the Writing Cycle to create excellent pieces.  

	I apply effective rhetorical strategies and techniques in my own writing.
	I can create and sustain arguments based on readings, research and/or personal experience.

	I can demonstrate consistent growth in standard written English and stylistic maturity in my writing.  
	I can communicate thoughtfully about my own process of composition.

	Talk

	I am able to sustain a focused conversation with my colleagues to build a deeper understanding.  
	I am able to use correct terminology when analyzing and discussing literary and informational texts.

	I talk with colleagues and my teacher with a specific plan and agenda.
	

	Writing with Research

	I can evaluate and incorporate texts into research papers.
	I can demonstrate understanding of the conventions of citing primary and secondary sources

	I can produce a complex central idea and develop it with appropriate evidence.
	

	Test Prep Skills

	I am able to understand and effectively respond to test-type prompts and questions.
	I have strategies that help me know how to answer multiple-choice questions. 

	I use the S/T/A/P chart when I need to dissect an essay prompt.
	I take notes in the margins to show the assessor my thinking around a piece of text. 

	I can publish an essay in 40 minutes.
	



Habits of Mind
I demonstrate self-discipline, resilience, self-awareness, resourcefulness, seek excellence, open mindedness, and wonderment. 

AP Literature and Composition Reading, Writing, and Talking Outcomes
These are skills that you are expected to demonstrate…
	Reading

	I have read literature from British, American, and other international authors that reflect several genres and time periods. 
	When I read I see multiple meanings. 

	I identify various structures, styles and themes common in literature.
	I can analyze figurative language, imagery, symbolism, tone and other literary devices  and how authors use it. 

	I am able to take into consideration the social and historical context of what I read. 
	I learn strategies to help me answer multiple-choice questions. 

	I take notes on every single piece of literature that I read using a variety of strategies.
	

	Writing

	Based on careful study of textual details I am able to write an interpretation about the piece.
	I am able to write a published analytical essay based on a piece of literature. 

	I am able to craft a well-written, thoughtful essay in an on demand setting.
	I write to evaluate what a piece of literature means to me because of an emotional response I felt as I read. 

	I write to get a better understanding of what I have read.
	I consistently use college level vocabulary effectively and appropriately in my writing. 

	I write to explain my ideas about what I have read. 
	I write with a variety of sentence structures, to make my audience interested in what I have to say.

	I write a well-organized essay with attention to voice, tone and rhetorical choices such as balance of general and specific, repetition, transitions, emphasis. 
	Demonstrate consistent growth in standard written English and stylistic maturity in my writing.  

	Talk

	I talk with colleagues and my teacher with a specific plan and agenda.
	I am able to use correct terminology when analyzing and discussing literary and informational texts.

	I am able to sustain a focused conversation with my colleagues to build a deeper understanding.
	

	Test Prep Skills

	I am able to understand and effectively respond to test-type prompts and questions.
	I have strategies that help me know how to answer multiple-choice questions. 

	I use the S/T/A/P chart when I need to dissect an essay prompt.
	I take notes in the margins to show the assessor my thinking around a piece of text. 

	I can publish an essay in 40 minutes.
	



Primary Habits of Mind
I demonstrate self-discipline, resilience, self-awareness, resourcefulness, seek excellence, open mindedness, and wonderment. 



Curriculum Vitae

Felice Atesoglu Russell

EDUCATION 	

Ph.D., Educational Leadership and Policy Studies, 2011
University of Washington, Seattle, WA 
Dissertation: Developing Capacity in High School Teachers to Meet the Instructional Needs of English Learners
Chair: Michael S. Knapp
Committee Members: Tom Stritikus, Chrysan J. Gallucci

M.Ed., Curriculum and Instruction, 2003
Portland State University, Portland, OR				 

B.S., Policy Analysis and Management, 2000
Cornell University, Ithaca, NY		
Concentration in Family and Social Welfare 

Cornell Urban Semester Program, New York, NY, 1999
Social Work Intern, Lawyers for Children
Volunteer with Pre-K Program, Nuestros Niños Child Development Center

University of Wisconsin in Seville, Spain Program, 1999
 	Semester Abroad Spanish Culture and Language Immersion Program with Homestay

RESEARCH INTERESTS 	

 	 Intersection of mainstream teaching and cultural and linguistic diversity, immigrant youth and English learners, differentiated instruction 
 	 Teacher development and professional learning, instructionally focused teacher leadership
 	 Impact of high school transformation on teaching and learning, teachers as policy implementers 
 	 Teacher education and induction

RESEARCH EXPERIENCE 

Graduate Research Assistant, 2006 – 2009
Center for the Study of Teaching and Policy, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 
Collaborated on Wallace Foundation national-level research project examining leadership for learning improvement under the direction of Michael S. Knapp. Involved in all stages of qualitative research design, data collection, data analysis, coding, writing, and dissemination of findings. Created literature reviews and databases for research study that included 15 schools in four, urban school districts across the United States. Developed research protocols and evaluated and analyzed qualitative research data using NVivo software. Conducted fieldwork including document collection, observations, and interviews. Co-authored chapter of a report on learning focused teacher leadership  summarizing findings from the two-year qualitative case study. 
	

Research Assistant, 2007
Beyond the Book, University of Birmingham, Birmingham, UK
Served as a local site and research assistant for an international research project on mass reading events under the direction of DeNel Rehberg Sedo and Danielle Fuller. Coordinated the recruitment of roughly 50 local research participants and event logistics resulting in the planning and coordination of five separate focus groups. Collected data at multiple community reading events as a participant-observer using ethnographic research methods. 

HIGHER EDUCATION TEACHING AND MENTORSHIP 

Graduate Teaching Assistant, 2010 - Present
Masters in Instructional Leadership Program, University of Washington, Seattle, WA
Work closely with the director, Chrysan Gallucci, to support development activities. Responsibilities include research and development of program models, contributing to program-related standards and student competencies, and course development. Collaborate with faculty and staff at the University of Washington, as well as with individuals and organizations both in Washington State and nationally. This includes policy makers, school district leaders, and faculty from higher education institutions vested in developing teacher leadership. Assist with program recruitment and research activities related to the field of teacher leadership.

Induction Mentor, 2010 - Present
Induction Program, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 
Mentor four College of Education first year teachers by facilitating and supporting ongoing learning of the teachers over the course of four Reconnect and Recharge Seminars scheduled across the year. Facilitate a new teacher inquiry group using Critical Friends Group protocols and monitor Capstone Project completion efforts. Connect and support first year teachers in preparation and follow-up related to Reconnect and Recharge Seminars and Capstone Project individually and through inquiry group meetings using face-to-face and distance formats including phone, email, Google Groups, and Skype. Keep records of mentee interactions and participate in mentor support and training activities.

Adjunct Professor, 2010 - Present
Seattle Pacific University, Seattle, WA
Teach courses in the graduate level ELL Endorsement program. Create syllabi and curriculum aligned with course objectives and program goals designed to provide a foundation in second language acquisition theory, linguistics, language teaching methods, and cultural issues connected to teaching culturally and linguistically diverse students. Taught the course English Structure for ESL Teachers focusing on integrated approaches to teaching grammar and culturally effective teaching methodologies.

Adjunct Professor, 2008 - Present
Heritage University, Seattle, WA
Develop curriculum appropriate for students based on the learning outcomes and requirements set 
forth by the university and aligned with the program’s conceptual framework for social justice. Taught the following undergraduate course: Literacy Across the Curriculum (ED402). Taught the following graduate-level courses: Theories of Human Development and Learning (ED591); Differentiated Instruction: Multicultural Education (ED556); and Curriculum, Instruction, Management, and Assessment II (ED557B). Students in ED402 successfully prepared for subsequent education coursework and field experiences where writing and implementing lesson plans that integrate literacy strategies are a component as evidenced by final projects and peer-evaluated presentations. Students in ED591 demonstrated knowledge of learning theories as they relate to classroom practice in general and specifically to their own personal philosophy of teaching through written and performance-based assessments. ED556 empowered teacher candidates to reflect on their own backgrounds and beliefs as they developed the skills necessary for teaching diverse learners in a standards-based environment as demonstrated in collaborative projects and the creation of lesson plans that incorporated transformative multicultural education as a key component. ED557B contributed to teacher candidates’ understandings of classroom management, assessment, and instructional design and delivery strategies. Students exemplified proficiency in backwards design instructional planning and co-teaching strategies in both their unit plans and teaching demonstrations.  

Graduate Teaching Assistant, 2008
University of Washington, Seattle, WA 
Assisted professor in creating and facilitating independent study on teacher leadership for Masters in Instructional Leadership students. Supported students in understanding and conducting a literature review on topics related to teacher leadership to underpin their action research projects. Results included a compiled annotated bibliography of literature on teacher leadership.

Research Writing Instructor, 2007 – 2008
Upward Bound, North Seattle Community College, Seattle, WA 
Instructed Seattle Public School Seniors in a college style course in writing research papers. Tailored research writing curriculum to the developmental needs of first generation, college bound youth. Students prepared for the rigorous demands of senior projects and future writing assignments requiring a research stance.

Instructor, 2008
The Pipeline Project, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 
Instructed undergraduate University of Washington students in a weekly seminar around the theme of teaching for compassion in K-12 classrooms. Assisted students in developing skills necessary for understanding public education and K-12 classrooms, enabling students to be effective tutors in their school placements. Students developed an awareness of the teaching profession and five seminar students planned to enter either a teacher education program or obtain a minor in education through the University of Washington.
  
Instructor, 2007 
The Heritage Institute, Clinton, WA 
Developed and taught a course on integrating service-learning into standards-based curriculum to K-12 teachers at Antioch University Seattle. Utilized expertise and experience from the classroom to engage adult-learners in continuing education. Teachers used the knowledge they gained and unit plans developed through course participation to implement a variety of service-learning projects in their classrooms and schools in the next academic year.  



UNIVERSITY PARTNERSHIPS 	

Ackerley Coordinator, 2009 – 2010
Ackerley Partner School Network, University of Washington, Seattle, WA
Served as partnership coordinator between the College of Education and high-needs elementary, middle, and high schools in the Seattle area under the direction of Ackerley Director, Morva McDonald. Communicated and engaged with principals, teacher liaisons, and site coordinators in each of the 22 partner schools to ensure support for involvement at monthly network meetings, school-based inquiry projects, and professional learning opportunities. Collaborated with faculty and staff in both the Teacher Education Program and Danforth Principal Preparation Program to enable opportunities for articulation between the College of Education and the Ackerley schools where teacher candidates and administrative interns were placed. Participated in the development and organization of a successful evening event to engage partner schools and particularly cooperating teachers involved in the Teacher Education Program as evidenced by feedback. Conducted interviews with partner school principals and teacher leaders to better understand how to meet the needs of our partner schools and to facilitate future planning for the work with these schools.

K-12 TEACHING EXPERIENCE 
 		
English Language Development Teacher, 2009
Secondary Bilingual Orientation Center, Seattle Public Schools, Seattle, WA
Taught an integrated, project-based course with a focus on literacy, social studies, and math. Collaborated with a teaching team to plan coordinated curriculum based on WA State English Language Development Standards to meet the instructional needs of Level II English Language Learners entering grades 6 to 12. Summer program culminated with oral presentations of group projects to families and school community. Students reinforced academic skills for the next school year and maintained their language development. 

Substitute Teacher, 2007 – 2009
Seattle Public Schools, Seattle, WA 
Edmonds Public Schools, Lynnwood, WA
Taught 6th-12th grade students in language arts, social studies, and English as a Second Language in a variety of instructional settings. Utilized myriad teaching methodologies to engage diverse groups of learners. Evidence of effective teaching included requests by multiple schools and individual teachers.
		
Language Arts and Social Studies Teacher, 2004 – 2006
daVinci Arts Middle School, Portland Public Schools, Portland, OR 
Taught 6th, 7th, and 8th grade reading, writing, and social studies standards-based curriculum. Differentiated instruction to accommodate a variety of needs in a diverse, mixed ability, multi-grade environment. Integrated art, multiple perspectives, service-learning and culturally responsive pedagogy into a broad humanities block class. Collaborated with staff on school improvement, climate, community relations, and student achievement. Communicated with district office, staff, and parents as the school’s Talented and Gifted Coordinator. Recruited an AmeriCorps volunteer to collaborate on the implementation of a reading and writing based service-learning project that involved interviewing and visiting senior citizens in a nearby assisted living center and culminated in a community showing of a multi-media presentation of the students reading their written work alongside their senior pals. Students successfully prepared to move to high school or be classroom leaders for incoming 6th grade students demonstrated by learning outcomes on formative and summative assessments.  

Middle School Teacher, 2004
Hosford Middle School, Portland Public Schools, Portland, OR 
Taught diverse, mixed ability 6th-9th graders in a Title I summer enrichment program. Created curriculum and taught an integrated art and math unit incorporating proportion and symmetry. Instructed students in inquiry-based science lessons in a lab setting funded by the National Science Foundation. Students gained valuable expertise in organization, critical thinking, and skill development for the next academic school year. 

Humanities Teacher, 2004 
New Urban High School, Charter School, Milwaukie, OR      
Taught 9th and 10th grade mixed-ability humanities class with a focus on language arts, government, and technology. Worked on a team with a math & science teacher, learning specialist, counselor, and personal development teachers. Integrated CIM standards, benchmarks, and work samples into project and theme-based curriculum with authentic assessment. Served on a number of committees designed to increase the effectiveness of this new school opened in the fall of 2003 as a part of the High Tech High School Learning Community. Led and participated in teacher-directed professional development. Successfully implemented a grant-funded service-learning project integrating all subjects and culminating in student-created voting pamphlets and the registration of over 200 community college students for the 2004 presidential election.  

Language Arts, Social Studies, and Business Writing Teacher, 2003 – 2004
PACE Teen Parenting Program/New Urban High School, Milwaukie, OR    
Taught high school language arts (all levels) and social studies (U.S. History and Modern World History) to mixed-level classes of expecting or parenting teens for North Clackamas School District’s Teen Parenting Program. Developed new curriculum and taught business writing, using literacy-based instructional methods, to 11th grade students of New Urban High School, a newly opened charter school. Worked effectively in the framework of two distinct schools and programs with different structures and policies.

OTHER RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 	

Group Coordinator, 2004 
Northwest International Study Exchange, Portland State University Program, Portland, OR 
Coordinated a group of 25 Taiwanese exchange students in a summer cultural and English immersion program. Organized field study trips to significant points of interest in the Portland and Northwest areas. Successfully dealt with issues encountered by either the students or the 25 host families resulting from cultural differences and language barriers.

Outreach Specialist, Friends of Forest Park and Ivy Removal Project, 2001 – 2002 
Northwest Service Academy, AmeriCorps Program, Portland, OR            
Coordinated and taught youth volunteers in environmental education, restoration, and outreach. Created environmental education curriculum and outreach materials for poster contest that involved over 10 different K-12 schools and homeschoolers and culminated in a successful community event including a poster gallery and revealing of contest results. Taught students about invasive plant species and encouraged them to take action within their community. Recruited classroom teachers and schools to participate in restoration work at Forest Park. Contributed news articles and features to quarterly newsletter and assisted with launch and maintenance of organization website.  

Group Facilitator and Webmaster, 2001 - 2003
Girls Initiative Network, Portland, OR
Facilitated an after-school group for adolescent girls placed at-risk at Fernwood Middle School. Developed youth driven curriculum based on building self-esteem and positive personal growth. Maintained and updated organization website using Adobe GoLive.
	
SCHOLARSHIP 

Publications

Russell, F.A. (revise and resubmit). Rethinking teacher practice through the lens of sheltered  
 	instruction. Bilingual Research Journal. 

Portin, B.S., Russell, F.A., & Samuelson, C. (forthcoming). Leading learning-focused teacher 
 	leadership in urban high schools. Journal of School Leadership.

Portin, B.S., Knapp, M.S., Dareff, S., Feldman, S., Russell, F.A., Samuelson, C., & Yeh, T.L. 	(2009). 	Leadership for learning improvement in urban schools. Seattle, WA: Center 	for the Study of Teaching and Policy, University of Washington.

Professional Presentations  

Russell, F.A. (April 2011). The role of the teacher leader in developing teacher capacity for 	the instruction of English language learners. Paper presented at the American 		Educational Research Association Annual Meeting, New Orleans, LA.  		

Russell, F.A. (October, 2010). Developing teacher cultural and linguistic capacity through 	teacher leadership. Paper presented at the Washington Association for the Education 	of Speakers of Other Languages Conference, Des Moines, WA.  
 		
 	Russell, F.A. (May, 2010). Team time as professional learning in the context of cultural and 		linguistic diversity. Paper presented at the American Educational Research 			Association Annual Meeting, Denver, CO.
 		
 	Russell, F.A., & Portin, B. (May, 2010). Learning-focused teacher leaders and school 			instructional teams. Paper presented at the American Educational Research 			Association Annual Meeting, Denver, CO.

 	Lasota, R.R., & Russell, F.A. (May, 2010). Middle-high school D: A case of professional 
		staff capacity building to strengthen program cohesiveness. Paper presented at the 		American Educational Research Association Annual Meeting, Denver, CO.

 	Russell, F.A., & Portin, B. (November, 2009). Learning-focused teacher leaders and school 		instructional teams. Paper presented at the University Council for Educational 			Administration Convention, Anaheim, CA.

 	Russell, F.A., Feldman, S., Samuelson, C., & Yeh, L. (October, 2009). Differentiating 			learning-focused leadership in schools: Support for instructional leadership. Paper 		presented at the National Network for Educational Renewal Conference, Bellevue, 		WA.  
 		
 	Russell, F.A. (June, 2009). Rethinking teacher practice through the lens of sheltered 			instruction. Paper presented at University of Oregon Conference on Biliteracy, 			Eugene, OR.
 		
 	Russell, F.A. (January, 2009). Conducting a qualitative case study. Invited presenter for 			Qualitative Methods Course, College of Education, University of Washington, 			Seattle, WA.

 	Russell, F.A. (November, 2008). Rethinking teacher practice through the lens of sheltered 		instruction. Paper presented at College of Education’s Research and Inquiry, 			University of Washington, Seattle, WA.

 	Portin, B. (Organizer), Alejano, C., Feldman, S., Gallucci, C., Knapp, M.S., Russell, F.A., & 		Samuelson, C. (October, 2008). Differentiated learning-focused leadership: 			Conditions and contexts to support teacher leaders. Paper presented at the University 		Council for Educational Administration Convention, Orlando, FL.

 	Atesoglu, F. (February, 2008). The educational experience of immigrant youth in 
		transforming high school learning environments. Paper presented at 4th International 		Globalization, Diversity, and Education Conference, Washington State University, 		Spokane, WA. 

 	Atesoglu, F. (Spring, 2006). Geography, civil rights, and literature in the middle grades. 			Session presented at Oregon Geographic Alliance Spring Conference, Portland State 		University, Portland, OR.  
 			
 	Atesoglu, F. (Spring, 2006). Learning about cultural geography through picture books. 			Poster presented at Oregon Geographic Alliance Spring Conference, Portland State 		University, Portland, OR.

HONORS & GRANTS 
	
Doi Doctoral Student Research Grant, College of Education, University of Washington, Winter 2010 
Travel Grant, College of Education, University of Washington: Winter 2008, Spring 2009, and Winter 2011
U.S. Department of Education Fulbright Hays Grant Participant, Global Literacy: Overseas Botswana Advanced Experience, Summer 2006
Teacher Consultant Incentive Grant, Teaching cultural geography through picture books, Oregon Geographic Alliance, Winter 2006	


TEACHING CERTIFICATES & TRAINING 

 	Oregon and Washington Teaching Certificates, middle school (5-9) and high school (9-12) 	social studies and language arts
Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP), teacher training for English learners

SERVICE	 

Professional 

Reviewer, Journal of School Leadership, Spring 2011 - Present
Reviewer, Educational Administration Quarterly, Autumn 2009 - Present
Reviewer, Theory into Practice, Autumn 2008 - Present	
Reviewer, American Educational Research Association, Summer 2007 - Present	

 K-12 School and Community

Teacher Consultant & Leadership Mentor Program –
Oregon Geographic Alliance, Portland, OR, 2004-2006
Teacher Host –
Partnership of the Americas: Costa Rican Teacher Exchange, Portland, OR, Winter 2004

University and College

Peer Mentor, College of Education –
University of Washington, Fall 2007- Spring 2010 
Officer, Associated Students of the College of Education –
University of Washington, Winter 2007 - Spring 2008
Project Leader, MLK Day of Service – 
University of Washington, Seattle, WA, Winter 2007

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 

 	Washington Association for the Education of Speakers of Other Languages, 
 	member, 2010 - Present
 	American Educational Research Association, member, 2007-Present
  	National Council for Teachers of English, member, 2004-Present 		
  	National Council for Geographic Education, member, 2004-2006
 	Oregon Geographic Alliance, member, 2003-2006
   	National Council for the Social Studies, member, 2003-2006
   	National Middle School Association, member, 2003-2006

LANGUAGES 	

 	 Working knowledge of French and Spanish
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