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ABSTRACT
This study investigated the impact of preparing English learners for the ARMT+ and the
ACCESS on the classroom pedagogy and practice of 4 case study teachers identified by their
principals as meeting the stated requirements. The setting was 7th-grade Math and English
middle school classrooms. The study examined the classroom instruction of those case study
teachers in their regular instruction while preparing the ELs for their state mandated tests.
Within a sociocultural framework, this study intended to bridge the gap in literature by exploring
the pedagogical practices of these teachers toward the preparing of ELs for the state mandated
testing. Data was collected through an initial survey, interviews, classroom observations, and
field notes. The study sought trustworthiness through interview transcriptions with peer
debriefing and member checks. Sources, data collection methods, and data analysis methods
were also triangulated.
This study demonstrates the need for a change in teacher beliefs in preparation for state
mandated tests, combined with more professional development to meet the needs of the everchanging student population.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS
ACCESS

Assessing Comprehension and Communication in English State-to-State

ARMT+

Alabama Reading and Math Test +

AYP

Adequate yearly progress

BICS

Basic interpersonal communication skills

CALP

Cognitive academic language proficiency

EL

English learner

ELL

English language learner

ESL

English as a second language

FLEP

Former limited English proficient

LEP

Limited English proficiency

LEP1

Limited English proficient student in year 1

LEP2+

Limited English proficient student year 2 or more

SLA

Second language acquisition

UG

Universal grammar

W-APT

WIDA-ACCESS Placement Test, English screener

WIDA

World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment

ZAD

Zone of actual development

ZPD

Zone of proximal development
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Introduction to the Study
English Learners (EL) are the fastest growing population in U. S. schools (NCTE, 2008).
The National Education Association (2008) believed that by 2015 the EL population in U. S.
schools would reach 10 million. Hodgkinson (2002) asserted that during the next decade some
sections of the country would experience such an increase in population diversity that more than
200 national origins and innumerable different languages would be represented.
With this evolving demographic the secondary classrooms in America will change from a
relatively homogeneous group of native speakers into a classroom of children who speak a
variety of languages other than English. These students, who are English Learners (ELs), will be
enrolled in the same mainstream English and Math classrooms as the native English-speaking
students (O’Malley & Waggoner, 1984). For example, the U.S. Department of Education (2009)
indicated that more than 5.5 million ELs are enrolled in public schools. These changes in the
demographic population pose challenges to teachers accustomed to working with native English
speakers and who have limited or no formal training in teaching non-native speakers (Barron &
Menken, 2002). According to a National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) survey of
approximately 3 million U. S. teachers, 41% stated that they taught students with limited English
proficiency, yet only 12.5% of those teachers had participated in more than 8 hours of EL related
training during the past 3 years (National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition and
Language Instruction Education Programs [NCELA], 2002). But these are the classroom
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teachers who are charged with the requirement of not only teaching the students to acquire
English, but also to have them ready to take the state mandated tests in Alabama. The No Child
Left Behind testing policy states, “English Language Learners must take all state mandated tests,
unless they are in their first academic year in the United States, and then they only take the
mathematics portion of the Alabama Reading and Math Test Plus (ARMT +)” (NCLB, 2001).
For Alabama, the state mandated test as of the 2012-2013 school year is the ARMT+ (ALSDE,
2010).
School systems are required by Title III of No Child Left Behind to create a learning
environment where an EL can achieve academic success while making the transition from a
limited English proficiency (LEP) student to a former limited English proficient (FLEP) student.
When an EL is first enrolled in the English as a Second Language (ESL) program the student has
limited English proficiency based on the English screener provided. The English screener,
W-APT, is a short 30-minute test conducted one on one by the ESL teacher. The W-APT is
composed of four subtests: speaking, listening, reading, and writing. The details of the screener
are documented in chapter 2. A goal of the ESL program is to move the student from an LEP to
a FLEP student. A FLEP student is one who has achieved English proficiency based on the
ACCESS for ELs, to be discussed in chapter 2 (WIDA, 2011).
The purpose of language instruction, which is important because it establishes a guideline
for EL instruction in the public schools, is found in Part B of the No Child Left Behind Act
(2001):
To help ensure that limited English proficient children master English and meet the same
rigorous standards for academic achievement as all children are expected to meet,
including meeting challenging State academic content and student academic achievement
by (1) promoting systemic improvement and reform of, and developing accountability
systems for, educational programs serving limited English proficient children; (2)
developing the English proficiency of limited English proficient children, and, to the
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extent possible, the native language skills of such children; (3) developing programs that
strengthen and improve the professional training of educational personnel who work with
limited English proficient children. (No Child Left Behind Act, SEC. 3202, 2001)
Beginning in 1968 Title VII, the Bilingual Educational Act, acknowledged that ELs faced
many challenges, and legislation was passed allocating educational funds to support their
learning, which was important to improve EL learning throughout the public schools. This act
was amended several times, and in 2002 Title VII became Title III, The English Language
Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement Act. Title III is a subpart of
No Child Left Behind (NCTE, 2008).
No Child Left Behind does not always benefit the EL (NCTE 2008). The requirements
are for each subgroup to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) in math and reading. To make
AYP, ELs are expected to test on content in English before reaching a certain level of English
proficiency (NEA, 2008). The content of the ARMT+, a criterion-referenced test, contains a
reading and a math section. Within the reading section the student is required to read passages
and answer multiple choice questions and short answer questions. The primary purpose of the
ARMT+ is “to assess students’ mastery of state content standards in reading and mathematics”
(Madison County Schools, 2010). Without English proficiency that is equal to the student’s
grade level the mastery of the ARMT+ will be difficult for the ELs (NCTE, 2008).
Cummins’s (2001) research showed that it can take 5 to 7, sometimes 10 years for EL
students to be academically proficient in the English language. So how do the results on the
ARMT+ impact a classroom teacher’s pedagogy when it comes to English language learners?
This question will be furthered examined throughout this research.
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Statement of the Problem
Because of the increasing population of English learners, school systems must, by law,
accommodate new learners with intensive language programs, along with preparing the students
for the ARMT+ tests (NCTE, 2008). In part, these scores are used to show AYP, which is
measured by the Alabama State Department of Education. AYP is the percent of students
scoring proficient on the ARMT+ (ALSDE, 2010).
Classroom teachers face the challenge of not only helping the students acquire English,
but also helping them prepare for a test that the student will not understand. The scores that are
reported are analyzed within the district and within the school, and teachers have to answer for
underperforming ARMT+ scores. As part of the accountability system, states also rank and
assign achievement labels to the schools. The poor performing schools are subject to certain
sanctions, including giving students the option to transfer to another school, and replacing the
administration and teaching team. In addition, states release annual school performance reports
denoting the specific breakdown of student academic performance on the standardized state tests.
It is mandatory for schools to send these reports to parents. In addition, districts and states are
required to meet rigid AYP standards. According to AYP targets, schools, school districts, and
states should reach 100% proficiency level in year 2014 (NCLB, 2001).
To be effective teachers of EL students, educators must combine their content area
knowledge with their knowledge of classroom pedagogy as they attempt to meet state mandated,
grade-level standards to prepare the student for state mandated tests. Furthermore, they must
understand the language acquisition process to better assist ELs in their classroom (Van Patten,
2003).
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Another challenge faced by teachers, as reported by the NEA, is that there is a disconnect
between the state standards for ELs standards, Alabama’s World-Class Instructional Design and
Assessment (WIDA), and the mandated tests. State policies need to come together under a
national policy so that English Language Learners and teachers can benefit in the best possible
way (NEA 2008). WIDA will be discussed further in chapter 2.
In 2008 the NEA suggested changes to the NCLB act that would benefit ELs in the
future. One change was to “extend from one year to a maximum of three years the times for an
EL to master English before being tested in English in core content areas” (p. 3). This would
allow the student more time to acquire English before having to take the ARMT+ test. The NEA
wanted the federal government to assist states and school districts in improving legislation for
ELs and improve the assessments for ELs.
So, therefore, the problem this study is interested in exploring is the role of professional
development and/or specific ESL training for teachers in order to help prepare the EL students
for the state mandated tests. Moreover, this study addresses the need for more sufficient time for
EL students to become proficient in the English language before undertaking the task of
completing a state mandated test.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore how classroom teachers prepared EL students
for the ARMT+ and the ACCESS, by presenting data obtained through a questionnaire,
interviewing, and observing of four different classes as they prepared the EL students for the
state mandated tests. Individual teachers’ pedagogical practices and beliefs were examined and
analyzed to ascertain their meaningfulness to the research posed in this study. This examination
was guided by the following research question.
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Research Question
The following question was posed:
Research Question: In what way does the preparation for the ARMT+ and ACCESS
impact the classroom pedagogy and practice of seventh-grade
English and Math middle school teachers in Alabama who also teach
ELs in their classroom?
Significance of the Study
This study explored how classroom teachers prepared ELs for the ARMT+ and the
ACCESS. Teachers were expected to help students with the acquisition of English while
preparing the EL for the ARMT+.
Research shows that the approaches to testing within the schools, ARMT+, do not show
valid outcomes because the current research overlooks the complexity of learning the language
and culture (Solano-Flores & Trumbull, 2003). So why do we use standardized tests? Bachman
(1990) explained that the use of testing is to provide feedback on the student and to see how the
student performs based on his peers as set forth by AYP.
This study identified possible areas of need for teacher educators to understand the
process of an EL acquiring a second language, while preparing them for the state mandated tests
in the secondary English and Math classrooms in Alabama. Also, given the accountability of
AYP under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, results from this study may be informative for
administrators who are facing an ever-increasing growth of ELs in their schools. This study can
influence decisions being made by the State Department of Education and education policy
makers regarding state mandated testing of ELs before the students acquire English language
proficiency.
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Language, Learning, and Education: Some Theoretical Perspectives
Learning a New Language
Classroom teachers need to have an understanding of how a student acquires a new
language. There are many theories about how a student acquires a second language. Second
language acquisition (SLA) takes on many roles in the classroom. The student must learn to
speak, listen, read, and write in English. Researchers of SLA do not always agree on how
instruction to a student should be given so that the student can better acquire the second language
(Ellis, 2008). There are many different perspectives/theories within language learning. The
following describe the different perspectives/theories that are introduced in general education
classes at the secondary level. These perspectives/theories are generally understood by the
teacher within the education umbrella, and within the study the participants can relate certain
areas of these perspectives, but do not know how to practice them within SLA.
One of these perspectives/theories is universal grammar (UG). Noam Chomsky believed
that children were born with the ability to learn a language, and that they were innately
programmed to acquire language because they begin speaking at such a young age (Hadley
2001). The universal grammar theory, as stated in Hadley, “posits the existence of a set of basic
grammatical elements that are common to all natural human languages” (p. 58). Chomsky
believed that the universal principles that children discovered molded their “core grammar,”
which enabled them to learn the rules of a new grammar (Hadley 2001). Although some
theorists do not agree with the universal grammar theory, many do still believe that it can play a
role in second language acquisition because acquiring a first and second language involve the
same process (Hadley 2001).
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Krashen is another researcher who has studied SLA. Krashen’s theory proposes two
ways to develop a second language. His theory is known as the monitor theory (Hadley 2001).
The first way encompasses high school or college-age students in a foreign language classroom.
He called this process learning, which involves the student learning the rules and the vocabulary
of the language. His second way is acquisition, which he believed happens subconsciously. This
is when ELs acquire new vocabulary or sentence structures and they do not even realize they are
doing it . Acquisition occurs within the school and outside the school. The EL cannot help but
acquire the new language, because he is immersed in the language (Freeman & Freeman, 2004).
Krashen (2003) believed that acquisition takes place with comprehensible input when the
student understands what the teacher is saying either orally or in written form. Krashen said that
students can only acquire a language if the input they are given is at a higher level than their
current proficiency level (i + 1). Classroom teachers struggle with the input method, because the
ELs can all be at different levels, but Krashen believed that if the student understands some of
what he is hearing or reading then acquisition will occur. Reading for input helps the EL’s
knowledge of vocabulary, grammar, and spelling (Freeman & Freeman, 2004).
A final theory of SLA is the cognitive theory, in which first and second language learning
differ (Hadley, 2001). This theory emphasizes studying the mental process involved in the
acquisition of a second language. For ELs to become proficient they must practice, automatize,
integrate, and organize the language (Hadley, 2001). Within this theory, teachers must organize
material so that it is easily relatable to previously learned material. Teachers must make learning
a new language meaningful (Hadley, 2001). Each of these three theories is discussed further and
more in depth in chapter 2.
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Sociocultural Perspective
Within the classroom, the teacher can apply a sociocultural perspective, which is where
the EL can gain knowledge from his peers. Kumaravadivelu (2003) stated the importance of
social interaction among peers as an important form of communication (Clark & Clark, 2008).
As an EL interacts with a student who has more English fluency, then the EL is able to use the
English modeled for him by his peer to learn more language. Wagner-Gough and Hatch (1975)
stated that acquiring a second language is based on the need for conversation, which is a form of
Krashen’s comprehensible input and is important to the EL’s growth. In the classroom, the
teacher can use this sociocultural perspective to better help the EL acquire English. The teacher
can sit the student by another student who is not an EL and the non-EL student can serve as a
peer tutor for the EL by helping him with academics, as well as helping him within the social
context of school (Clark & Clark, 2008).
Vygotsky was a pioneer in shaping the learning process within a classroom. He believed
that learning is social and cultural (Kozulin, Gindis, Ageyev, & Miller, 2003). Vygotsky is
known for his work on the zone of proximal development (ZPD). The ZPD theory was
developed based on skills that a child has and those skills that are not fully developed. The ZPD
theory states that working with a mentor will help children develop their skills. Within the
classroom, the teacher is the mentor or another peer. The teacher has a vested interest in the
children and wants them to succeed. When the EL first comes to the teacher’s class, the
teacher/peer tends to let the student do a few tasks alone, but does many for him, so more can be
accomplished. As the child’s learning of the English language improves, the teacher/peer begins
giving the student tasks that they can both work on together. The teacher/peer is challenging the
student to use his second language, but is there to help him with comprehension, writing,
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listening, and speaking. Finally within the ZPD theory is when the student is given tasks, within
his learning potential and slightly above that potential, which he can complete on his own. The
student shows a readiness to learn at this point (Chaiklin, 2003). During the school day an EL
student can not only use the teacher as a mentor, but also other students. The peer-peer
interaction can also help with effective acquisition and learning (Clark & Clark, 2008).
Another traditional view of the sociocultural perspective is CALP v BICS. One of the
factors ELs face is learning academic content at the same time as they are learning English.
Cummins (1984) referred to the academic language, cognitive academic language proficiency
(CALP), as the oral and written language related to academic achievement and literacy, and to
the social language, basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS), as the language that is
used in everyday interactions between students, teachers, and parents. Students are able to gain
conversational fluency relatively easy compared to the academic fluency, but to gain academic
achievement an EL student must gain fluency content areas of science, history, social studies,
and mathematics (Coleman & Goldenberg, 2010).
Setting and Participants
This study took place in a public school located in a middle class community where the
English language learner population had grown a significant amount in the preceding 3 years.
The school system was located in the southeastern United States and supported 28,734 students
with 15,016 being middle and high school students. The number of students who qualified for
ESL services during the 2012-2013 school year was 1,356, and the number of students who
spoke another language at home other than English was 3,094. This school system had the
largest EL population in the state with 49 different languages and 66 countries represented. The
school system consisted of nine middle schools (District Profile, 2011).
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Teachers
The teachers involved in this study were experienced teachers with at least 2 years of
experience teaching seventh-grade English or Math. I used these four different teachers, two in
each subject area, to see the differences in classroom pedagogy while preparing their students for
the tests.
Students
The students were in seventh grade and enrolled in the ESL program as LEP1 (Limited
English Proficient Year 1) or LEP2+ (Limited English Proficient Year 2 or more). An LEP1
student is a child who is in his first academic year in an English speaking school. An LEP2+
student is one that has been in English speaking schools for 2 or more years (WIDA). The
sample included males and females.
Importance of the Study
The importance of this study is to help classroom teachers better prepare ELs for state
mandated tests in addition to educating their EL both academically and with acquiring a new
language. We, as teachers, always want to do what is best for our students when teaching them
and preparing them academically. As we prepare them academically, we are also preparing them
for the ACCESS and the ARMT+. We must differentiate lessons and tests so that each student
can learn to be successful with their education both academically and in acquiring a new
language which will hopefully lead to a score of a III or a IV on the ARMT+.
Assumptions
1. Teachers who agree to the study would answer all the questions honestly.
2. Administrators would fully convey their true perceptions of classroom teachers based
on the students’ ACCESS and ARMT+ results.
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3. ARMT+ scores of English language learners who had been in the country longer
would be higher than the newcomer ELLs.
Definition of Terms
ACCESS for ELLs: The large-scale test, Assessing Comprehension and Communication
in English State-to-State, which addresses the academic English language proficiency (WIDA,
2011).
Adequate yearly progress: Under No Child Left Behind (NCLB), all students in
Alabama, including English language learners, must be proficient in reading and mathematics by
the 2013-2014 school year. NCLB requires schools to meet annual goals in the academic
achievement of the overall student population and by student groups, including economic
background, race/ethnicity, limited English proficiency, and special education (Alabama State
Department of Education, 2010).
Alabama Reading and Math Test+: The ARMT+ is a criterion-referenced test. It consists
of selected items from the Stanford Achievement Test (Stanford 10), which matches the
Alabama state content standards in reading and mathematics. Additional test items were
developed to be included so that all content standards were fully covered. It is this combination
of Stanford 10 items and newly developed items that is known as the ARMT+ (Alabama State
Department of Education, 2010)
English learner: An EL is an active learner of the English language who benefits from
language support programs (NCTE, 2008).
English as a Second Language: ESL is the program of instruction designed to support the
ELL student (NCTE, 2008).
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Former Limited English Proficient: A FLEP is student who has tested out of the ESL
program (Alabama State Department of Education, 2010).
Limited English Proficient Year 1: English language learners who are in their first
academic school year in an English-speaking school (Alabama State Department of Education,
2010).
Limited English Proficient Year 2+: English language learners who are still in the ESL
program, but not in their first academic school year in an English-speaking school (Alabama
State Department of Education, 2010).
Mainstream classroom: A classroom in an elementary or secondary setting where all of
the material is provided in English (Penfield, 1987).
Second language acquisition: The learning of a second language after the first language
is already established (NCTE, 2008).
World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment: WIDA advances academic language
development and academic achievement for linguistically diverse students through high quality
standards, assessments, research, and professional development for educators (WIDA, 2011).
Limitations of the Study
Within this study the limitations are that the answers of the participants are assumed to be
truthful, the study is limited to seventh-grade middle school students that take state mandated
tests similar to the ARMT+, and that the study is limited to states that are part of the WIDA
consortium. A final limitation is that I am an ESL teacher in another school system, which may
impact the way the teachers answered the questions.
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Organization of the Study
The study is organized in the following manner. Chapter 1 provides the backdrop of the
research by establishing the statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, and the
significance of the study. It also identifies the research question that will guide this study. It
delineates the study’s potential significance and it’s limitations. Key terms are defined and
theories of second language acquisition are introduced.
Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature that pertains to the study. It offers a
theoretical framework of standardized testing and second language acquisition and incorporates
relevant literature to further define the study’s direction.
Chapter 3 describes the methodology of the study and offers an explanation for the
research techniques used through a case study. This chapter provides an explanation of how the
data was triangulated for greater reliability and validity. It also presents the demographic
information of the school and introduced the teacher and administrator participants.
Chapter 4 describes the findings of the data analysis obtained through a survey,
observations, and interviews.
Chapter 5 concludes the study with discussions of the findings relative to the theoretical
framework presented in chapter 2, along with the implications of the findings for the research
question. It presents recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER 2
A REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
Theoretical Framework
This chapter provides the theoretical framework behind this study as well as a review of
literature addressing its various components. The concepts of second language acquisition and
state mandated testing are discussed in the context of learning English within a seventh-grade
Mathematics and English mainstream classroom through learning theories and effective
classroom pedagogy. This discussion is based on the development and analysis of the following
research question.
Research Question: In what way does the preparation for the ARMT+ and ACCESS
impact the classroom pedagogy and practice of seventh-grade
English and Math middle school teachers in Alabama who also teach
ELs in their classroom?
Second Language Acquisition (SLA)
Researchers of SLA do not always agree on how best to facilitate language learning and
testing. One theory that frames this study is sociocultural theory and Vygotsky’s ZPD (zone of
proximal development) and ZAD (zone of actual development) (Vygotsky, 1978). These ideas
are supported by the notion of scaffolding (Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976). Scaffolding is the
accommodation of instruction that provides linguistically diverse students with the assistance of
a teacher or more capable peer. This allows the EL to interact with his or her ZAD and then
proceed to his or her ZPD. This also entrust the teacher to ensure that the student will be able to
accomplish the task(s) independently (L. J. Dorn, French, & Jones, 1998). Vygotsky delineated

15

	
  
that “learning awakens a variety of internal developmental processes that are able to operate only
when the child is interacting with people in his environment and in cooperation with his peers”
(p. 90). This process acknowledges the use of scaffolding in the mainstream classroom and
aligns the theory with several SLA perspectives.
Krashen’s (2003) ideas are important for mainstream classroom teachers. These
hypotheses include the acquisition-learning hypotheses, the input hypotheses, the affective filter
hypotheses, and the interactionist hypotheses.
Krashen’s (2003) initial hypothesis of acquisition learning differentiates between
conscious and subconscious learning. Subconscious learning eludes that language acquisition
occurs by simply “picking it up.” But, language learning is a conscious, academic effort to learn
a language, and according to Krashen, conscious learning is limited especially when applying
rules and grammar.
Another fundamental hypothesis presented by Krashen (2003) is the input hypothesis,
which draws on the productiveness of the classroom teacher. Based on this theory, ELs learn
best when placed in natural settings and when the target language is comprehensible. For the
mainstream teacher this theory suggests that ELs can benefit from the use of items that make
content presentation more understandable such as graphic organizers, software such as Rosetta
Stone or Brain Pop, realia, or other resources that will reinforce instruction.
The interactionist hypothesis is another important hypothesis of second language
learning. The purpose of this hypotheses is preparing ELs for real-life communication (Krashen,
1981). A significant feature of this hypothesis is the interaction between native and non-native
speakers in a natural environment. For this to occur the classroom should provide
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comprehensible language in an environment conducive to expanding the EL’s knowledge during
communicative situations and teacher scaffolding (Peregoy & Boyle, 2004).
Within a classroom, as students are engaged in the preparing for state mandated tests,
language use becomes crucial for effective teaching. VanLier (2004) identified this process as
educational linguistics, which builds on Vygotsky’s (1978) work and sociocultural theory.
Teachers are obliged to know the students’ language schema and have the pedagogy to connect
that language schema with a deeper understanding of the uses of language (VanLier, 2002).
Knowledge of second language acquisition is very important for teachers (Van Patten,
2003). Teachers are the link between home and school. Every teacher needs to consider the
needs of their ELs (Williams, 2001), and consider themselves an ESL teacher (Handscombe,
1989), because the classroom teacher is the one being charged with the responsibility of teaching
the students English and preparing them for the ARMT+ and ACCESS.
Learning another language does not always occur the same way as learning a new
concept, but it encompasses a developmental sequence exclusive to language. As teachers
become better acquainted with the process of second language acquisition, they can better
employ the strategies of preparing the students for the tests within the classroom setting (Van
Patten, 2003).
Although researchers of SLA might not always agree on how to best facilitate language
learning, they do agree that for teachers to have guidance there must be principles on which the
teachers can base their classroom pedagogy. The 10 principles composed by Ellis (2008) are as
follows:
1. Instruction needs to ensure that learners develop both a rich repertoire of formulaic
expressions and a rule-based competence.
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2. Instruction needs to ensure that learners focus predominately on meaning.
3. Instruction needs to ensure that learners also focus on form.
4. Instruction needs to focus on developing implicit knowledge of the second language
while not neglecting explicit knowledge.
5. Instruction needs to take into account the learner’s built-in syllabus.
6. Successful instructed language learning requires extensive second language input.
7. Successful instructed language learning also requires opportunities for output.
8. The opportunity to interact in the second language is central to developing second
language proficiency.
9. Instruction needs to take account of individual differences in learners.
10. In assessing learners’ second language proficiency, it is important to examine free as
well as controlled production.
Classroom teachers can use these principles to apply in their classroom to help their ELs as they
prepare them for the ARMT+ and ACCESS standardized tests (Ellis, 2008). As the researcher
will note, the principles were not always observed during the research.
Learning Theories Within SLA
Bigge and Shermis (2004) asserted that a learning theory is “a systematic integrated
outlook in regard to the nature of the process whereby people relate to their environments in such
a way as to enhance their ability to use both themselves and their environments in a most
effective way” (p. 3). All teachers have some kind of theory that they believe when it comes to
teaching and learning. The teacher might not always verbalize the theory, but it is there.
One of the learning theories within learning a second language is based on Noam
Chomsky’s belief that children are born with the ability to learn a language, and that they are
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innately programmed to acquire language because they begin speaking at such a young age
(Hadley 2001). The Universal Grammar theory delineates that there is a “set of basic
grammatical elements that are common to all natural human language” (Hadley, 2001, p. 58).
The universal grammar theory based on Chomsky (1965), Ellis (1985), McLaughlin
(1987), and Larsen-Freeman (1991) is as follows:
1. Language is a species-specific, genetically determined capacity.
2. Language learning is governed by biological mechanisms.
3. The ultimate form of any human language is a function of language universals, a set of
fixed abstract principles that are innate.
4. Each language has its own “parameters” whose “settings” are learned on the basis of
linguistic data.
5. There is a “core grammar,” congruent with universal principles, and a “peripheral
grammar,” consisting of features that are not part of the universal grammar.
6. Core grammar rules are thought to be relatively easier to acquire, in general, than
peripheral rules. (Hadley, 2001, p. 59)
If classroom teachers could apply this theory within the classroom, EL students may have a
better approach to learning English, since these basic grammatical elements allow an EL student
to acquire a second language using the same process as acquiring a first language (Hadley,
2001).
Another theory on SLA comes from Krashen (1982) and is known as the monitor theory.
This theory proposes two ways to develop a second language. Krashen believed that the process
of learning a second language involved learning the rules and vocabulary of the language. The
second way was through acquisition, which Krashen believed happens subconsciously.
Acquisition occurs both at school and outside the school. For an EL, the acquisition process
happens through immersion in the second language. The monitor theory is based on the
following thoughts set forth by Krashen.
1. Adults have two distinct ways to develop competence in a second language:
acquisition, which is a subconscious process, and learning, which is conscious.
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2. Acquisition is similar to the process by which children acquire their native language.
Learning involves conscious knowledge of the rules.
3. When acquisition is natural, the order in which certain grammatical features of the
language are acquired is predictable.
4. Learning can function only as an “editor” of what is produced, since acquisition is the
sole initiator of all second-language utterances. Learning can serve as a “monitor” of
performance only under certain conditions.
5. We acquire new structures only when we are exposed to “comprehensible input” (i +
1). Input does not need to be deliberately structured or planned for the acquirer. If
communication is successful, i + 1 will happen automatically.
6. For acquisition to take place, the learner must be motivated, have a good self-image,
and be free from anxiety.
7. Error correction should be minimized in the classroom, where the main purpose of
instruction should be to provide comprehensible input. (Hadley, 2001, p. 63)
A final theory of SLA, for this research paper, is the cognitive theory in which first and
second language learning differ (Hadley, 2001). This theory emphasizes studying the mental
process involved in the acquisition of a second language. For an EL to become proficient they
must practice, automatize, integrate, and organize the language (Hadley, 2001). Within this
theory, teachers must organize material so that it is easily relatable to previous learned material.
Teachers must make learning a new language meaningful (Hadley, 2001).
Learning results from internal mental activity. Language learning is a type of general
human learning and involves the acquisition of a complex cognitive skill. Subskills involved in
the complex task of language learning must be practiced, automatized, and integrated into
organized internal representations, or rule systems, in cognitive structure. Internal
representations of language are constantly restructured as proficiency develops. Skills are
automatized (learned) only after they have first been under “controlled processing.” Controlled
processing, which requires attention to the task, leads to automatic processing, where attention is
not needed to perform the skill. Some researchers maintain that learners’ production is variable,
depending on the degree of attention they pay to language form as they carry out various tasks.
Informal tasks that demand little active attention elicit the “vernacular style,” whereas tasks that
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require active attention and monitoring elicit the “careful style.” Some cognitive theorist
distinguish between declarative knowledge, which involves “know that,” and procedural
knowledge, which involves “knowing how.” Ausubel (1968) emphasized that meaningful
learning, which is learning that is relatable to what we already know, is preferable to rote
learning, which is arbitrary and verbatim. Only meaningful material can be integrated into
existing cognitive structure (Hadley, 2001, p. 70).
Pedagogy
Classroom teachers must understand the fundamentals of language learning when
instructing ELs (Brisk & Harrington, 2000). They must understand the process of language
development and the significance of being bilingual. Teachers with bilingual students must
understand the interactions between the languages of the bilingual learner and have the
knowledge necessary to prepare the EL for state mandated testing. Having bilingual students in
a classroom allows for numerous possibilities that can contribute to a culturally relevant
pedagogy (Ladson-Billings, 1995).
The knowledge of the content used to be the key to educating students, but now so often
teachers are required to teach to the test. Edgerton (1997) stated, that
learning “about” things does not enable students to acquire the abilities and
understanding they will need for the 21st century. We need new pedagogies of
engagement that will turn out the kinds of resourceful, engaged workers and citizens that
America now requires. (p. 32)
There are several components of an engaged pedagogy within a classroom. An engaged
pedagogy requires teachers to understand their ELs’ lives at both the micro and macro levels. By
placing the varied backgrounds of the ELs at the center of the school’s curriculum, the teacher
recognizes the significant role that school context contributes to an individual’s identity.
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Engaged pedagogy promotes the use of students’ ideas, thoughts, and languages while preparing
the student for the ACCESS and ARMT+ (Glass & Wong, 2003).
Beliefs about teaching and learning can change a teacher’s pedagogy. How a teacher
approaches a situation in a classroom with an EL can have life-long outcomes for that student
(Cochran-Smith, 2001). Cochran-Smith stated that it is the teachers who affect the pedagogy
within the classroom and how the other students interact with the EL.
Byrnes and Kiger (1994) suggested the following:
If teachers are going to be effective working with limited-English-proficient (LEP)
children, then they must have proper training, assistance, and positive attitudes about
language diversity. Language learning is facilitated when teachers have positive attitudes
about language diversity and show an interest in cultural sharing. (p. 227)
Standards for Effective Classroom Pedagogy
In a study conducted by R. G. Tharp (as citied in Doherty & Hilberg, 2007) he concluded
that there were five standards to classroom pedagogy that are critical for improving the learning
outcome for all students, especially those who are facing cultural and linguistic challenges. The
first standard is learning through joint productive activity. This is when the teacher and the
students work together on a common goal and have opportunities to discuss their work during
the activity. The second standard promotes language and literacy development across the
curriculum. Teachers use this standard to promote reading, writing, and speaking activities by
developing competence in second language acquisition. The third standard is for the teachers to
connect what the student already knows from prior experiences both at home and school to new
information. The fourth standard promotes complex thinking. The teacher engages the students
in activities that require higher order thinking of new information to achieve an academic goal.
The fifth standard is goal-directed conversations between the teacher and a small group of
students (Doherty & Hilberg, 2007).
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Within Tharp’s five standards of classroom pedagogy there is a direct relationship to
Vygotsky’s (1978) zone of proximal development (ZPD). ZPD is defined as what learners can
accomplish on their own and what they can accomplish in collaboration with a more experienced
mentor, teacher, or student. Instructional activities presented by the teacher must facilitate
learner of new skills or concepts, so that the teacher can observe the student’s unassisted level of
performance. Within these activities there is the ability for differentiated instruction, in which
the teacher can assign different tasks to different groups of students based on their ability both
academically and linguistically (Doherty & Hilberg, 2007).
Evidence shows that classroom organization also plays a role in effective classroom
pedagogy. Doherty and Hilberg tested two hypotheses: (a) teachers’ use of the standards for
effective pedagogy would predict student achievement reliably, and (b) achievement would be
highest for students whose teachers made extensive use of the standards directly at the teacher
center and indirectly in the instructional activities at peripheral activity centers.
The study was conducted at two public elementary schools in central California. Site 1
was a professional development school in which the teachers had been working informally with
the five standards for effective pedagogy for several years. Site 2 had no experience with the
five standards. Across the two sites, 23 teachers and 394 students participated in the study. Site
1 included 13 female teachers, 1 male teacher, 130 female students, and 133 male students. At
Site 2 there were 7 female teachers, 2 male teachers, 61 female students, and 70 male students.
Both sites served predominately low-income Latino families. There was also a combination of
different language programs across the two sites. There were 12 bilingual classes, 5 Englishonly classes, 4 structured English instruction classes, and 2 combined classes of English-only
and structured English instruction. Within the study, 244 students were limited English
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proficient, 52 students were designated English proficient, 32 students were fully English
proficient, and 66 students were English speakers.
The researchers found that within the language arts instruction the teachers use of the
standards for effective pedagogy did predict achievement reliably on year-end SAT-9 tests.
They also found that teachers’ use of the standards increased students’ tests scores on
comprehension, language, vocabulary, and reading (Doherty & Hilberg, 2007).
Evidence was also found through their research that achievement levels were highest and
achievement gains greatest in classrooms in which the teachers used the five standards in the
classroom organized into multiple, diversified activity settings. Across all SAT-9 tests, all
students in classrooms in which teachers changed their teaching and organization to reflect the
standards proposed by Tharp showed greater achievement levels and gains. Low ELs showed
the most gains on their test scores in the classroom where teachers adopted the five standards
(Doherty & Hilberg, 2007).
State Mandated Testing and English Learners
Numerous studies have investigated the effects of high-stakes testing within the
classrooms. The research from these studies has yielded both positive and negative results. One
of the sections of No Child Left Behind (2001) requires that states develop tests to assess
students so that data-driven decisions become an integral part of the educational system.
Academic standards and tests were developed to assess the students’ knowledge and skills in
reading and math in Grades 3-8. The state tests are then used to compare the performance of
schools against the standards for proficiency.
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Alabama Reading and Math Test Plus
To reach the requirements set forth by NCLB, the state of Alabama created the Alabama
Reading and Math Test Plus (ARMT+), which is a criterion-based test that aligns with the
Alabama content standards in reading and math. The ARMT+ is 100% aligned with the
Alabama state content standards. The purpose of this test is to assess students’ mastery of
content standards, report individual and group performance, assess relative strengths and
weaknesses within the standards, and provide data to study changes in performance (Alabama
State Department of Education, 2010).
The scores are reported at the following levels:
1. Level I: Does not meet academic content standards
2. Level II: Partially meets academic content standards
3. Level III: Meets academic content stands (proficient or grade-level performance)
4. Level IV: Exceeds academic content standards
Alabama uses the results of the ARMT+ for accountability in meeting the requirements of NCLB
legislation.
ACCESS Testing
By aligning with the World Class Instructional Design standards for English Learners,
Alabama uses the ACCESS for reporting accountability with ELs, along with the ARMT+. The
ACCESS for ELs is used for Assessing Comprehension and Communication in English State-toState. It is designed to measure English language proficiency. It is a standardized test that
addresses the WIDA standards that form the core of Alabama’s approach to instructing and
testing English learners every year in the state of Alabama. This test is given to determine what
level of English they know and understand. The test is given over three different testing settings
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for first- through twelfth-grade students. The tests are also leveled at Tier A, B, or C. A test on
Tier A is for students just entering the United States and/or English-speaking schools. Most
students will take the Tier B test. This is for students who are learning the English language, but
have a good knowledge of social language. A Tier C test is for the student who is ready to test
out of English Language services (WIDA, 2011).
The first setting is over the speaking domain. This part of the test is given one on one
and lasts approximately 30 minutes (WIDA, 2011).
The next domain is the listening and reading section of the test, which can be given in a
group setting. The listening test is questions and stories read aloud to the students, and they
answer different questions. The students have a picture to look at that correlates with the story or
questions, but it is not the actually story. The student also does not see the question. They must
be able to use their listening skills, and each story and question can only be read once. This
takes approximately 30 minutes. The students are able to complete the reading section on their
own. They read stories, look at graphs, timelines, and so on, and answer questions about what
they read. They are able to go back to the stories and graphs to help answer these questions.
This part of the test also lasts approximately 30 minutes (WIDA, 2011).
The last domain is the writing section of the test. The students have examples to read,
and then they write similar stories. The writing section is divided into three parts. The first two
parts take a combined time of 20 minutes. The last part takes 30 minutes and includes much
more of an in-depth writing process (WIDA).
The kindergarten portion of the ACCESS is given one on one for all sections. The test
integrates the four domains of reading, writing, speaking, and listening, but all the domains are
integrated throughout the test. An English language learner in kindergarten could take this test in

26

	
  
one test setting, one test setting with a break, or in two test settings. The test takes
approximately 30 minutes (WIDA, 2011).
The test is scored on a 1 to 6 scale. A score of a 1.0-1.9 indicates an entering student.
This student would have very little English knowledge and has probably just come to the United
States or has just enrolled in an English-speaking school. A score of 2.0-2.9 indicates a
beginning student. A beginning student has some of the communicative language but is lacking
in academic language. A developing student has scored in the range of 3.0-3.9. This student still
needs some additional instruction in the classroom with accommodations but is able to
participate in the classroom with the use of his English language. If the student falls in the range
of 4.0-4.9 the score is known as expanding. The state of Alabama looks for a score of 4.8 or
higher for a student to test out of the English Language program. Students in this range need
very little help from the ESL teacher. Their work is not accommodated, and they are expected to
participate with all the other students (WIDA, 2011).
After scoring a 4.8 or better the student becomes classified as a Former Limited English
Proficient (FLEP). A FLEP student is monitored for 2 years to ensure that the student is able to
participate in full class activities without his home language deterring him in any way. At the
end of the 2 years the student is officially out of the ESL program (WIDA, 2011; see Appendix
A).
Madaus and Clarke (2001) studied the impact of mandated testing on minority students,
using data from Boston College that was collected over a 30-year period. Findings of the study
highlight four issues regarding mandated testing: (a)it does not have significant positive effects
on teaching and learning, (b) it does not motivate unmotivated students, (c) it does not assess
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students coming from different races, cultures, and ethnic backgrounds in an equitable way, and
(d) it increases high school dropout rates, particularly among minority populations.
State mandated tests are used to determine a student’s level of knowledge and also to
compare what a student knows to other students his or her age. If a child’s language is different
from his peers, inaccurate conclusions can be drawn (Jones, Jones, & Hargrove, 2003).
Specifically, if a student does not understand English and obtains a low test score on a word
problem in math, the scores can be inaccurately interpreted concluding that the student is below
grade level math (Jones, Jones, & Hargrove, 2003). The majority of states in the United States
are using standardized test scores to prove that students are progressing as mandated by NCLB
(Menken, 2008). An EL’s English proficiency will likely greatly impact test scores of an EL’s
knowledge in a specific area of content (Garcia & Menken, 2006). Specifically, there are
language and cultural complexities of test items that may lead to errors when determining highstakes decisions (Abedi & Dietal, 2004). Unfortunately, ELs are being included in the
administration of these tests, which were never intended for ELs (Menken, 2008).
Testing Impact on Mainstream Classrooms
Several case studies have concluded that state mandated testing has encouraged teachers
to change their instructional practices in positive ways. Stecher (2002) indicated that teachers
are able to disseminate specific information about students based on their performance on tests.
These tests also allow identification of areas of strengths and weaknesses for individual students.
By finding the weaknesses of a student, based on high-stakes testing, teachers are able to redirect
instruction to better help the academic performance of the student.
A survey conducted in 2006 by the Wisconsin Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development concluded that 36% of the teachers surveyed believed that testing
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provided useful data to help measure students’ success. Twenty percent cited that because of
testing they had increased awareness of the needs of the subgroups, that is, English Learners
(Frontier, Pheifer, & Zellmer, 2006).
In a study conducted by Clarke et al. (2003), the goal was to identify the effects of statelevel, standards-based reform on teaching and learning. The researchers looked at testing in the
states of Michigan, Kansas, and Massachusetts. Participants included 360 educators from the
three states. Results showed that these educators believed that state mandated testing helped the
consistency of the standards across the schools in their respective states, and it increased
emphasis on problem solving and writing. Some of the positive effects that teachers, both
secondary and elementary, agreed on were the removal of unneeded content, a renewed emphasis
on important content, and inclusion of important topics not previously taught.
In Washington State, Nance (1998) conducted a study that examined how teachers
changed their instructional practice in response to high-stakes assessments. Within an
elementary school setting, Nance found that teachers used more higher-level thinking questions
and modeled class assessment to resemble the format of the tests. The teachers were able to use
the results from the high-stakes assessments to guide their instruction and lesson planning.
Within the studies reviewed for this particular research study, not all results were positive
when it came to state mandated testing. Clarke and his fellow researchers (2003) identified
several negative factors associated with state mandated testing. Teachers reported that because
of the pressure of accountability they had to reduce instructional creativity, increase preparation
for tests, and lessen the depth of content coverage. Teachers also concluded that one of the
consequences of having to teach to the test were less time for fine arts, physical education, and
classroom enrichment activities. Because of the increased pressure set forth by accountability
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policies, Phillips and Flashman (2007) concluded that these policies took the joy out of teaching
by “forcing creative teachers to replace their innovative teaching strategies and material with a
lockstep curriculum focused solely on improving tested skills” (p. 47).
In 2003, another study conducted by Pedulla, Abrams, Madaus, Russell, Ramos, and Jing
found that 59% of middle school teachers reported that the content of their classroom tests
mirrored their state tests. The teachers asserted again that they were having to teach to the test
and were not really improving student learning. Ketter and Pool (2001) said that by focusing on
test preparation, teachers’ abilities to help individual students lessened. They also concluded that
students became disengaged because the tests did not consider their personal and cultural
background.
S. Dorn (2007) acknowledges that because of state mandated testing accountability,
teachers are forced to narrow the curriculum in order to focus more on test items. Teachers focus
more on the subjects covered in the test to attain the best possible results. According to Abrams,
Madaus, and Pedulla’s (2003) study, results of a teacher survey indicated that teachers devoted
large amounts of classroom time to test preparation because of the pressure to raise test scores.
They did this by emphasizing instructional and assessment strategies mirroring the content. So,
the teachers were essentially teaching to the test.
Conceptual Framework
Within the mainstream classroom, the teacher is charged with educating the EL student in
both the academic content and the acquiring of the English language. When the EL student can
acquire the English language at a high proficiency level, then the student can learn academic
concepts in the classroom. However, because of state mandated testing accountability, teachers
are forced to narrow the content curriculum in order to focus more on test items (S. Dorn, 2007).
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Because of the focus on test preparation, teachers’ abilities to help individual students lessens,
because of time constraints, along with the importance of helping the EL acquire the English
language needed for both the academic classroom and the state mandated tests (Ketter & Pool,
2001).
Classroom teachers must understand the fundamentals of language learning when
instructing ELs (Brisk & Harrington, 2000). For the purposes of this research the ideal
mainstream classroom setting for EL students, as determined by the researcher, is one that
includes the following factors: preferential seating, the use of visual aids, peer-to-peer
mentoring, professional development for the teachers, and an understanding of engaged
pedagogy. The classroom should also provide comprehensible language in an environment
conducive to expanding the EL’s knowledge during communicative situations and teacher
scaffolding (Peregoy & Boyle, 2004).
Teachers must also have an understanding of the ELs’ lives both within a school setting
and outside the school setting (Glass & Wong, 2003). By placing the varied backgrounds of the
ELs within the curriculum and test preparation lessons, the teacher will recognize the significant
role that school context contributes to each individual’s identity. Engaged pedagogy promotes
the use of students’ ideas, thoughts, and languages while preparing the student for the ACCESS
and ARMT+ (Glass & Wong, 2003). A classroom that employs an engaged pedagogy is a
classroom where the teacher aims to learn as much from his or her students as he or she intends
to teach. The teacher centers the classroom around conversation and discussion while creating a
safe environment for the student to express his or her opinions. By encouraging conversation in
the classroom the students are sharing knowledge of what they know and have learned, and it
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creates opportunities for EL students to use the English language to gain proficiency (Glass &
Wong, 2003).
Gap in the Research
Although there has been extensive research done on state mandated testing, there is
limited research on how the ARMT+ and ACCESS impact the classroom pedagogy of
mainstream middle school teachers preparing ELs for state mandated tests.
Summary
Chapter 2 discussed the theoretical framework that served as the basis for this study. The
literature about second language acquisition, classroom pedagogy, state mandated testing and
Els, and the gap in the research were presented to further define the study’s purpose of preparing
ELs for state mandated testing at a secondary level. Chapter 3 presents the methodology that
was used for this study.
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CHAPTER 3
CASE STUDY METHODOLOGY
After the completion of the theoretical framework in the previous chapter, this chapter
focuses on the methodology for the present study.
Research Question and Design
The purpose of this study was to explore how teachers prepare EL students for the
ARMT+ and the ACCESS, and how these tests impact classroom pedagogy and practice. The
following research question guided the study:
Research Question: In what way does the preparation for the ARMT+ and ACCESS
impact the classroom pedagogy and practice of seventh-grade
English and Math middle school teachers in Alabama who also teach
ELs in their classroom?
According to Ellis (1997) descriptive research is typically used with second language
acquisition. Qualitative research begins with a predetermined focus, and descriptive research
narrows its lens to examine only specific aspects of the language-learning context (Seliger &
Shohamy, 1989). Descriptive research studies behavior as it occurs naturally in the classroom.
The researcher personally engaged in the data collection, discovering what was occurring in the
classroom, including study participants’ attitudes, behaviors, and the classroom context (Kane,
1984).
The study describes the preparing of the seventh-grade EL students for the ARMT+ and
the ACCESS. Two seventh-grade English teachers and two seventh-grade Math teachers
identified by the principal were observed during their preparation of second language students
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for state mandated tests. Questionnaires, observations, interviews, and field notes provided the
data that was analyzed to describe the teachers’ pedagogy, practice, and interaction in the
mainstream classroom with the EL students.
This study relied on the case study method. Data for analysis and interpretation came
from interview transcripts, field notes, a questionnaire, and informal conversations. The purpose
of conducting a case study was for the researcher to gain insight into the study participants
(Gerring, 2007). The case study differs from other forms of research because it provided
intensive analyses and rich descriptions of the system as limited by space and time (Hancock &
Algonzzine, 2006).
With the focus of this research being the preparation of EL students in a mainstream
seventh-grade classroom for state mandated tests, the case study was the obvious choice because
it provided, “a detailed, in-depth examination of a person…from a specific group” (Hubbard &
Power, 1999, p. 120). Furthermore, the case study is an appropriate research method for novice
researchers, which was the status of this researcher (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003).
The Case Study
Creswell (2007) stated, “Case study research is a qualitative approach in which the
investigator explores a bounded system…through detailed, in-depth data collection involving
multiple sources of information” (p. 73). These sources of information can be interview and
observations. Patton (2002) said that all data gathered for a case study must be organized into a
case record for each teacher participant. This record contains all the data collected, which was
then organized, condensed, classified, and edited into a manageable form. To begin, I wrote a
draft case study from the data collected using a thematic organization, along with the essential

34

	
  
background information, which provided insight into the research. Finally, I wrote a narrative
that offered a descriptive picture of the focus of the study.
The data collection from the four case studies came from observation, semistructured
interviews, questionnaires, and field notes. Using these various data collection methods helped
with the validation and triangulation of the data (Seliger & Shohamy, 1989).
Merriam (1988) stated, “Evaluative case studies involve description, explanation, and
judgment” (p. 28). In educational research, case study tends to be the best because it provides a
“thick description,” it is lifelike, it can communicate tacit knowledge, and the information
provided produces judgment (Merriam, 1988). Merriam stated that “judging is the final and
ultimate act of evaluation” (p. 28).
In educational research, case studies are able to explain the links in real-life interventions
(Merriam 1988). Lincoln and Guba (1985) stressed the importance of including a discussion of
the results of the study. Within this case study, I wanted to show the pedagogies of classroom
teachers preparing EL students for the ARMT+. I wanted to describe how seventh-grade Math
and English teachers prepare their EL students for a state mandated test when there was limited
English. Then, I wanted to evaluate those classroom practices to see how prepared the EL was
for the ARMT+.
Setting of the Study
This study took place in a public school located in a middle class community where the
English Learner population had grown a significant amount in the previous 3 years. The school
system was located in the southeastern United States and supported 28,734 students with 15,016
being middle and high school students. The number of students who qualified for ESL services
during the 2012-2013 school year was 1,356, and the number of students who spoke another
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language at home other than English was 3,094. This school system had the largest EL
population in the state with 49 different languages and 66 countries represented. The school
system consisted of nine middle schools (District Profile, 2011).
Participants
One decision that a researcher must make when determining their study is whether to
collect data from an entire target population or from a sample of the population. Because of time
constraints, a researcher is usually prompted to choose a sample group of a much larger target
population. Champion (2002) expressed this in the following:
Ideally, the subset accurately reflects the larger group’s important attributes, or is selected
with another good rationale. When you use a good sampling process with the appropriate
data, you produce solid findings that lead to valid conclusions that are generalizable to
the whole population. (p. 62)
In this study, purposeful sampling was used in the selection of the study participants.
The principal of the school recommended 4 teachers who he deemed appropriate for the study
based on the criteria set forth by the researcher. Two of the teachers taught seventh-grade
mathematics, and two taught seventh-grade English. The teachers had been teaching for 2 or
more years in the school but had no specialized training in working with ELs. The teachers had
at least one EL in their classroom that had been in English-speaking schools for at least 2 years.
The teachers received their informed consent letters from their administrator when they decided
to participate in the study. Until the initial meeting scheduled with the 4 teachers, the researcher
was unaware of any information regarding the teachers except the criteria set forth by the study.
Table 1 presents the demographic information for the case study participants gathered
from the initial teacher survey online, found in Appendix B, including age, gender, ethnicity, and
teaching experience with ELs.
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Table 1
General Demographic Information for the 4 Case Study Participants
Demographic

Teacher 1

Teacher 2

Teacher 3

Teacher 4

Age Group

< 30

41-50

31-40

< 30

Gender

M

F

M

F

Ethnicity

Caucasian

Caucasian

Caucasian

Caucasian

Native
Language

English

English

English

English

Speaks >1 Language

No

Spanish

German

some Spanish

Years of Secondary
Teaching

2-5

> 16

6-10

2-5

7th English

7th English

7th Math

7th Math

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Current Grade/ Course
Taught
Taught an EL w/Limited
or No English Proficiency
Classroom Composition

As previously stated, all research was done in seventh-grade language arts and math
classes. The average class size was 30 students, which were composed of native English
speakers and EL students. More specific information about each classroom’s landscape is
provided in Table 2.
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Table 2
ELs and Native Speakers in Observed Classes of Each Teacher Participant
Teacher 1

Teacher 2

Teacher 3

Teacher 4

Grade/
Course Taught

7th English

7th English

7th Math

7th Math

#ELs

4

10

5

3

EL Ethnicity

Spanish (3)
Japanese (1)

Spanish (4)
Ugandan (1)
Japanese (4)
Romanian (1)

Spanish (2)
Japanese (3)

Spanish (2)
Russian (1)

# Native Speakers

33

30

32

26

# Special Needs Students

0

0

0

0

Time Frame of Study
The data was collected over a 6-week period. This allowed the researcher to see the
teachers’ classroom pedagogy during ARMT+ review. I visited each class twice and conducted
interviews before the first observation and at the end of the last observation. The combination of
time spent in formal observations, interviews, and informal conversations in person and through
email totaled 100 hours. Adequate time was available for interviews, observations, and informal
conversations.
Observation Protocol
Seliger and Shohamy (1989) stated, “In second language acquisition research,
observations are used most often to collect data on how learners use language in a variety of
settings, to study language learning and teaching processes in the classroom and to study
teachers’ and students’ behaviors” (p. 162). Observation as a research tool is most beneficial
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when it serves a formulated research purpose, is planned deliberately, is recorded systematically,
and is subjected to checks and controls on validity and reliability (Merriam, 1988).
A primary advantage of the observation is that it provides in-depth current data (Lincoln
& Guba, 1985). Using observations allows the researcher to look at the classroom setting, the
way the teacher conducts his/her teaching, and activities and interactions between the teacher and
the students—both EL and English speaking students (Merriam, 1988). The advantages of using
observations include the ability to gain information about individuals directly and to view the
subjects in a natural, unstructured setting (Mahoney, 1997).
For a researcher, observations include the recording of events and behaviors in the
particular setting. These observations become known as field notes, which describe in detail
what has been observed. The researcher must be unintrusive when observing so as not to skew
any results (Marshall & Rossman, 2006). In the beginning of the observation process the
researcher enters the setting with a predetermined idea of what she is looking for, along with a
checklist of things to look for. By the end of the observations, the researcher is able to identify
patterns and themes to explain behavior and relationships (Marshall & Rossman, 2006).
This study examined how the participants interacted and prepared the EL students for
state mandated testing. Consequently, observation was a good representation of a source of data
for this study. Each participant was observed in his or her classroom at least twice during the
preparation for the ARMT+.
When doing the observations Merriam (1988) suggested using a “narrow-angle” lens to
focus on the participant and the pedagogies of the classroom. By using observations the
researcher was able to learn the different ways that the teachers prepared the EL students to take
the ARMT+.
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Within the observations for this case study, the researcher noticed that the students did
not pay much to the researcher. At the beginning of the first observation all 4 teachers explained
to the students that the researcher in the room was working on a new degree and that she was
observing the teacher. The students smiled and went on with their class work. When the
researcher attended the classes for additional observations, the students paid no attention to her at
all. Most of them did not even realize the researcher was in the room, which fits with the
protocols suggested by Marshall and Rossman (2006).
Questionnaires
Each participant began by answering an initial survey (Appendix C). Results from the
initial survey can be found in Table 1. Questionnaires represent the second most common
method of data collection used by educational researchers (Johnson & Christensen, 2004). A
major advantage of the questionnaire is that it is a versatile tool for obtaining research data. This
questionnaire gave the researcher background information on the teachers. It allowed the
researcher to know the age group, ethnicity, and gender of the people participating in the study.
The researcher also learned whether English was the first language of the participants, and
whether the participants spoke another language other than English. Finally the survey allowed
the researcher to know about the participants’ educational background, such as how long they
had been teaching, whether they had ever taught EL students, their current position in the school,
and whether they had ever had any formal education or training to work with EL students. This
survey helped the researcher better understand the background knowledge of the participants.
Interviews
Interviewing is a way of collecting data that involves having people talk about their
experiences. Qualitative researchers rely extensively on in-depth interviewing (Marshall &
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Rossman, 2006). In-depth interviews are much more like conversations than formal events.
Interviews allow for researchers to collect data quickly, but the data can be time consuming to
analyze. I explored a few general topics to help the participant feel comfortable, always
respecting the participants’ responses and views on the questions (Marshall & Rossman, 2006).
The researcher must also remain neutral and nonjudgmental no matter how much the answers
might interfere with the researcher’s own beliefs (Merriam, 1988). Bogdan and Biklen (2003)
encouraged interviewers to understand the thinking of the interviewee. Marshall and Rossman
(2006) stated that the most important aspect of the interviewer’s approach is conveying the
attitude that the participant’s views are valuable and useful (p. 101).
To reduce the possibility of interviewer error and to increase reliability, I sent the
transcribed interview to the participants and encouraged them to add or revise their comments to
ensure accuracy (MacMillan, 2004). Once the participants in this study agreed to be
interviewed, I used a semistructured interview protocol.
In a semistructured interview protocol, questions tend to be open-ended but specific in
nature. The questions tend to allow for follow-up or probing for more in-depth responses.
MacMillian (2004) explained that semistructured interviews are the most common type of
interview in educational research. By using this interview style, the information can be more
extensive (Kane, 1984).
There are many advantages to interviewing in a research study. Some of these
advantages include the rich data, detail, and new insights the data provides. Interviews also
allow the researcher to interact face-to-face with the participants. Finally, interviews enable the
researcher to explain or clarify questions for more relevant responses (Mahoney, 1997).
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Interview Protocols and Scheduling
After completion of the survey, the researcher set up a time for an initial interview with
each of the participants (see Appendix D). The interview took place in the teachers’ classrooms
at a time most convenient for the teacher. The interviews lasted approximately 30 minutes and
were tape recorded and transcribed for analysis. Copies of the transcriptions were given to each
participant to ensure that their comments and beliefs were transcribed correctly.
Each participant was interviewed at least twice using open-ended questions. Open-ended
questions allowed for more conversation between the researcher and the participant (Merriam,
1988). If the researcher needed clarification, the participant was interviewed again.
Within the interviews that took place for this research the two questions that all 4
participants had a difficult time answering were the following: “Do you think that ELs can
receive an equitable education in a mainstream classroom?” and “What do you do differently in
preparing for the ARMT+ when you have EL in your classroom?” All of the teachers quickly
answered “yes, the students deserve an equitable education” but, they all had a hard time
explaining the ways they could ensure that the EL students were receiving the education they
deserved. The teachers also all agreed that they did change their teaching style to help prepare
the students for the ARMT+ by teaching more to the test, but as the observations took place this
was not always the case.
The researcher will show in chapter 4 that the Language Arts teachers did not change
their way of teaching as the ARMT+ and ACCESS approached. They continued with the same
lessons that they were doing previously. Both classes were reading novels and discussing the
contents of the novels within the classroom. The teachers explained to the researcher that this
was the way they prepared their students for the test, because they would have to read passages

42

	
  
on the test and answer questions. The questions that the teachers presented to the students dealt
with the contents of the books the students were reading. For the ARMT+ and ACCESS test, the
questions deal more with the theme, author’s point of view, plot, and other literary devices, not
the content of what the student read.
The researcher also noticed that with the question, “What specific strategies do you use
or have you used to assist ELs?”, the participants tended to answer in a way that would mold the
best practices they had learned through their college education. The teachers tended to answer
the way they thought the researcher wanted them to answer. All of them chose to answer with
the ideas of visual aids, preferential seating, translators, and help from peers. Each teacher gave
an example of what they would provide for the EL student so that the child could be successful
in the classroom. As the reader will understand in chapter 4, the teachers discussed the use of
notes being translated into ELs’ first languages, fill in the blank notes for note taking within the
classroom, and seating near a mentor student as effective strategies that they used for their EL
students. These ideas seemed to be effective strategies used by the teachers to help the ELs both
in the academic classes and in the preparation for the state mandated tests.
Field Notes
Researchers use field notes to record descriptions of people, strategies, events, activities,
and reflections. These field notes also provide portraits of the research subjects, a description of
the physical setting, and accounts of particular lessons being taught, and in addition can
incorporate the behavior of the observer (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003). Bogdan and Biklen also
described the importance of a reflective aspect to field notes. These reflections include notes on
analysis, method, ethical dilemmas, conflicts, the observer’s frame of mind, and points for
clarification.
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Bogdan and Biklen (2003) characterized the process of writing field notes as follows:
1. Do not procrastinate. Begin writing immediately after completing an
observation. The greater the distance between the event and recording it, the less accurate the
notes may be.
2. Do not discuss the observation prior to recording it. Discussing it may only
blur its importance. Also, the line between what occurred during the observation and what was
discussed may dull the reality of the observation.
3. Locate a quiet place away from any distractions, and get to work immediately.
4. Allow adequate time to complete the notes. For novice researchers, allow at
least three times as long as it took to complete the observation.
5. Begin jotting down notes. Create an outline with key phrases and events.
Perhaps draw a diagram of what occurred, if possible.
6. Review the observation session chronologically. A chronological outline
tends to be the best way to organize the notes.
7. Allow ideas and discussions to flow onto the paper.
8. If the realization occurs that a section is missing, add it. If the notes are
completed, and a section was never included, add it to the end. Everything doesn’t have to be
perfect the first time through. There will be a time to add details later.
9. Realize that note taking is tedious but rewarding.
In this study, field notes were used to supplement the notes from observations. The
researcher was able to follow the guidelines characterized by Bogdan and Biklen (2003) when
writing down the notes for this research. After each observation, the researcher would spend 2 to
3 hours making notes and adding details to the notes recorded in the observations. From the
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observations the researcher was able to create follow-up questions that were needed to fully
explain certain aspects seen within the classroom and help with the data analysis. An example of
the field notes and follow-up questions is the researcher noticed in Teacher 4’s math class an EL
student sat in the very back of the room near her desk. The teacher discussed in her initial
interview about the benefits of the EL students being near the front of the classroom or where the
teacher is standing, so a follow-up question for Teacher 4 that was noted during the recording of
field notes was, “Why does one EL sit in the back of the room near your desk and not toward the
front?” The teacher explained in her follow-up interview why for that particular student the
placing in the back of the room was beneficial. The follow-up interview is as follows:
Researcher: Why does an EL sit in the back of the room near your desk and not toward
the front?
Teacher 4: For this particular student I have placed him toward the back of the room
toward my desk, so that he can focus more. When I lecture I tend to use the slate and
stand in the back of the room. For this particular student, by having him in the back of
the room, I can observe his activities. I can tell if he is taking notes or if he is
daydreaming. I can easily walk over behind his desk and redirect him if needed so that
he can focus on the math lesson at hand. This, I believe, is the best place for him. Even
though he is not sitting toward the front, for him preferential seating is best near me, so
that I can redirect him during the lessons and during classwork without causing the other
students to lose focus on the lesson.
Teacher 4 explained in the above follow-up interview that preferential seating for her classroom
was not always in the front of the room, even though she discussed front of the room seating in
her initial interview. For this particular student, he would benefit most by sitting closer to the
back of the room where she could monitor his work and behavior.
Data Analysis
Once all the data was collected, I had to organize the data in a way that answered the
research question. Some of the data overlapped and informed more than one question. Marshall
and Rossman (2006) stated that data analysis falls into seven phases: organizing the data,
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immersion into the data, generating categories and themes, coding the data, offering
interpretations through analytical memos, searching for alternative understandings, and writing
the report for presenting the study. Patton (2002) stated, “Qualitative analysis transforms data
into findings. The final destination remains unique for each inquirer, known only when—and
if—arrived at” (p. 432). The researcher must determine which data is important, so that the data
can be brought into manageable chunks. The goal of data analysis is for the researcher to come
up with reasonable conclusions based on the data (Taylor & Bogdan, 1984).
To begin I broke down the data into different units, based on themes of beliefs on
instruction and strategies with the classroom, preparation for state mandated testing, and beliefs
about equitable education in the mainstream classroom for comparative analysis (Merriam,
1988). Comparative analysis is when the researcher compares each observation to one another
and looks for similarities and differences. According to Marshall and Rossman (2006) “this
phase of data analysis is the most difficult, complex, ambiguous, creative, and fun” (p. 158).
Observations that are similar will be given the same code. Coding should begin after the first
interview is over, so that the first data collected can begin the foundation for the research (Corbin
& Strauss, 2008). The different categories of the coding should reflect the purpose of the
research, be mutually exclusive, and be independent such that one category will not affect the
classification of the other data (Merriam, 1988).
As the research was analyzed a memo was created with a code that reflected what the raw
data were all about (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). The researcher took these memos and made sense
of the findings, made inferences, and determined how useful the data were to the research
(Marshall & Rossman, 2006).
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Trustworthiness of Data
At the beginning of the study I clarified any bias that might impact the study, including
past experiences, biases, and prejudices that might challenge my interpretation of the data
(Creswell, 2007). Maintaining credibility throughout the study was essential. I attempted to
remain neutral during classroom observations and interviews. The purpose was to offer an
objective representation of the classroom pedagogies that were used by mainstream teachers to
prepare ELs for the ARMT+ and ACCESS.
Validity and trustworthiness are important parts of qualitative research. A researcher
must establish a sense of trust between her participants and herself. Because of the long hours
spent in the field, I was able to build trust between the participants and myself. Gay and Airasian
(2003) advised that trust between the researcher and the participants’ serves as the foundation for
any study. She must learn and respect the culture of the classroom, the teachers, and the
students, and only use the information that is relevant to the study (Creswell, 2007). During the
observation process, I got to know the students that the teachers had in their classes. I provided
the participants with the opportunity to confirm the data collected in their classrooms and
through individual interviews. This is known as member checking and is considered by Lincoln
and Guba (1985) to be “the most critical technique for establishing credibility” (p. 49).
Triangulation
Another way to manage validity is by using triangulation. Triangulation is bringing
together multiple sources of data that support the main point being theorized. By designing the
study to include multiple data collections the study’s usefulness has greater strength (Marshall &
Rossman, 2006). Triangulation was used in this study by means of the initial survey, interviews
with the teachers, along with observations in the classrooms.
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Peer Debriefing
Peer debriefing was used as an external check by the researcher to allow the participants
to comment on the findings as they emerged. Peer debriefing took place after the initial
interview and after the final interview. The researcher met with each participant after
transcribing the interviews and had the participant read each of his or her comments. The
participant was then able to clarify any part of the interview that he or she deemed necessary.
Member Checks
Member checking helped to increase the credibility of the study. I took the findings and
interpretations back to the participants to ensure that I was not taking anything out of context but
was representing each participant accurately (Creswell, 2007). Consequently, this allowed the
study participants to assume an important role in verifying any data collected.
Rich, Thick Descriptions
Rich, thick description allows readers of the research to determine whether the
information can be transferred to other settings (Creswell, 2007). I wrote detailed accounts of
my classroom observations and interactions with the participants to allow for rich, thick
descriptions. I allowed the participants in the study to read and comment on the observation
notes. All 4 participants agreed that the descriptions of the observations were correct through
corresponding emails.
Summary
Chapter 3 addressed the methodology used in the present study and offered a rationale for
design decisions made by the researcher. Advantages for each component of the research
methods were identified. The methodological techniques selected relied on a descriptive
research paradigm. Qualitative data analysis used the comparative method, which includes open
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coding, theme development, and category generation. Trustworthiness of data was ensured
through triangulation of data, peer debriefing, member checks, and rich, thick description.
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CHAPTER 4
DATA ANALYSES AND RESULTS
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research study was to explore how classroom teachers prepared EL
students for the ARMT+ and the ACCESS. Through interviews, completed participant
questionnaires, and classroom observations, the researcher attempted to describe the pedagogies
and practices of 4 teacher participants. In addition, this study sought to influence decisions being
made about state mandated testing of ELs, before acquiring English language proficiency, by the
State Department of Education and education policy makers.
The following research question guided the exploration of the instructional strategies
used by the 4 seventh-grade English and Math teachers who participated in this case study.
Research Question: In what way does the preparation for the ARMT+ and ACCESS
impact the classroom pedagogy and practice of seventh-grade
English and Math middle school teachers in Alabama who also teach
ELs in their classroom?	
  
The discussions of the analyses of the three primary sources of data—teacher interviews,
teacher questionnaires, and classroom observations—are presented in correlation with the
research question. All teacher responses have been integrated to create an overall picture of the
pedagogies and practices used in preparation for state mandated testing in the seventh-grade
English and Math mainstream classrooms. Summaries of those responses conclude each section.
Teacher interviews represent the first source of data analyzed. As previously noted, these
interviews occurred at the beginning of the research before the field observations, and each
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lasted approximately 30 minutes. Responses to follow-up questions were conducted at the end
of field observations and at the conclusion of the study. Throughout the interviews, teachers
were asked questions directly related to the research question. Some questions were reiterated in
the questionnaire to improve the reliability of the responses. Quotes were derived from teachers’
responses to direct questions. The Teacher Interview Protocol is presented in Appendix D, and
the abridged compilation of the teacher participants’ responses to interview questions is
presented in Appendix E.
Case Study Participants
In this study, purposeful sampling was used in the selection of the study participants.
The principal of the school recommended 4 teachers whom he deemed appropriate for the study
based on the criteria set forth by the researcher. The criteria were as follows: 2 of the teachers
must teach seventh-grade mathematics and 2 of the teachers must teach seventh-grade English.
The teachers need to be teaching for more than one year but have no specialized training in the
field of working with EL students. The teachers must have at least one EL in their classroom
who has been in the country for more than one year. Until the initial meeting the researcher was
unaware of any information regarding the teachers except the criteria set-forth by the study.
Teacher 1: Seventh-Grade English
Teacher 1 was a White male under the age of 30. His native language was English, and
he did not speak any other language. He had been teaching for approximately 2-5 years, but this
was the first time he had ever worked with EL students in his Language Arts classroom.
He explained that when he found out that he would have EL students for the first time in
his teaching career, he asked the counselor if he needed to print out documents in Spanish for the
students. The counselor told him that it would not be necessary based on their ACCESS scores,
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and thus far he had not experienced any problems with his EL students not being able to read and
comprehend the English documents. Because of what the counselor said regarding the EL
students in his class, the teacher did not provide his EL students with any documents in their
home language. For this particular group of EL students, this accommodation was not needed
within the Language Arts classroom for the students to be successful. Within the conceptual
framework of engaged pedagogy, the teacher was able to link the student’s abilities within the
classroom to their needs within the classroom and realized that an accommodation of handouts in
the students’ first language were not needed for the students to be successful.
His room was set up with the desks all in rows facing the front board and screen. On the
sideboard there were both literature and English objectives written for the students to view. The
walls of the classroom were decorated with posters relating to an English class such as
proofreading marks, awesome adjectives, vivacious verbs, etc. There was also student work
displayed throughout the classroom.
During each observation, the researcher noticed that as soon as the students entered the
room they began working on a grammar prompt found on the screen at the front of the
classroom. When the teacher entered the room the students stopped and repeated a class mantra.
The class mantra was just something I wanted to try this year to see how students
responded to it. I wanted to see if I could motivate them in some way. It has turned out
to be something that students either love or hate. I have students who will pitch a fit if
we don’t say the class mantra. For other students, however, if we never said the class
mantra again, it would be too soon. I change the mantra about every month. (Teacher 1)
The EL students were scattered throughout the classroom. There were four ELs in the classroom
who were described as high-functioning ELs.
Within the observation periods, the researcher noticed that the teacher did check in with
all his students to make sure that they understood the reading material and assignments. During
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the observations, the students were reading The Giver, and part of their test preparation for the
ARMT+ was to read passages and paragraphs from the text, and then answer various questions
about the text. This was a reading comprehension exercise to help prepare the students for the
reading portion of the ARMT+.
The week before the ARMT+ exam, my students studied for their test on The Giver, by
Lois Lowery. Part of their preparation was to read passages and paragraphs from the
text, then answer various questions about the text. This was primarily a reading
comprehension exercise. I believe this helped them prepare for the ARMT+ exam, as the
ARMT+ exam is primarily a reading comprehension assessment. (Teacher 1)
The one area most often addressed by the 4 teachers was the importance of promoting
basic comprehension for working with ELs. To that end, the 4 participants recommended the use
of visual aids, such as making PowerPoint presentations, finger pointing to reading material on
the board, providing documents in the native language, or using other students’ work as models.
“When needed I will provide my students with documents in their native language and additional
time,” explained Teacher 1 in response to promoting basic comprehension for the ELs in the
classroom. Within the observations done during this research, the researcher never observed the
teacher providing any visual aids for his students.
Preferential seating, which is seating in a particular place in the classroom that benefits
the student, with ELs is also important. This was not always seating at the front of the
classroom. As explained before, the ELs in this particular classroom were seated throughout the
classroom.
All 4 case study teachers agreed that an EL could receive an equitable education in the
classroom both in everyday studies and in preparation for the state mandated tests. Teacher 1
stated the following:
Researcher: Can ELs receive an equitable education in the mainstream classroom:
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Teacher 1: I think just being willing to provide them the resources they need, whether
that’s text books in their native languages, documents in their native language,
translators, things of that nature. You know just being willing to go the extra mile to
accommodate them.
When asked if his instruction with ELs differed from that with a native speaker, he said
he had not had to change the way he taught. He did say he would visit with the ESL teacher to
ask her for any strategies he needed to implement if he felt his students were struggling, but had
not had to do that this year.
If we keep in mind the theoretical and conceptual frameworks of this research, Teacher 1
described in his own words the importance of Krashen’s input hypothesis (2003), which draws
on the productiveness of the classroom teacher by suggesting that ELs can benefit from the use
of items that make content presentation more understandable to reinforce instruction; however,
through observations this practice was not seen.
Within the framework of an engaged pedagogy, where a teacher understands the EL’s
lives at both the micro and macro level (Glass & Wong, 2003), Teacher 1 had little
understanding. When speaking with the researcher after the observations, he spoke of the
importance of schoolwork for these students, so that they could receive the best education.
When the researcher asked about the EL students’ home lives, he was able to tell the researcher
the student’s ethnicity and home language, but he did not know about what life was like at home.
By understanding EL students’ different cultural backgrounds, the teacher could use that
knowledge within the school’s curriculum. Teacher 1 was not able to support this theory of
engaged pedagogy, because of his lack of knowledge of the different cultures represented in his
classroom as stated in his follow-up interview. See Appendix D for the full interview.
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Teacher 2: Seventh-Grade English
Teacher 2 was a White female between the ages of 41 and 50. Her native language was
English, but she also spoke fluent Spanish. She had been teaching for more than 16 years and
had worked with approximately 40 EL students throughout her teaching career.
Her room was set up with the desks in rows facing the front screen and board. The
content, language, and reading objectives were written on the board for the students to view. On
the walls there were posters that related to the English class such as proofreading marks, writing
tips, parts of speech, and so on. The classroom also had Spanish-English, Russian-English, and
German-English dictionaries available. Overall, this classroom was very EL friendly. There
were 10 EL students in the English class, and all sat in the first two seats of each row.
As the observation began, the students entered the room and began working on a bell
ringer exercise. The students had to correct sentences by adding punctuation, capitalization, and
so forth. During this time the teacher walked around the room stopping at each desk checking on
the students. At the desks of the EL students the teacher talked through any mistakes she
observed on the paper. She spent time with any student who needed a little extra help or
guidance. To check the exercise one student would go to the board to write the correct answer.
Even EL students participated in answering the questions for the whole class. “I feel that it is
important for both the native English speakers and the ELs to participate in class, “ said
Teacher 2.
Teacher 2 believed that it was important for certain strategies to be used both in the
everyday classroom setting, but also as she prepared her students for the ARMT+ and the
ACCESS test. She believed in the importance of using context clues to help the students find
answers when a dictionary could not be used and in teaching them the process of elimination to
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find an answer when multiple choice was the format. She encapsulated this idea in the following
statement:
For language arts class, I teach the ELs to use context clues to find answers when a
dictionary is not available, answer questions that you know first and go back to questions
that may need more time and thought, modeling writing using a prompt on a daily basis
with a focus on paragraph construction, and the simple I do, we do, you do method.
(Teacher 2)
The last method follows the concept of Vygotsky’s ZPD while the student is working toward his
ZAD. This idea can also be linked to the theory of engaged pedagogy. By encouraging
conversation within the classroom on sharing the writing prompt the teacher is engaging the
student to share his thoughts and ideas, which supports the cognitive theory that states for an EL
to become proficient they must practice, automatize, integrate, and organize the language
(Hadley, 2001).
To help prepare the students for both the ACCESS and the ARMT+, the teacher did a
writing exercise. She gave the students a writing prompt and explained the different ways to
prepare this paragraph. She told the researcher after class that by giving the students different
ways to prepare for the writing prompt, students could find ways to help themselves become
better writers. This was one of the ways to prepare for the writing prompts on both the ACCESS
and ARMT+. The teacher worked with all of the individual EL students as they were writing.
She helped them with any questions they had in preparing a writing piece and then actually
writing the piece. The researcher could observe how important it was to the teacher for the
students, both ELs and non-ELs, to feel successful in the writing process. “I use certain
strategies on a daily basis so that students acquire skills that not only help on the ACCESS and
ARMT+, but also on the regular mainstream classroom assessments.”
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Still another means of boosting student learning, according to the respondent, was to
work on vocabulary. One aid that all 4 teachers agreed was beneficial for EL students was the
use of an electronic translator or bilingual dictionary to help with difficult vocabulary and the
understanding of text. Teacher 2 provided The Hunger Games to the students in their native
languages, stating that this was to serve as a study guide to the English version of the book.
Along with this provision, the teacher also took a more direct approach to vocabulary study,
often defining the words in class, along with having a vocabulary test at the end of each week
that focused on the words from that week’s readings.
Teacher 2 also discussed the importance of meeting with other classroom teachers to
discuss effective methods of teaching ELs. Some of the items that she felt were important to
discuss were accommodations to the lesson, such as maybe the length of the assignment was
shortened, simplifying language for students on assessments, allowing EL students the
opportunity to redo assignments, and allowing them additional time on projects when needed.
Teacher 2 stressed that
often there are many varied cultures and levels within one classroom that the teacher
should be aware of. Assignments may not need to be accommodated, but expectations
for completed assignments should be different depending on the student level. I have
been teaching ELs for over 20 years and am very comfortable with them in my
classroom. However each student from any culture is unique and therefore their needs
are unique.
This thought follows with the conceptual framework of engaged pedagogy where the teacher
understands the students at both the micro and macro levels (Glass & Wong, 2003).
The language arts teachers shared the belief that if the teacher were willing to provide the
students with the accommodations needed, those EL students would be prepared for all academic
work, including state mandated tests. The teacher had to be willing to go the extra mile to

57

	
  
accommodate them. Teacher 2 felt that if mainstream teachers used best practices and effective
strategies for all students, this would also help the ELs in the classroom.
Of the 4 teachers observed, Teacher 2 seemed to have the most knowledge when it came
to working with EL students. Also, when speaking with the researcher during the initial and
follow-up interviews, Teacher 2 had a deep understanding of SLA and the theories linked to
SLA. She was the only teacher that could name different theories and ideas within SLA, which
led the researcher to conclude that she had a great deal of experience when it came to working
with EL students. The researcher believes this may be why she had 10 EL students in one class
and the other teachers only averaged 2-5 EL students per class. See Appendix D for the full
interview.
Teacher 3: Seventh-Grade Math
Teacher 3 was a White male between the ages of 31 and 40. His native language was
English, and he spoke fluent German. He had been teaching for approximately 6-10 years and
began his teaching career at the German International School.
His room was set up in rows with the desks facing the front board and screen. On the
side board the objectives were written for the students to read. The walls were covered with
math posters, and the room was very busy. There were five EL students in the classroom. All of
them sat either in the middle or back of the room.
My EL students are clustered in the classroom to help when there is a vocabulary
problem or misunderstanding. I feel allowing native speakers to explain is much more
helpful when something is unclear to them. Once they have had the chance to confer
with other native speakers then I address any other misunderstandings. Because of the
frequent or not so frequent (depending on the student) conversations I try to position the
students in a place where they can see, confer with each other, and discuss when
necessary and not interrupt the lesson for other students. (Teacher 3)
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As the students entered the room there was a warm-up exercise on the board. The
students had approximately 5 minutes to answer the problems. The teacher then called on
different students to answer the questions, but none of the EL students was asked to participate.
The students were then given a quiz to complete in which they could use their notes from the day
before. While the students were working, the teacher walked around the room glancing at the
students’ papers and notes. He stopped at two EL students’ desks and whispered with them
about the quiz. He later told the researcher that he was making sure that they both understood
the quiz and the directions.
During each observation, the teacher was reviewing for the ARMT+. He went over his
lessons very rapidly, never really stopping to ask if there were any questions. The teacher said,
“These lessons you observed were for breadth not depth. I had to review how to answer
questions for the ARMT+, not the material.” The researcher observed that one of the EL
students that sat in the back row was looking lost and was now staring out the window. He then
began to draw, but the teacher was going through the lesson at such a fast pace, he did not seem
to notice this student. When asked after the observation about the EL student sitting near the
back of the room looking confused, the teacher said, “My EL students are clustered to help when
there is a vocabulary problem or misunderstanding. I feel allowing a native speaker to explain
their questions is much more helpful.” The teacher did not address the fact that the student
seemed to be lost throughout the lesson.
Teacher 3 used ARMT+ preparation books and PowerPoint to provide the students with
examples of questions and problems to help in preparation for the upcoming state mandated
tests. The teacher provided the students with vocabulary charts and broke down the material so
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that the EL students could understand the “how-to” process needed for the tests. Teacher 3
reflected on the preparation of the ELs within the classroom for the ARMT+:
Most of it [test prep] is going to focus on, for the EL students, the strategies to try to
comprehend and find key words, as far as understand what process needs to be done, and
then the other one is that they are able to answer properly on the ARMT+. Mostly
instruction is going to be how to take the test, not as much as you know. The material
has been taught throughout the year and if I am a good teacher, hopefully they will all do
well.
The researcher observed that during the test prep the teacher moved quickly through the review
packet so that he could get as much done as possible. The teacher stated, “When reviewing for
the ARMT+, I was much more concerned with how to answer the questions not the material. If I
have taught the material then they should only need to know how to read and answer the
questions.”
Clarke (2003) identified in a study that there were several negative factors associated
with state mandated testing. Teachers reported that because of the pressure of accountability
they had to reduce instructional creativity, increase preparation for the tests, and lessen the depth
of content coverage. The researcher observed this practice in Teacher 3’s math class in which
the teacher reviewed the notes for the lesson very rapidly. Teacher 3 spoke very fast and did not
give any think time to the students. When asked about this the teacher explained:
The two lessons that you watched were lessons where I was teaching for breadth not
depth. When I teach for a more full understanding or mastery then I make sure the lesson
is paced more slowly and students are able to ask more questions before attempting work
or after. Reviewing for the ARMT+, I was much more concerned with how to answer the
questions, not the material. (Teacher 3)
This explanation displays how Teacher 3 allows preparation for the state mandated tests to
impact his classroom pedagogy and practice. By moving quickly through the lesson he was
attempting to teach to the test then the concepts related to the test. For this particular lesson, he
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was concerned about how to answer certain questions on the ARMT+, not the mastery of the
question, which will impact the student’s content learning when teaching to the test.
Teacher 3 discussed his strategies within the classroom to help the EL students. The
teacher discussed the importance of the ELs having a good base when it came to math
vocabulary. “I make sure whenever it is possible to give them the math vocabulary in English
and also their native language.” He believed that math is its own language, so all students are
learning the math language together. The teacher believed that it was difficult in a classroom of
32 to change his instruction to benefit EL students.
Because of time constraints, I must make sure the other students understand the concepts
that they will be tested on at the end of the year and the concepts needed for eighth-grade
math, so I am unable to change my teaching for my few EL students. (Teacher 3)
When observing the class, the researcher noticed that the strategies previously discussed
were not observed. The teacher seemed to answer the questions posed the way he believed the
researcher wanted him to answer. Teacher 3 did speak of the need for more professional
development when it came to teaching EL students, stating that most of his training came from
his education classes in college, not from professional development offered by the state or school
system. But he stated that he felt comfortable with most of his EL students.
It is one of those things that depends on their language ability. I feel very comfortable
teaching whenever I get across the idea, but those students that have come in and have no
language abilities, and I am not able to communicate in that language, it is difficult, and
the strategies are sometimes too tough to find to bridge the gap. (Teacher 3)
The researcher concluded from this conversation that the teacher had a hard time connecting to
the EL students at the micro and macro levels. Within the classroom, there was not a sense of
conversation between the teacher and any of the students, but especially the EL students as you
can see in the following conversation:
Researcher: How do you connect with the EL students?
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Teacher 3: For Math it is good, because Math is its own language. The problem is I
don’t speak Spanish, and I have a few students this year that only speak Spanish. I do
what I can to help them, but for me it was much easier in Germany, because I spoke
German, and I could communicate. With these Spanish students, I tend to just give them
handouts in their first language and rely on other Spanish-speaking students, who are
more fluent, to explain the concepts when the other EL Spanish speakers have questions.
Teacher 3 did believe that EL students could receive an equitable education within the
mainstream classroom. He believed that although it was a process learning a second language, if
the student made the best of that process then he/she would do well. As a teacher, he believed
that we must provide the tools for the ELs to understand the lesson and move them forward in
the classroom. See Appendix D for the full interview.
Teacher 4: Seventh-Grade Math
Teacher 4 was a White female under the age of 30. Her native language was English, and
she spoke some Spanish. She had been teaching for approximately 2-5 years, and had always
had EL students in her classroom.
The classroom was set up in long rows touching each other during the first observation,
but in the second observation the desks were set in rows ready for the testing environment. The
desks were facing the front board. The objectives were also written on the front board. On the
walls were posters dealing with math and posters that had encouraging words printed on them.
There were three ELs in the classroom. One sat near the teacher’s desk in the back of the
classroom, and the others sat on the second row. All were paired with another student as a peer
mentor.
The class began like the other three classes with a bell ringer activity. During the activity
the teacher called one of the ELs back to her desk. She was concerned because he had missed a
lot of school in the last week and he was behind. She was asking him to please come and see her
in the morning and in homeroom, so that she could catch him up on what he had missed. The
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teacher later explained to the researcher, “I try to make sure I check on the EL students
periodically throughout the class.” The researcher observed that Teacher 4 truly cared about
how each of her students performed in the academic class and what was going on at home. The
teacher had an understanding of engaged pedagogy and the importance of this framework for
helping an EL student acquire and adjust to the English language.
I try to make sure that I put myself in their place. I try to understand where each student
is coming from. I want them to understand that I’m trying to help them as much as
possible, and I want them to give me their best effort. I know that it is extremely
challenging to come in and not understand the teacher because of not completely
understanding the language. (Teacher 4)
As the teacher began to review the bell ringer activity, she called on one of the EL
students to explain his work. When he had trouble explaining, the teacher provided the words
needed. With these prompts, he was able to answer the question correctly for the class. When
she called on another EL student to answer the next question, he whispered the answer. She told
him to speak up and be confident in his work, because his answer was correct. The teacher was
very encouraging to all her students, but especially her EL students.
As the observations continued, the teacher used some of her Spanish to better explain to
the EL students the vocabulary that would be needed for the ARMT+. Along with the
explanation of the vocabulary needed, the teacher explained to the class the importance of
listening during these class preparations, along with the importance of the ARMT+. The teacher
did a great job explaining what was expected on the math portion of the ARMT+.
Teacher 4 explained to me that within the classroom the students were provided graphics
and charts to help with learning. She also explained that she tried to accommodate by giving the
ELs more time if they need it. She dropped assignments if the task was heavily linguistic or
contained numerous word problems. “I ask the ELs to try these problems, but I explain to them
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that if they do not understand the words then I will not count the problems wrong. I want to
challenge them, not overwhelm them.” The teacher also allowed the EL students to take the
opportunity to redo assignments or rework problems with guidance and assistance if they
struggled significantly. “I provide times and opportunities where all my students can come in for
extra help, but I highly encourage the students who are encountering a language barrier to come
in for one-on-one help with me.”
The teacher also believed that the EL students benefited from special seating. She stated
the following:
I do think that EL students benefit from preferential seating. I believe that the person
they are sitting beside is almost as important as the location in the classroom. There are
some ELs that I like to put closer to me during the lesson as I feel they will benefit more
from the proximity of my voice rather than necessarily sitting in the front of the
classroom. (Teacher 4)
Like Teacher 3, Teacher 4 used ARMT+ practice books to help prepare her students for
the upcoming tests. She paid close attention to the EL students in the classroom, by standing
near them to make sure they had completed the work correctly or by taking a moment to stop and
help them if they had not worked the problem correctly. Teacher 4 would also do this for the
native English speakers as well. Teacher 4 did struggle with the ELs and the preparation for the
state mandated tests, explaining that two of three EL students did poorly compared to the other
students on the ARMT+ packet overall, especially the sections that contained more of the word
problems and more involved questions. She added, “I always expose them to as much as
possible so that they can try to learn as much as possible.”
When asked if an EL student can receive an equitable education in the mainstream
classroom, Teacher 4 summarized the importance of the ELs in the classroom by stating the
following:
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ELs can receive an equitable education by giving them the same treatment as the other
students in the classroom. I think a lot of times they don’t necessarily want to be treated
differently. I think they want to have the same education that everybody else does. They
don’t necessarily want to be stuck out and pointed out. So, I feel like if I can give them
every single thing that I do for everyone else it is equitable. Should I feel the need to
make accommodations, I do it very confidentially so that no other students are aware.
Sometimes I might drop a test, give them a written quiz instead of an oral quiz so that
they can read it. We always talk to the ESL teacher if we have any questions, get her
feedback, and correspond with her through email or talk in person after school.
Based on the beliefs of the researcher, Teacher 4 tended to have a better understanding of how to
prepare EL students for both the academic classroom and for state mandated tests. See Appendix
D for the full interview.
Conclusions from the 4 Case Studies
All 4 of the teachers observed had a different teaching approach when it came to the EL
students and in preparing for the ACCESS and ARMT+. Teacher 1 tended to focus more on the
objectives set forth for Language Arts class, believing that by accomplishing these objectives the
students would be prepared for the state mandated tests. Teacher 2 focused on the importance of
writing, believing it would benefit the EL students on both the ACCESS and the ARMT+.
Teacher 3 wanted to review all the material in a short time, not focusing on the individual
student, but the importance of the state mandated tests. Teacher 4 wanted to focus both on the
individual students’ understanding of the material, along with the importance of the upcoming
ARMT+.
By observing the classes both before preparation began for the state mandated tests and
during the preparation, the researcher observed that the demeanor of the classroom pedagogy did
change. Before test preparation was the only focus, the English teachers tended to take more
time to answer questions relating to writing and reading comprehension. Teacher 3 tended to
slow down while teaching and give Math students the opportunity and time to think when a
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question was posed. During the test prepreparation observation, the teacher sped through the
lesson rapidly, focusing on covering how to answer the questions correctly not the material.
Teacher 4, in Math, changed in her teaching by focusing more on the EL students’ needs for the
ARMT+. She wanted to make sure they were as prepared as they could be with the language
barrier that they would have to face on the test.
The researcher also learned that the observed school system did not allow any
accommodations on the ARMT+ for the EL students. The Alabama State Department of
Education allows EL students to be tested in a small group setting and have the math portion
read aloud (ALSDE, 2010). When the researcher asked about these allowed accommodations for
EL students, none of the 4 case study teachers knew about them or could explain why they were
not provided to their students.
The researcher thought, when interviewing and observing Teacher 3 in his math class,
that parts of the interview were answered according to the way the teacher believed the questions
should be answered. In his interview, Teacher 3 stated, “I make sure that I have at least a few
minutes at the end of each class to spend with the EL students.” During the observations this
was not observed. He did explain, “It is difficult in the classroom of 32 to change my instruction
for a few. So unfortunately, most of the instruction stays the same” (Teacher 3). These
statements exemplify the teacher lacked the understanding of the importance of an engaged
pedagogy within the classroom. He could not connect with the EL students. His main focus was
making sure the majority of his students learned the lessons at hand, while the other students
tended to be left behind.
Within the mainstream classroom, the teacher was charged with educating the EL student
in both the academic content and the acquiring of the English language. When the EL student
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could acquire the English language at a high proficiency level, then the student could learn the
academic concepts of the classroom. For the teacher, the impact of teaching the student English
benefited not only the student’s academic grades, but also the scores on the state mandated tests.
S. Dorn (2007) acknowledged that because of state mandated testing accountability,
teachers were forced to narrow the curriculum in order to focus more on test items. This practice
was seen during the observations of mathematics class during the 2 weeks leading up to the test.
On the other hand, in the language arts classrooms the teachers stated that every lesson that they
taught throughout the year was based on what was needed for the test. Teacher 3 summarized
this: “After we go over the material and curriculum, I give them problems that mirror/reflect the
ARMT+, so that they are familiar with how the question might be asked. So that has been going
on throughout the year.”
Three of the four case study teachers tended to focus more on the preparation for the
ARMT+ than the ACCESS. The teachers noted in the field notes that the ARMT+ affected their
classroom, but the ACCESS did not. Teacher 3 concluded the following: “The ACCESS is for
the ESL teacher to know a student’s English proficiency, not to see how the student is doing in
the areas of math and reading.” The state of Alabama uses the ACCESS as a way to measure
AYP for an English Learner based on the requirements set forth in NCLB (ALSDE, 2010).
Teacher 2 believed that it was important to prepare the students for both the ACCESS and the
ARMT+. “I use certain strategies on a daily basis so that students acquire skills that not only
help on the ACCESS and the ARMT+, but the regular mainstream classroom assessments”
(Teacher 2).
Throughout the research process, the researcher felt very comfortable in the classrooms.
The students paid little to no attention to the person in the back of the room. The researcher also
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felt that the teacher paid little to no attention either. When questioned about certain practices
within the observations, the researcher believed that the teachers tended to try and answer the
questions in a way that would make the researcher happy. Teacher 2, Language Arts, and
Teacher 4, Mathematics, truly seemed to have an understanding of working with EL students.
They focused on the students’ school and home lives. They provided them with visual aids,
PowerPoints, dictionaries, and so forth, to help them further their education. The teachers had an
understanding of what each individual student needed. Teacher 1, Language Arts, and Teacher
3, Mathematics, did not have as much of an understanding. They were able to provide visuals,
PowerPoints, dictionaries, and the like, but they did so because they were told to by the ESL
teacher. The teachers did not understand the home lives of the EL students and tended to just go
through the motions of accommodating that were needed for the child to be successful. All of
the participants discussed the need for more educational classes and professional development in
the field of second language acquisition, because of the challenges they faced every day in the
classroom.
Summary
In this chapter the researcher presented data obtained through interviewing, reviewing
participants’ completed questionnaires, and observing 4 teachers as they prepared their EL
students for state mandated testing. Individual teachers’ instruction and strategies were
examined and synthesized according to the question that guided this research. Chapter 5
presents a more thorough discussion of the findings relative to the theoretical framework and
research literature regarding second language acquisition and preparing for state mandated
testing presented in chapter 2. It also presents the implications of the findings and the limitations
of the study. Finally, it offers recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
Chapter 1 created a backdrop for this study by introducing the pedagogical practices and
beliefs of classroom teachers in preparing their EL students for state mandated tests. It
delineated a statement of purpose, the study’s significance as well as its anticipated limitations,
and the definition of key terms. Additionally, the chapter outlined the research question for the
study.
Chapter 2 provided the study’s theoretical framework and incorporated relevant literature
regarding ELs and state mandated testing. The literature review further defined the study’s
purpose and demonstrated the research available about preparing EL students at the secondary
level for state mandated testing.
Chapter 3 addressed the methodology employed in the study and offered an explanation
for the researcher’s methodological decisions. This chapter depicted how data would be
triangulated for greater reliability and validity.
In chapter 4, the researcher presented data obtained through a questionnaire, interviews,
and observations of 2 seventh-grade language arts teachers and 2 seventh-grade mathematics
teachers. The chapter began with an introduction to the 4 teachers and their classrooms within
the context of the study. The researcher examined and analyzed individual teachers’ pedagogical
practices and beliefs to ascertain their meaningfulness to the research question posed in this
study.
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Chapter 5 presents a more thorough discussion of the findings relative to the theoretical
and conceptual framework and research literature of second language acquisition. It continues
with implications for the research question and limitations of the study, along with
recommendations for further study.
Conceptual Framework
Within the mainstream classroom, the teacher is charged with educating the EL student in
both the academic content and the acquiring of the English language. When the EL student can
acquire the English language at a high proficiency level, then the student can learn the academic
concepts of the classroom. However, because of state mandated testing accountability, teachers
are forced to narrow the content curriculum in order to focus more on test items (S. Dorn, 2007).
Because of the focus on test preparation, teachers’ abilities to help individual students lessened
due to time constraints, along with the importance of helping the EL acquire the English
language needed for both the academic classroom and the state mandated tests (Ketter & Pool,
2001).
Classroom teachers must understand the fundamentals of language learning when
instructing ELs (Brisk & Harrington, 2000). What is the ideal mainstream classroom setting for
EL students? For the purposes of this research the ideal setting is one that includes the following
factors: preferential seating, the use of visual aids, and peer-to-peer mentoring. The classroom
should also provide comprehensible language in an environment conducive to expanding the
EL’s knowledge during communicative situations and teacher scaffolding (Peregoy & Boyle,
2004).
Teachers must also have an understanding of the ELs’ lives both within a school setting
and outside the school setting. By placing the varied backgrounds of the ELs within the
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curriculum and test preparation lessons, the teacher will recognize the significant role that school
context contributes to an individual’s identity. Engaged pedagogy promotes the use of students’
ideas, thoughts, and languages while preparing the student for the ACCESS and ARMT+ (Glass
& Wong, 2003).
A classroom that employs an engaged pedagogy is a classroom where the teacher aims to
learn as much from his or her students as he or she intends to teach. The teacher centers the
classroom around conversation and discussion while creating a safe environment for the student
to express his or her opinions. By encouraging conversation in the classroom the students are
sharing knowledge of what they know and have learned, and it creates opportunities for EL
students to use the English language to gain proficiency (Glass & Wong, 2003).
Discussion of Research Question
Learning “about” things does not enable students to acquire the abilities and
understanding they will need for the 21st century. We need new pedagogies of
engagement that will turn out the kinds of resourceful, engaged workers and citizens that
America now requires. (Edgerton, 1997)
All 4 of the case study teachers described in the teacher interview reported that they felt
comfortable when teaching their EL students. Within an engaged pedagogy, teachers are
required to understand their ELs’ lives both at the micro and macro levels, which promotes the
use of students’ ideas, thoughts, and languages while preparing the students for the state
mandated tests (Glass & Wong, 2003).
Clarke et al.’s (2003) study identified several negative factors associated with state
mandated testing. Teachers reported that because of the pressure of accountability they had to
reduce instructional creativity, increase preparation for the tests, and lessen the depth of content
coverage. The researcher observed this practice in Teacher 3’s math class, in which the teacher
reviewed the notes for the lesson very rapidly. The teacher spoke very fast and did not give any
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think time to the students. Within these observations this research aligned with the 2003 study
by Pedulla et al. (2003) that found that 59% of middle school teachers reported that the content
of their classroom tests mirrored their state tests. S. Dorn (2007) acknowledged that because of
state mandated testing accountability, teachers are forced to narrow the curriculum in order to
focus more on test items. This practice was seen during the observations of mathematics class
during the 2 weeks leading up to the test, whereas in the language arts classrooms the teachers
stated that every lesson that they taught throughout the year was based on what was needed for
the test.
Three of the four case study teachers tended to focus more on the preparation for the
ARMT+ than on the ACCESS. The teachers noted in the field notes that the ARMT+ affected
their classroom, but the ACCESS did not. The state of Alabama uses the ACCESS as a way to
measure AYP for an English Learner based on the requirements set forth in NCLB (ALSDE,
2010).
Limitations of the Study
This study has inevitable limitations that constrain the research in different ways. First,
the use of 4 White teachers for the case studies limits the generalizability of the study in some
ways. The study offers a single ethnicity’s view of teaching ELs. Within the school the
researcher noticed a diverse population of students, but not within the faculty, with the majority
being White. The researcher observed the teachers and did not observe a difference in teaching
because of the diverse students.
Second, although being involved in the study was voluntary, the researcher did rely upon
the discretion of the principal to identify those teachers who met the criteria set forth.
Additionally, the researcher must acknowledge the possible impact of the teacher participants’
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awareness of their role as research participants. The possibility exists that they responded or
behaved in inauthentic ways. The researcher must consider that the opinions recorded, reviewed,
and analyzed may not have accurately reflected all the behaviors and thoughts of each study
participant.
Another potential limitation of the study was the researcher’s own biases. As someone
with teaching certification in English as a Second Language who has been teaching EL students
for 9 years, the researcher entered the study with expectations regarding the teachers and
preparation for the state mandated tests. By having the transcripts of the interviews and field
notes reviewed by neutral individuals not affiliated with the study, the researcher tried to
minimize the impact of these biases on the study.
All the observations were scheduled, which could cause a study limitation. Designated
times and dates were established prior to data collection based on the teachers’ schedules and the
school calendar.
A final limitation was the timing of the study. The data collection did not begin until 4
weeks before state mandated testing began. At this point the school year was almost complete
and the case study teachers were completing end-of-the-year requirements, along with trying to
prepare the students for the state testing.
Implications for Further Research
Many possibilities for further study emerged because of this study. First, data obtained
from the interview and field notes should be explored. Only the mathematics teachers did test
preparation the week leading up to ARMT+, whereas the English teachers continued with their
book studies, citing that what they did in class every day was the way they prepared all their
students for both the ACCESS and the ARMT+.
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A second area for additional research is to follow these EL students through the
beginning of the next school year to compare how they scored on the ARMT+ and the ACCESS.
It would prove enlightening to compare the test preparation methods to the scores that the
students received. Along with the impact on preparing the ELs for the state mandated tests by
looking at the test scores it could provide additional research and evidence for the Department of
Education both at the state and national level to look at the benefit of having the ELs exempt
from the state mandated tests until they score proficient on the English language proficiency test.
Another area of research is professional development for teachers in the area of second
language acquisition. The participants indicated a need for more professional development for
teaching ELs and preparing them for the state mandated tests.
Conclusions and Recommendations
This study revealed that the case study teachers were aware of effective strategies for
teaching their ELs, but after reviewing the data, it became apparent to the researcher that these
classroom teachers lacked adequate training for teaching ELs. The teachers needed ongoing
professional development to keep them updated regarding current practices for helping prepare
ELs for the classroom and for state mandated tests. The 4 case study teachers all mentioned that
if they needed specific questions answered, they would contact the ESL teacher. After
concluding this research, the researcher recommends that classroom teachers receive more
professional development pertaining to the teaching of ELs.
Wong-Fillmore and Snow (2000) indicated that teacher preparations do not offer
preservice teachers a good foundation in language study other than the requisite courses in
English/language arts or programs for teaching ELs. Because of the ever-changing population
within the U.S. public classrooms, teachers must find a way to adapt to the new challenges of EL
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students. Teacher education programs, along with professional development for veteran
teachers, must find a way to embed instruction about second language acquisition, the process of
language learning, and the relationship between language and culture. In the past decade the EL
population has grown and the NEA (2008) predicted that by 2015 the EL population would be 10
million, so why are teachers still stating that they need more preparation before going into the
classroom to work with ELs, and more professional development while teaching ELs?
Classroom teachers face the challenge of not only helping the students acquire English,
but also helping them prepare for a test that the student will not understand. The scores that are
reported are analyzed within the district and within the school, and teachers have to answer for
underperforming ARMT+ scores. As part of the accountability system, states also rank and
assign achievement labels to the schools. The poor performing schools are subject to certain
sanctions, including giving students the option to transfer to another school, and replacing the
administration and teaching team. In addition, states release annual school performance reports
denoting the specific breakdown of student academic performance on the standardized state tests.
It is mandatory for schools to send these reports to parents. In addition, districts and states are
required to meet rigid AYP standards. According to AYP targets, schools, school districts, and
states should reach 100% proficiency level in year 2014 (NCLB, 2001).
Within the field notes, the researcher observed that 3 of the 4 teachers had very little
understanding of second language acquisition and teaching English to non-native speakers.
Three of the four stated during observations that they provided the accommodations necessary
for the EL students within their classroom, but that the learning of English fell on the ESL
teacher. If our society and schools are changing, it is important for our teachers to change with
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society and learn about SLA. A study that reveals how teacher preparation can be improved to
optimize instruction within SLA would be very beneficial.
Another recommendation for further study would be to examine the relationship between
middle school teachers’ instruction and the EL students’ academic achievement both in the
classroom and on state mandated tests to determine the classroom pedagogy that would most
benefit the student.
Another interesting study would investigate the relationship between language policy and
teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about teaching ELs. How much of teachers’ beliefs regarding
language policy impacts their instruction? To what degree can teacher education programs and
professional development change these beliefs?
Another recommendation for furthering this study would be to look at the perceptions of
the administrators about state mandated testing within the school culture. Principals are the
instructional leaders of their schools (Lashway, 2000) and are, thus, responsible for providing
quality education to all students. This can be achieved by adequately balancing the legal
obligations of the accountability system with their other administrative responsibilities that
include paying attention to the concerns of teachers, parents, and students with care and respect,
and instituting a solid curriculum (Gross & Shapiro, 2002).
Within state mandated testing there are also positive and negative effects for school
administrators. Stecher (2002) stated that positive effects of high-stakes testing are that it forces
administrators to focus on curriculum and instruction, the tests provide valuable information so
that administrators can evaluate the quality of their programs, and it can help administrators
make better decisions in the allocation of resources. Some of the negative effects of state
mandated testing are that it leads administrators to enact policies to increase test scores, but not
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necessarily increase learning; it causes them to reallocate resources to lower achieving students
at the expense of the other students; it leads administrators to waste resources on test preparation;
and it distracts them from other school needs and problems.
Administrators’ perceptions of accountability and state mandated testing make a huge
difference with the schools (Lashway, 2000). Leithwood and Jantzi (2008) conducted a study
“to improve the understanding of the nature, causes and consequence of school leader efficacy,
including indirect influences on student learning” (p. XX). The researchers used student
achievement data in language and math over a 3-year term, along with survey data, which
included 96 principals and 2,764 teacher respondents. The results revealed that the
administrators’ collective efficacy is an important link between district and school conditions and
their effects on student achievement.
School administrators from numerous states have concerns about the testing requirements
outlined in NCLB. One specific concern is that by the end of the year 2013-2014 school year, all
students are expected to score either at or above grade level, and if this does not occur, sanctions
may be implemented (Zimmerman & Dibenedetto, 2008). One of the debates about the
implementation of NCLB is that the results of the tests required by NCLB do not show growth of
individual students from year to year. For example, decisions made about whether a school
makes AYP are determined by whether seventh graders at a school performed better than seventh
graders from the cohort group from a previous year. Consequently, concerns about this model
have been raised, because it does not give credit to schools for academic improvements if they
do not meet AYP goals (Zimmerman & Dibenedetto, 2008). A change in demographics of the
students from different language backgrounds can skew the scores, which makes the use of
standardized tests an inappropriate tool to measure the effectiveness of schools (Savage, 2003).
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Savage contended that state mandated tests were detrimental to accountability and to
improvement because these tests could provide inaccurate data that could distort educational
practices and give the public inaccurate information about how effectively schools were
performing. In agreement with Savage’s statement, Altshuler and Schmautz (2006) believed that
the purpose of standardized tests was to analyze students’ strengths and weaknesses as opposed
to using it for accountability purposes. Using test scores to compare schools, to determine a
school’s future, to measure the effectiveness of teachers, and to determine a student’s future with
regard to promotion to the next grade level, or whether a high school diploma would be received,
“is deep, direct, and personal” (Fukuda, 2007, p. 431).
A final recommendation of this study is to extend the time frame for an English language
learner from 1 year to 3 years before requiring participation on state mandated tests. In 2008, the
NEA suggested that this change was needed in the assessment of ELs. The NEA (2008) stated,
One change to the NCLB act that would benefit EL students is to extend the time limit
from one year to a maximum of three years for the student to master English before being
tested in English in core content areas.
After completing this study and working with EL students for the past 9 years, the researcher is
in complete agreement with the need for a longer exemption period for ELs to master English
before taking state mandated tests. This would allow students more time to acquire English
before having to take the ARMT+.
The findings of this current study suggest that these 4 teachers, chosen as exemplary
teachers by their principal, were struggling to meet the challenges of preparing the EL students
for the state mandated tests. If these teachers were part of a school system with the largest EL
population in the state, then one can only imagine what is happening in the other classrooms
across the country.
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ACCESS for ELLs (Assessing Comprehension and Communication in English State-to-State for
English Language Learners) is a secure large-scale English language proficiency assessment
given to Kindergarten through 12th graders who have been identified as English language
learners (ELLs). It is given annually in WIDA Consortium member states to monitor students’
progress in acquiring academic English.
Features
ACCESS for ELLs test items are written from the model performance indicators of WIDA’s five
English Language Proficiency (ELP) standards:
• Social & Instructional Language
• Language of Language Arts
• Language of Mathematics
• Language of Science
• Language of Social Studies
Test forms are divided into five grade-level clusters:
• Kindergarten
• Grades 1-2
• Grades 3-5
• Grades 6-8
• Grades 9-12
Within each grade-level cluster (except Kindergarten), ACCESS for ELLs consists of three
forms: Tier A (beginning), Tier B (intermediate), and Tier C (advanced). This keeps the test
shorter and more appropriately targets each students' range of language skills. Each form of the
test assesses the four language domains of Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing.
Purpose and Use
ACCESS for ELLs:
• Exceeds the requirements stipulated by the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 and is
used to measure and report growth in a manner consistent with the need for fulfilling
these requirements.
• Generates results that serve as one criterion to aid in determining when ELLs have attained the
language proficiency needed to participate meaningfully in content area classrooms
without program support and on state academic content tests without accommodations.
• Provides districts with information that will aid in evaluating the effectiveness of their
ESL/bilingual programs.
• Identifies the ELP levels of students with respect to the WIDA ELP Standards' levels 1-6.
Provides information that can be used to enhance instruction and learning for ELLs.
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Teacher Survey
This survey will allow the researcher to gain background, employment, and ESL
preparation from the participants. All responses are confidential, and results are derived
from this survey so that individual responses cannot be identified. Thank you for your
voluntary participation in this study.
I.
Background Information
1) To which age group do you belong?
a) 30 or younger
b) 31-40
c) 41-50
d) 51-60
e) 61 or older
2) To what ethnic group(s) do you belong?
a) American Indian/Alaska Native
b) Asian
c) Black/African American
d) White/European/Caucasian
e) Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander
f) Hispanic/Spanish/Latino
g) Other
3) What is your gender?
a) Male
b) Female
4) Is English your first language?
a) Yes
b) No
5) Do you speak another language?
a) Yes; please specify ________________________
b) No
II.
Employment
6) How long have you been teaching?
a) 2-5 years
b) 6-10 years
c) 11-15 years
d) more than 16 years
7) Have you taught ELLs?
a) Yes
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b)
c)
d)
e)

No
Uncertain
Only last year
Only this year

8) What is your current position?
a) Subject(s) ____________________________________
b) School(s)_____________________________________
c) District _______________________________________
III.
ESL Preparation
9) Have you had any formal schooling or training to teach ELLs?
a) Yes
Please describe:

b) No
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1) On average, how many ELLs have you taught since beginning your teaching career?
2) What specific strategies do you use or have you used to assist ELLs?
3) Have you ever met with other regular classroom teachers to discuss effective methods of
teaching ELLs outside of scheduled faculty meetings? If so, which methods did you
discuss, and what happened when you implemented it/them?
4) Do you have any additional thoughts about classroom instruction of and strategies for
teaching ELLs?
5) How does your instruction with ELLs differ from that of native speakers?
6) What do you do differently in preparing for the ARMT+ when you know you have ELLs
in your classroom?
7) How comfortable do you feel teaching ELLs?
8) Do you think that ELLs can receive an equitable education in a mainstream classroom?
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Compilation of Teacher Interviews
Teacher 1
Q1

On the average, how many EL’s have you taught since beginning your teaching career

R

About 7 or 8 total.

Q2

What specific strategies do you use or have you used to assist ELL’s

R
Honestly, they are expected to be able to do the same material, cover the same material as
native speakers. When I first got hired on here, I actually asked our counselor if I needed to print
off maybe documents in Spanish and things like that to go to them and they told me no, they said
that they were in my class they were expected to be able to handle the English documents. And
thus far, I haven’t experienced any problems with students, my ELL’s not being able to read the
English documents.
Q3
Have you ever met with other than regular classroom teachers to discuss effective
methods of teaching EL’s outside of scheduled faculty meetings? If so, which methods did you
discuss and what happened when you implemented them.
R
I have not. I am the 7th grade ELL teacher. So any ELL students are in, English students,
are in my classroom. So I haven’t met with anyone about them, but again I haven’t experienced
any problems with the ELL’s not being able to understand the material because of language
barriers or anything like that. I do provide for all my students’ additional time to do, you know, if
they can’t finish a test say in the class period, they can always come back during our
intervention/adversary period, which is at the end of the day. It is a 30 minute period and they
come and finish it then if they need to, but again I make that available to all my students, not just
the ELL’s.
Q4
What additional thoughts about classroom instruction and strategy for teaching EL’s do
you have?
R
I mean, other than I guess the typical strategy being able to provide them documents in
their own language, giving them additional time if they need it. Most of them were either born
here or moved here when they were infants. So they speak our language, just as well as they
speak Spanish or Japanese.
Q5
How do you think your instruction with EL’s differ from that of a native speaker, if you
needed it to?
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R
If I needed it to, I would just again I would visit with our ESL instructor, I would get with
her and ask her what strategies she thinks I need to implement, whether it is providing
documents in their own language, meeting with the one-on-one during advisory period to go over
materials with them. Maybe provide a translator if they needed it. I would be willing to do all
those things, but it hasn’t been necessary.
Q6
What do you do differently in preparing for the ARMT+ when you have EL’s in your
classroom?
R
I am following the lead of some veteran teachers who have been here for a while, so this
will actually be my first time to ever prepare any student, ELLs or otherwise for the ARMT+
exam. So I am not exactly sure what that looks like, I am sure that the English department will
get together before, sometime within the next week or so, to go over what specifically work we
are going to do. Whether that is study guides or review guides, things of that nature.
Q7

How comfortable do you feel teaching EL’s.

R
I actually feel very comfortable, when I found out that actually I had on here without
even realizing I was going to be the ELL English teacher, and when I found out, I was thinking
oh gosh, I am going to have a room full of kids that barely speak English and that hasn’t been the
case at all. Like I said, out of all three of my classes, I have 77 students, 7 or 8 of them are ELL
students. They’re excellent students, you know they speak the language, they read the language.
The only difference I have seen is reading aloud. Their automaticity and fluency, they are slower
readers and things like that, but in terms of their scores on tests and things like that, they are as
high or higher than my English students, native speakers.
Q8

How do you think EL’s can receive an equitable education in the mainstream classroom?

R
I think just being willing to provide them the resources they need, whether that’s text
books in their native languages, documents in their native language, translators things of that
nature. You know just being willing to go the extra mile to accommodate them.
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Teacher 2
Q1

On the average, how many EL’s have you taught since beginning your teaching career

R

Approximately 40.

Q2

What specific strategies do you use or have you used to assist ELL’s

R
In English class, I teach the students to use context clues to find answers when a
dictionary cannot be used, along with using the process of elimination to find an answer when
multiple choice is the format. In working on grammar exercises, I model the “I do, we do, you
do” method. In reading, I teach the students to read the questions before reading the passage. I
model writing using a prompt on a daily basis with a focus on paragraph construction.
Q3
Have you ever met with other than regular classroom teachers to discuss effective
methods of teaching EL’s outside of scheduled faculty meetings? If so, which methods did you
discuss and what happened when you implemented them.
R
Yes, generally it is accommodation to the lesson so that the student is still getting the
concept but maybe the length of the assignment is shortened. Acceptable accommodations for
students based on their level of fluency for assessments. For example, less choices in multiple
choice questions or simplify the language for studetns on assessments. I also all a student to redo
an assignment and give additional time on projects when needed.
Q4
What additional thoughts about classroom instruction and strategy for teaching EL’s do
you have?
R
Often there are many varied cultures and levels within one classroom that the teacher
should be aware of. Assignments may not need to be accommodated but expectations for
completed assignments should be different depending on the student level.
Q5
How do you think your instruction with EL’s differ from that of a native speaker, if you
needed it to?
R
I am always trying to find new ways to differentiate for my students whether they are
native speakers or EL students.
Q6
What do you do differently in preparing for the ARMT+ when you have EL’s in your
classroom?
R
I use the strategies previously discussed on a daily basis so that students acquire skills that
not only help on a standardized assessment but the regular mainstream classroom assessments.
Q7

How comfortable do you feel teaching EL’s.
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R
I have been teaching ELs for over 20 years. I feel very comfortable. However each
student from any culture is unique and therefore their needs are unique. No lesson plan can ever
be duplicated.
Q8

How do you think EL’s can receive an equitable education in the mainstream classroom?

R
If mainstream teachers use best practices and effective strategies for all students then this
helps ELs as well. The SIOP model is a very effective method because it incorporates what
helps all students without regard to status.
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Teacher 3
Q1

On the average, how many ELL’s have you taught since beginning your teaching career.

R
Around 50, the majority were at the German International School. Since then I would say
about 5 a year or so.
Q2

What specific strategies do you use or have you used to assist EL’s

R
When I was teaching English and Social Studies, I used a lot different than Math. It is
you know, that’s the good thing about EL’s it is kind of it is its own language. So, it is a lot less
things that I do in the classroom, but I am always key on instruction with vocabulary, giving
vocabulary that works with them, I also make sure that whenever possible, I give them, you
know we do a lot of word problems and things like that, thinks in their native language. Students
can use assisted devices that translate for them. All tests, obviously, are given in a language they
are most comfortable with. The main thing for me is vocabulary and then for me I make sure that
I have at least a few minutes at the end of class to spend with each of them. The problem is that I
don’t speak Spanish, and we have a few this year that are just solely Spanish, and I do what I can
to help them, luckily mathematics is kind of its own language. It was much easier in Germany,
because I spoke German and I could actually communicate.
Q3
Have you ever met with other than regular classroom teachers to discuss effective
methods of teaching EL’s outside of scheduled faculty meetings? If so, which methods did you
discuss and what happened when you implemented them
R
We have, maybe you consider this a scheduled faculty meeting, but we have team
meetings and that is three days a week, so Monday, Wednesday, and Friday, because we have
two plans and one plan and since that we have been one is the ESL team and two others are
Special Ed, then we all specifically talk about. It is mostly issues with certain students and what
strategies are working effectively, as far as specific professional development that I sought for
ESL I would say most of that had been pre-service and most of my professional development has
been more techniques for mathematics outside of the classroom. I am trying to think of anything
specific I have been to and I can’t think of anything.
Q4
What additional thoughts about classroom instruction and strategy for teaching EL’s do
you have?
R
Like what I did for ARMT+ well (Yes, especially as you prepare them for this test). The
main thing for EL students is their one just comprehension aspect of it and making sure that gets
across. Most of the processes are not that complicated that we are dealing with, so it is the
comprehension (Like word problems and things) and figuring out methods that they can
understand, whether that be in native language or making sure that the vocabulary is there. As far
as strategies, we as a whole we talk about picking out key words and things like that with word
problems and instructions, and so those are the strategies I apply (Do you accommodate for their
tests?) Yes we do that so they have tests that are either in their native language or if it is multiple
choice then we accommodate.
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Q5

How do you think your instruction with EL’s differ from that of a native speakers?

R
Like I said, it is difficult in that classroom of 32 to change that much. So unfortunately,
most of the instruction stays the same, just because we have such cramped time and struggling to
get such concepts across most of the instruction differences come on one-to-one basis. Because
one part of that is because we have very few ELL students that are at level that they can’t
comprehend basics of what’s going on in class, and those that can’t I make sure that I give them
something at the beginning of the lesson or throughout the lesson all along. Most of ours, we
have three Japanese students and either they are at a level where they are fine understanding or
they also have devices when they don’t understand and we do have two students that just moved
into that are Puerto Rican and they’re new this year so their English is very low and so that is one
thing that we are trying to get them, one thing too with mathematics is different place, different
curriculum and you don’t know if it is a language barrier or a gap (I do that , I struggled with
math, even though I am not a English language learner, I would have been in math and I do that
when my kids come for help with me and I say oh gosh, math is not my strong to help them with)
Q6
What do you do differently in preparing for the ARMT+ when you have EL’s in your
classroom? Just like a regular week, like how are you going to prepare different to get them
prepared.
R
That’s the thing too, so far what I have done is, after we go over the material and
curriculum give them problems that mirror reflects the ARMT+ that are familiar with how the
question might be asked, so that you know their knowledge is fairly assessed on the test. So that
has been going on throughout the year. So what am I going to do specifically for the ARMT+
because this is the first year of teaching here where I have done the ARMT + (first and last, we
did the ARMT+ last year because we were a pilot school). So what I am going to do specifically
is I haven’t necessarily mapped that all out yet, I haven’t necessarily even given a plan to it.
Most of is going to focus on for the EL students is the strategies to try to comprehend and find
key words, as far as understand what process needs to be done and then the other one is that most
to where everyone else is kind of test language and being able to answer properly the ARMT+.
Mostly instruction is going to how to take the test, not as much as you know the material has
been throughout the year and if I am a good teacher, hopefully they will do well, we’ll see.
Q7

How comfortable are you teaching EL’s?

R
It is one of those things that it’s one of the things it depends on how their language
ability, you know I mean, I feel very comfortable teaching whenever I get across an idea,
whenever those students have come in and have no language abilities and I am not able to
communicate in that language, you know it is difficult and strategies are sometimes tough to find
that bridge that gap. So, I know I felt fine in Germany when I spoke German, if people had
difficulties we could get through it, but you know, like Korean I wouldn’t know where to start.
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Q8

How do you think EL’s can receive an equitable education in the mainstream classroom?

R
Well I think, with ELLs it’s going to be a process, as long as you are making your best
efforts. I know they are not going to be getting the same thing out of class as someone else is just
because of where their language development is. That doesn’t mean that it is not equitable, but
hopefully, that down the road that process your getting closer to it. So I would think that as long
as you’re providing the tools and that you are preparing the lesson in a way that allows them to,
you know if not get everything, then get the vital pieces and then you are also at the same time
getting them closer towards understanding the lessons without assistance and I think that would
be equitable. I mean it is just a different situation for native language speakers, so I don’t know if
it is necessarily that same outcome would be equitable as long as you’re moving them forward.
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Teacher 4
Q1

On the average, how many ELL’s have you taught since beginning your teaching career.

R

About 7 per year

Q2

What specific strategies do you use or have you used to assist EL’s

R
Well being that I teach math, I feel that any kind of graphic, chart, and/or visuals are
extremely helpful. I try to make sure I check on the EL students periodically throughout the class
and simplify the language to more a common language using basic vocabulary.
Q3
Have you ever met with other than regular classroom teachers to discuss effective
methods of teaching EL’s outside of scheduled faculty meetings? If so, which methods did you
discuss and what happened when you implemented them
R
We are fortunate enough to have our ELL teacher that we can go to and discuss not only
these specific students and the progress they see in their classes in addition to discuss the
methods she has used on a daily basis. I don’t necessarily meet with other classroom teachers
primarily because the nature of mathematics is so different than the science and the social studies
because of the heavy vocabulary and because mathematics is more universal. The core subject
teachers that teach the EL’s collaborate anyways as they have to accommodate a lot more in their
classrooms because of the language, but I do notice that I tend to accommodate by giving the
EL’s more time if they need it. I also tend to drop assignments if the task is heavily linguistic,
contains numerous word problems, however I always ask them to try. I always expose them to as
much as possible so that they can try to learn as much as possible.
Q4
What additional thoughts about classroom instruction and strategy for teaching EL’s do
you have?
R
I try to make sure that I put myself in their place. I try to understand where each student
is coming from. Being that I have traveled a lot, I have always interacted with people that are
from other places, from other countries, from other cultures. So I try to understand where they
are coming from and converse with the ELs while trying to get to know them on a personal basis,
so that way I can establish a good rapport. I want them to understand that I’m trying to help
them as much as possible and I want them to give me their best effort. I know that it is extremely
challenging to come in and not understand the teacher because of not completely understanding
the language.
Q5

How does your instruction with EL’s differ from that of a native speaker?

R
I actually expose all my students to the same type of teaching. I want the ELL’s to have
the opportunity to get full emergence, because I feel like the learning curve is a lot higher and
you learn faster when you do that. However, I do give them opportunities to redo assignments or
rework things with guidance and assistance if they did struggle significantly initially. I provide
times and opportunities where they can come in for extra help, but I do that for all my students,
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so I give all my students the opportunity, but I highly encourage the students who are
encountering a language barrier to really to work with me one-on-one.
Q6
What do you do differently in preparing for the ARMT+ when you have EL’s in your
classroom?
R
Well, I have actually taught ELs the entire time I have been teaching, and this is my 5th
year teaching. I try to make sure I give vocabulary charts if needed, but I also do this throughout
the year. So I give handouts and ask the ELs to refer to that handout about integers, refer to the
handout so they have a step-by-step process. I try to break down the material to a “how to” type
situation. So I don’t do a whole lot that is different, but I look and accommodate almost
afterwards to see if they even need that help. We have very high functioning ELLs here.
Q7

How comfortable do you feel teaching ELL’s.

R
Oh I am extremely comfortable as I am a culture person, I love to go explore, travel, and
learn. I was not a history buff, but I was someone who wanted to understand other people, and so
it’s just to me learning a different person, learning a different culture and trying to just relate.
This is part of my personality; therefore it is easy for me.
Q8

How do you think ELL’s can receive an equitable education in a mainstream classroom?

R
ELLs can receive an equitable education by giving them the same treatment as the other
students in the classroom. I think a lot of times they don’t necessarily want to be treated
differently. I think they want to have the same education that everybody else does. They don’t
necessarily want to be stuck out and pointed out. So I feel like if I can give them every single
thing that I do for everyone else, it is equitable. Should I feel the need or to make
accommodations; I do it very confidentially so that no other students are aware. Sometimes I
might drop a test or give them a written quiz instead of an oral quiz so they can read it. We
always talk to the ESL teacher if we have any questions, get their feedback, and correspond
through email or talk in person after school.
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