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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this the study was to investigate the ways in which teachers are
responding to the implementation of Proposition 203, and how they perceive their
abilities to meet the needs of the English Language Learner (ELL) students in their
classes. The research was conducted in the form of a case study of four teachers nested in
the results of a survey given to Kindergarten-third grade teachers throughout a southern
Arizona school district. Results of the case study data collection were compared with
those from the survey. The data indicates the following four conclusions:
1. Implementation of instructional strategies in SEI classes varies, regardless of
the endorsement status or experience of the teacher
2. Teachers more easily address the needs of less proficient students than they do
intermediate level students
3. Teachers use of data and resources to support their instruction of ELL students
has been uneven
4. The influence of multiple reform efforts has had a confounding effect on the
implementation of SEI at both the administrative and classroom levels.
The results of the study imply that districts will need to conduct consistent
training on the implementation of sheltered English instruction and administration will
need to follow the training with monitoring and coaching of teachers to ensure that
instruction meets the academic and language needs of ELL students.
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1
INTRODUCTION
The goal of this study was to examine the experiences and the perceived needs of
teachers involved in teaching Sheltered English Immersion (SEI) classes in Arizona. In
the two years between the passage of Proposition 203 and the collection of the data, many
teachers had experienced both positive and negative consequences as a result of the
implementation of the new law. The research was conducted as a case study on a cohort
of teachers with varying levels of classroom and language education experience nested
within an analysis of elementary teachers’ perceptions as measured by various data
collection devices, which will be discussed in the case study section. The teachers
participating in the case study work at one of two elementary schools in one southern
Arizona school district. The structure of a case study within a broader range of data
provides a picture of how teachers in the district are responding to the implementation of
the law derived from Proposition 203.

Historical Context
In order to examine the implications of new policies related to the education of
English Language Learner (ELL) students, it is important to understand the national
context in which Proposition 203 is embedded. Mandates governing the education of
ELL students at the national level have an impact on state and local policies.
Consideration of educational policies related to ELL students began with the passage of
the Elementary and Secondary Schools Act (ESEA) in 1964. Subsequent reallocations of
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ESEA modified the programs that served ELL students. At the same time as Proposition
203 was initiated and then passed by the voters of Arizona, the new revision of ESEA
was also taking place. This revision is known as “No Child Left Behind” (NCLB). No
Child Left Behind puts an emphasis on the creation and implementation of a standard
curriculum throughout each state. The degree to which students master the standard
curriculum is measured using the required annual test of state standards, as well as the
use of an annual norm-referenced achievement test. States are required to report to the
federal government the degree to which individual schools and districts have students
who are achieving proficiency on the standards. The measurement of the degree to which
students are achieving mastery of the standards is referred to as “adequate yearly
progress.” Schools and districts are under pressure to achieve adequate yearly progress to
avoid being labeled as failing schools. The attention to standards and assessment has
resulted in teachers feeling pressured to prepare students for achievement tests and
therefore a perceived need to trade English language instruction for test preparation. The
mandate by the federal government had the effect of creating pressure for schools and
districts to conform to a rigorous and strict curricular model, regardless of demographic
differences.
In addition to NCLB, other societal factors have had implications for the
education of ELL students. Founded in 1983, the group known as US English is the
spearhead for the English-only movement. US English has supported the passage English
only initiatives, making English the official language of the state in 23 states (Crawford,
2000).
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In the past decade, various anti-immigrant initiatives have been introduced and
passed all over the country. In California, Proposition 187, described as a “border
control” measure that sought to deny rights to undocumented immigrants, passed in 1994.
More recently, Proposition 227 passed in 1998 and reduced the implementation of
bilingual education in California. Following the passage of Proposition 203, similar
initiatives were considered in Colorado and Massachusetts. It is in this national social
climate that Proposition 203 was initiated and passed by the voters of Arizona.
Proposition 203 was a piece of legislation passed by the voters of Arizona in
2000. This law has dramatically altered the way non-English speaking students are
educated. Proposition 203 eliminated the previous Arizona statute related to bilingual
instruction, ARS §15-751-755, and limited the pedagogy used to address the needs of
students who are learning English as a second language. A significant change in the law
requires that any student who is identified as an English Language Learner be taught
using Sheltered English Immersion or Structured English Immersion (SEI). SEI is
defined as follows in the text of the new law:
‘Sheltered English Immersion’ or ‘Structured English Immersion’ means an
English language acquisition process for young children in which nearly all
classroom instruction is in English but with the curriculum and presentation
designed for children who are learning the language. Books and instructional
materials are in English and all Reading, Writing, and subject matter are taught in
English. Although teachers may use a minimal amount of the child’s home
language when necessary, no subject matter will be taught in any language other
than English. This educational methodology represents the standard definition of
‘sheltered English’ or ‘structured English’ as found in educational literature.’
(§ARS 15-751. Definitions)
One noteworthy problem with the language of the law is its imprecise definition
of the program it is designed to implement. The use of “Sheltered English Immersion”
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and “Structured English Immersion” as synonyms creates confusion, as these methods are
very different. The difference between Sheltered English and Structured English will be
discussed in the review of the literature.
The change in the way ELL students are served has made it necessary for school
districts to implement new staffing procedures. As districts increase the number of
teachers working with ELL students, staff development will become increasingly
important in order that the academic needs of students who speak languages other than
English are met in a manner commensurate with their English speaking classmates.
The first year of implementation of the law that was established by the passage of
Proposition 203 was 2001-2002. During this year, many teachers who previously had
limited or no experience with students learning English as a second language began
working with this population in their classrooms. It is important that districts address the
staff development needs of this new cohort of teachers. In addition, the preparation of
pre-service teachers who are currently enrolled in teacher preparation programs at the
undergraduate level will need to include additional coursework designed to prepare them
to facilitate learning for ELL students.
In order to understand the implementation of the voter-approved legislation
regarding bilingual education, one must first be familiar with the law. ARS §15-751-755
was the statute governing the education of ELL students. Proposition 203 replaced all
former bilingual education programs and policies with the regulation that all ELL’s in the
state would participate in SEI programs to learn English. Sheltered English became the
default program. Under the new law, parents of ELL students can apply for a waiver out
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of the SEI program, which would allow their child to participate in “classes teaching
English and other subjects through bilingual education techniques or other generally
recognized educational methodologies permitted by law” (ARS § 15-753). Parents must
physically visit the school to request a waiver. Upon receipt of the waiver request, the
school may grant the waiver based on one of three conditions. According to the law, a
type 1 waiver is granted if the student possesses “good English language skills, as
measured by oral evaluation or standardized tests of English vocabulary, comprehension,
reading, and writing, in which the student scores at or above the state average for his
grade level, or at or above the 5th grade average, whichever is lower” (ARS § 15-753.1).
A type 2 waiver is granted if the applicant is 10 years of age or older (ARS § 15-753.2).
A type 3 waiver is granted for those students with “special and individual physical or
psychological needs, above and beyond the child’s lack of English proficiency, that an
alternate course of educational study would be better suited to the child’s overall
educational development and rapid acquisition of English” (ARS § 15-753.3). In order to
be granted a type 3 waiver, the student must participate in an SEI program for 30
calendar days and the parents must meet with the teacher and submit with the application
for waiver a 250-word document explaining the student’s needs. Specific direction
regarding the language used in the document, and the Arizona Department of Education
(ADE) has not clarified who writes it. All waivers must be signed by the principal to be
considered approved. Additionally, the type 3 waiver must be signed by the
superintendent of the district. The law provides no protection for parents whose children
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are denied waivers. The school principal, without explanation or due process, may
decline a waiver.
In February of 2003, the newly elected State Superintendent of Public Instruction,
Tom Horne, released his guidelines for implementing the new law. According to these
specifications, students must have a minimum level 4 on the LAS oral subtest, and a level
3 on the reading and writing subtests. Essentially, the student must be completely fluent
in English in order to participate in a bilingual education program under a type 1 waiver.
Students over the age of ten may still receive a type 2 waiver, however the school is
responsible for providing documentation that the student’s individual needs were
considered before placement. In a post-conference following a state monitoring of the
district, the Assistant Superintendent for Language Acquisition Services, Margaret
Garcia-Dugan, stated that “students who apply for a type 2 waiver will need to spend a
period of time in an SEI class” (Garcia-Dugan, 2003). This period of time was not
mentioned in the text of the law, nor were any specific guidelines given. The
requirements for the type 3 waiver remain the same (Horne, 2003). This interpretation of
the law was upheld by Arizona’s Attorney General, Terry Goddard, in an opinion
released in February of 2003.
The current law allows for school administrators, district administrators and
school boards to be held personally liable for failure to comply with the law. It also
demands that all students be tested annually in English using a nationally normed,
standardized test.
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While the law carefully outlines the expectation that all students be taught in
English and that all ELL students be taught using sheltered methods, as of the 2003-2004
school year, there was no provision in the law for endorsements or additional training for
teachers who work with ELL students. Through this research study, more will be learned
about teachers’ needs and perceptions of the implementation of the new law.

Setting
The study took place in a medium sized city in southern Arizona. This city has a
large Hispanic community. For the purposes of this paper, the term “Hispanic” is defined
as those persons with ethnic identification from Spanish speaking countries, including
Mexico, the countries of Central America, South America and the Carribean. The term is
not intended to reflect the citizenship status or language use of the individual. In the 2000
census, the city’s Hispanic population was 35.7 percent of the total population for the
metropolitan area. The demographics of the community vary widely with regard to
education level, socio-economic status, and language use.
In response to the Bilingual Education Act, originally passed in 1968, the district
where the study took place had initiated the implementation of a bilingual program of
instruction during the 1974-75 school year. The program was designed as an early-exit
transitional program until 1995, when a new district Director of Bilingual Education
began to implement a late-exit model.
The district is on the extreme south side of the city and during the 2001-2002
school year, the first year of implementation of Proposition 203, Hispanic students made
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up approximately 82 percent of the total district population of 14,951 students. Of these,
5,171 students were identified as ELL’s and participated in bilingual programs. In the
district, there are thirteen elementary schools, four middle schools, two high schools, and
one alternative education center. The names of the schools and the participants in the case
study portion of the research have been changed to protect their privacy.
At Angelitos Elementary School, in the Kindergarten class, 59.8% of the students
were ELL. In first grade class, 55.4% of the students were ELL. The second grade was
comprised of 50.5% ELL students, and in the third grade 46.2% if the students were ELL.
At Kolb Road Elementary School, 31.9% of the students were ELL. The Kindergarten
classes were 34 % ELL, first grade had 31.9 % Second, 38.8% and third 35.9%. These
figures have increased year to year. For school year 2003-2004, the percentages for those
grades and schools participating in the study are outlined in Table 1.

Kolb Road

Angelitos

TABLE 1
Percentage of Students Identified as English Language Learners

2001-2002

2002-2003

2003-2004

2004-2005

Kindergarten

59.8

43.8

43.8

21

First Grade

55.4

58.3

67.3

78

Second Grade

50.5

52.6

70.9

64

Third Grade

46.2

47.6

73.6

61

2001-2002

2002-2003

2003-2004

2004-2005

Kindergarten

34

53.4

56.9

43

First Grade

31.9

29.3

61.8

55

Second Grade

38.8

38.6

57.8

52

Third Grade

35.9

34.6

50

48
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Proposition 203, referred to as “English for the Children of Arizona” during the
political campaign of 2000, was rejected in the precincts served by this school district at a
rate of almost 3-to-1 (Arizona Daily Star, 2000). At the beginning of the school year, the
parents of approximately 1,500 students had applied for and been granted waivers to
remain in bilingual classes. As district policy, the name of the bilingual classes was
changed to “Two-Language-Acquisition” (TLA) classes. The change of the nomenclature
reflects an attempt by the Language Acquisition and Development (LAD) department to
emphasize the goal of bilingualism and biliteracy for all students, regardless of their
primary home language.
At the beginning of the 2001-2002 school year, seven of the district’s thirteen
elementary schools included a TLA strand in their buildings. Six others implemented SEI
programs and eliminated TLA programs. When asked, personnel at these six schools
related that the elimination of the TLA program stemmed from a lack of the requisite
number of approved waivers to justify a TLA program. Angelitos, one of the schools
where the study takes place, is one of the schools offering a TLA strand. Of the 24
regular classroom teachers working at Angelitos during the 1999-2000 school year, the
year before the passage of Proposition 203, nine were bilingually-endorsed teachers
working directly with non-English speaking students. By 2002-2003, six TLA classrooms
remained, staffed by endorsed bilingual teachers. The other three bilingually-endorsed
teachers filled SEI positions. In addition, all non-bilingually-endorsedteachers became
SEI teachers, and, as such, were eligible to have non-English speaking students in their
classes. The staff placements at Angelitos School were appropriate as designated by the
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district-approved options for staffing according to the school board policy manual
composed to address the new law. According to the policy manual, teachers working in
TLA classes are required to have a bilingual education endorsement. Board policy related
to the implementation of the new law may be found in Appendix D. Because of the size
of the district’s ELL population, it was not possible for all teachers of SEI classes to have
endorsements. The policy adopted by the district school board requires that teachers who
are teaching in the SEI program work toward attaining a district SEI certificate through
participation in 100 hours of ESL and Sheltered English strategies training through the
district’s LAD Department. These hours could be completed over a span of
approximately three years. At the time of the study, the Arizona Department of Education
(ADE) did not have a policy regarding endorsements for SEI teachers.
At Kolb Road School, before the passage of Proposition 203, there were six
bilingual classrooms. Due to the lack of approved waivers at Kolb Road following the
passage of Proposition 203, all classrooms were made SEI during the 2001-2002 school
year. By 2003-2004, there was a new principal at Kolb Road; however the waiver
situation remained the same and all classes continued to be SEI.
The multiple policies that passed during the same time period has had an effect on
the implementation of the new law. The Arizona State Department of Education
developed policies to implement Proposition 203 over time, so some of the initial policies
implemented at the district level were changed subsequent to state policy modifications.
In addition to variability in the execution of the new policy regarding English language
instruction at the state level, teachers were also influenced by the simultaneous
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requirements of the state and norm-referenced tests included in the implementation of
NCLB. The sense of surveillance felt on the part of the teachers and the pressure that this
feeling causes will be discussed in the conclusions portion of the study.

Purpose and Research Questions
Several states have considered or are considering similar legislation to that which
has passed in Arizona and California. As more states and more teachers are affected by
laws that limit teaching of non-English speaking students to one method, teacher
education and pre-service teacher preparation issues will need to be addressed.
Additionally, it is hoped that the results of this study will lead to a greater understanding
of the needs for endorsements and additional teacher education on the part of Arizona
legislators who are currently considering funding issues for programs that serve ELL
students and endorsements for English language acquisition programs in Arizona.
I was interested in conducting a study on policy implementation because my
coursework has been largely related to language policy and implementation issues. My
job as Program Specialist for a Language Acquisition and Development Program has led
me to view program implementation, staff development, and teacher education as integral
parts of a successful school system. Implementation of the new law regarding bilingual
education in the state of Arizona is problematic, not only for those teachers who formerly
were part of an extensive bilingual program, but especially for teachers and school
districts that are new to second language instruction. Since SEI has become the default
program for districts across the state, even for those who previously had no program to
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serve the academic needs of ELL students, the need for support services and staff
development in teaching English Language Learners has grown as a result of the passage
of the new law.
Analyzing the experiences and the needs of endorsed and non-endorsed faculty
members in one Arizona school district will aid it and other school districts in planning
for meeting the needs of non-English speaking students in the future.
The following questions will be examined during the course of the study:

1.

How do bilingually endorsed teachers attend to the English Language
oral development of ELL students in a Sheltered/Structured English
Immersion classroom?

2.

How do teachers without bilingual endorsement attend to the English
Language oral development of ELL students in a Sheltered/Structured
English Immersion classroom?

3.

What have been the most difficult and the most successful experiences
endorsed and non-endorsed teachers have had as a result of the
implementation of Proposition 203?
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4.

How do endorsed and non-endorsed teachers perceive their abilities to
meet the academic and social needs of the ELL students in the SEI
classrooms?

5.

What are the material and staff development resources available to the
teachers of ELL students in SEI classes? How are the resources
accessed by the teachers?

Pilot Study
An initial pilot of the questionnaire was made at the beginning of the 2002-2003
school year. The purpose of the pilot study was twofold; to gauge the usefulness of the
questionnaire as a data collection instrument, and to identify potential participants for the
study. The questionnaire was given to 12 SEI teachers at Angelitos School at various
grade levels. It was found that the data retrieved from this initial pilot of the instrument
was not sufficient to answer the questions posed by the research. Additionally, the
volunteers who completed the instrument considered it to be too long and cumbersome
for teachers across the district to complete.
The use of the pilot study also helped me to narrow my focus, because it became
apparent that the needs and perceptions of SEI teachers at the primary level were
different from those of teachers at the intermediate level. Teachers at the primary level
consider the responsibility of teaching reading to students who do not speak English
particularly daunting. These teachers are more likely to have students who do not qualify
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for waivers than their colleagues who teach at the intermediate level. The purpose of the
survey was to gather a broad spectrum of information regarding the experiences of SEI
teachers.
As a result of the pilot study, the instrument was revised and was given out to all
teachers working in the primary grades at the end of the 2003-2004 school year. The
cohort teachers for the case study were given a similar questionnaire, with some
additional questions added to gather more specific information related to their knowledge
of SEI strategies and their impressions of the program implementation.
The pilot study did not include a test of the field note observation form, which
became problematic following the initial use of the form with a case study teacher. The
form was revised and I was able to use it effectively during the remaining observations of
the case study participants. A copy of the revised observation form may be found in
Appendix C.

Case Study Participants
Part of the research was done in the form of a case study that focused on a group
of three teachers selected to teach SEI classes at Angelitos Elementary School and one
SEI teacher at Kolb Road Elementary School. The names of the cohort group teachers
and other school district personnel who are colleagues of those teachers have been
changed to protect their privacy. Also, the names of the schools have been changed.
Table 2 shows the distribution of teachers who participated in the case study portion of
the project.
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TABLE 2
Teachers Involved in the Case Study Cohort
School Year
2003-2004
School
Years of Teaching
Experience
Endorsement
Status

ELL
Students/Total
Students in the
class at the
beginning of the
school year
Grade
Demographic
Represented

Mrs. Muñoz

Mrs.
Henderson
Kolb Road
2

Mrs. Class

Bilingually
endorsed B.A.
Master’s
degree and
endorsement
in Reading

Bilingually
Endorsed B.A.

Elementary
Education
B.A. No
endorsement

22/23

9/21

9/24

13/24

K
Experienced,
Endorsed
Teachers

1
Inexperienced,
Endorsed
Teachers

3
Experienced,
Non-endorsed
Teachers
White-not
Hispanic
English

2
Inexperience
d, Nonendorsed
Teachers
White-not
Hispanic
English,
minimal
Spanish

Angelitos
7

Ethnicity

Hispanic

Hispanic

Language(s)
Spoken

English,
Spanish

English,
Spanish

Angelitos
8

Mrs.
Villalobos
Angelitos
1 1/2
Elementary
Education
B.A. No
endorsement

The informants of the study were distributed across grade levels KindergartenThird and the influence of their levels of preparation are noted by identification of their
endorsement status. Two of the teachers currently hold bilingual endorsements, while the
other two are not endorsed in bilingual education or ESL. The endorsed teachers speak
Spanish as their first language, and are also fluent in Spanish. Of the two non-endorsed
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teachers, one speaks some Spanish and the other is a monolingual English speaker. The
teachers who do not have endorsements in bilingual education or ESL also had not
participated in the district’s 100-hour SEI certificate program prior to the study, although
both were taking workshops during the course of the study. Two teachers had more than
five years experience in the classroom while the other two teachers had taught for fewer
than five years. This structure allows for examination of the general teaching experience
within the framework of the study.

Ms. Muñoz.
Mrs. Muñoz grew up in the school district where the study took place. She is a
product of the bilingual education program and lived within the district boundaries her
first four years of teaching. She is a first generation, Arizona-born Hispanic. She is fluent
in English and Spanish, and completed her bilingual education certification with her
undergraduate Elementary Education degree. She has also completed a Master’s degree
and endorsement in Reading.
This teacher has 7 years of experience in bilingual education. She has taught at
the Kindergarten, 3rd and 4th grade levels at the elementary school where she is currently
employed. She has always taught at the same school. In 2003-2004, Ms. Muñoz was
teaching Kindergarten for the second year. She was not enthused about teaching an SEI
class and she was hoping that she would be able to help her students gain enough
proficiency in English to be able to accumulate waivers so that she could teach
bilingually in the spring semester.
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Ms. Henderson.
Mrs. Henderson is a first generation Hispanic. She is married to an Anglo man
and has two children. She earned her bilingual education certification with completion of
her bachelor’s degree in Elementary Education. She is fluent in English and in Spanish.
Ms. Henderson had extensive experience with children through her work as a
teacher’s aide at two elementary schools within the district for several years while
earning her degree in Elementary Education in 2001. Her experience as a teacher’s aid
included work in bilingual classrooms and in self-contained Special Education classes.
While working as a teacher’s aide, she had an emergency substitute certificate and was
called on to work as a substitute several times during her last years of college. She
completed her student teaching experience in the 1st grade at Santa Rosa School in the
same district where she was later hired as a teacher. The 2003-2004 school year was her
second year as a full-time teacher. She teaches first grade at Kolb Road Elementary
School.

Ms. Class.
As the daughter of a military father, Ms. Class grew up in several places before
settling in Arizona. Ethnically, she is from a White-non-Hispanic ancestry. She has
found a second career as an educator after working in another profession. She completed
her student teaching in the spring of 1996 at Angelitos Elementary, and since then, has
worked as a mainstream second grade teacher there. For the 2002-2003 school year, Ms.
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Class looped with her students to 3rd grade. She continued teaching 3rd grade with a new
group of students during the 2003-2004 school year, Ms. Class had no endorsement, but
had taken several Master’s level courses in various disciplines related to education, and
had participated in staff development workshops at the district and school levels. These
courses were not related to a specific program and did not include classes in ESL or other
strategies to help ELL students. She had not had ELL students in her class before the
2001-2002 school year. During the course of the study, Mrs. Class did participate in an
18-hour district-offered training of the SIOP model of Sheltered Instruction. She speaks
English, but not Spanish.

Ms. Villalobos.
Mrs. Villalobos’ ethnic background is White-non-Hispanic, although she is
married to a man of Mexican descent. She speaks English and, as she put is, a smattering
of Spanish. She is often able to understand her students, but cannot communicate with
them in Spanish.
At the beginning of the 2003-2004 school year, Mrs. Villalobos had been teaching
for 1½ years. She began at Angelitos School finishing a contract year for a teacher who
left the school following the first semester of the school year 2002-2003. Initially, she
taught in a fifth grade SEI class. For the 2003-2004 school year, she was assigned to a
second grade SEI class. Ms. Villalobos speaks a few words in Spanish, but had no
specialized preparation for teaching in an SEI class. During the year of the study, she was
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taking a 30-hour district-offered training program provided by Dr. Maria MontañoHarmon.

Originally, Ms. Villalobos was not part of the cohort group for the case study. Ms.
Maria, the teacher who originally agreed to participate, was reassigned to a fifth grade
mainstream class and consequently no longer matched the demographic prerequisites to
participate in the study. The purpose of the study was explained to Ms. Villalobos, and
she consented to be part of the cohort group.

Quantitative Data Sources
In addition to these four participants in the case study, data were collected from
teachers across the primary levels of all the elementary schools in the district in the form
of questionnaires incorporating a Likert scale, and evaluations following training
sessions. These data were compared and contrasted with the information provided by the
four case study participants.
The primary level was chosen as the focus for the investigation because this level
is the one most profoundly affected by the passage of Proposition 203. ELL students in
the middle schools and high schools in the state of Arizona are more likely to be
approved for waivers to remain in bilingual programs as they can qualify for a Type 2
waiver as a result of being over ten years of age.
As in California following the passage of Proposition 227, the implementation of
ARS § 15-751-55 is complicated by other factors that are occurring at the same time as
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the implementation of the new law. The implementation of state standards for instruction,
new testing and reclassification procedures for ELL students, the issue of the lack of
endorsed teachers to work with ELL students, and the lack of state standards for ESL all
will affect the outcomes for ELL students.
An important contributing factor to the implementation of the new law is that of
the movement toward the establishment and testing of students’ progress toward state
standards. The recent emphasis on standards-based curriculum in the state of Arizona has
had an effect on the implementation of the new law regarding bilingual education in the
state. The need for measurable standards in English has led the state department of
education to eliminate the testing of students in languages other than English. Since the
passage of Proposition 203, the state test, the Arizona Instrument to Measure Standards
(AIMS) and the standardized test given to school children in 2003-2004, the Stanford 9,
by state mandate, are given in English. Additionally, during the 2001-2002 school year,
the State Department of Education rescinded the regulation that required ELL students to
achieve a 36%-ile score on the reading comprehension portion of the Stanford 9 test in
order to be reclassified as Fluent English Proficient (FEP). These changes will have an
effect on the way the success of ELL students is monitored in the future.
Another important change that resulted from the passage of Proposition 203 was
that it repealed the requirements for a specialized endorsement needed to work with ELL
students. While there has been an emphasis on the adherence to the state standards for all
students, as well as a voter-approved initiative to incorporate all English instruction for
non-English speaking students, at the time of the study, the state had yet to develop a set
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of standards for second language learning. ESL standards did not appear in the text of
State Standards for other curricular areas. These factors will be addressed in the analysis
of the data.

Organization of the Study
The study was designed as a case study nested in a broader quantitative study of
district teachers who teach in SEI classrooms. The combination of general data from
district SEI teaching personnel and case studies of specific teachers provided results that
can be generalized to other schools and districts experiencing the implementation of SEI
as an instructional program for ELL students. Surveys given to SEI staff at the
elementary level across the district provided broad concepts about teachers’ opinions
related to teaching in an SEI setting while the case studies offered more detailed
definitions of the successes and failures experienced by teachers in the SEI classrooms.
Following the results of the pilot study, this study was conducted in 3 phases.
First, I informed teachers as to the type of study I was conducting. Teachers who would
participate in the case study were informed about the purposes and procedures of the
study and signed a consent form to participate. Primary level teachers from across the
district were informed of the study and were advised through a disclaimer form of their
right to refuse to participate in completion of the questionnaire. Next, interviews and
classroom observations were conducted with the case study group. Finally, near the end
of that phase of data collection, I passed out the questionnaires to the primary level
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teachers. At some school sites, I distributed a second and third copy of the questionnaire
in order to increase my rate of return.
Upon completion of the data collection, I transcribed the interviews and the
classroom observations. As a means of analysis, I developed a coding system in which I
categorized the data as to the question each piece of information could help me to answer.
The results from the case study were compared to the statistical data from the Likert
Scale questionnaire. Further discussion of my analysis will follow in the case study
section of this report.
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2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The study of any new program of instruction must be influenced by research and theory
related to the reform. The voters of Arizona imposed the reform of bilingual programs
beginning in the school year 2001-2002. In response, school districts like the one in
which the study takes place have relied on current research and legal opinion to formulate
a plan for the implementation of the revised law. For the purposes of research on how
the law has affected teaching practice, I have considered literature in the following areas
to inform this study of how teachers in SEI classes address the needs of their students
who are learning English:
1.

Sheltered English instruction

2.

Implementation of English only initiatives in other states

3.

School reform efforts

4.

a.

Cultural mismatch

b.

Reflective teaching practices

c.

The teacher’s role in school reform efforts

Staff development programs

Table 3 is an attempt to characterize the broad range of research on SEI programs and
its implications for the current study.
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TABLE 3
Research Related to Sheltered English Instruction/Structured English Immersion
Research Reference
Krashen, S. (1985) The input
hypothesis: Issues and
implications. New York.
Longman.
Baker, K. (1999). Basics of
structured English immersion for
language minority students.
Available at: http://www/readinstitute.org/227.html.

Baker, K. & De Kanter, A.
(1983). Federal Policy and the
effectiveness of bilingual
education. In Baker, K & De
Kanter, A. (eds. ) Bilingual
Education: A reappraisal of
federal policy. Lexington, MA:
Lexington Books.

Findings
Describes the theory and
elements of Sheltered English
Instruction
Describes the implementation of
Structured English Immersion as
a methodology for teaching
English, specifically designed for
use in California schools
following the passage of
Proposition 227.
Compares various methods for
teaching English to ELL students,
including bilingual education,
submersion, and Structured
English Immersion. Provides
outline of these various forms of
educational practice.

Implications for this Study
Provides background for both
the legal definition of SEI and
for the program put into place at
the district in the study.
Provides a theoretical basis for
Structured English immersion
and a framework for its use at
the school level.

Defines the theoretical
background of Structured
English Immersion.

Gersten &Woodward (1985) A
case for structured immersion.
Educational Leadership.
43, 75-79.

Describes the elements of
Structured English Immersion

Krashen, S. (1991) Bilingual
Education: A focus on current
research. NCBE Focus:
Occasional Papers in Bilingual
Education. (3).

Criticism of Gersten and
Woodward’s explanation of
Structured English Immersion

Haver, J. (2003).Structured
English Immersion: A step-bystep guide for K-6 teachers and
administrators. Thousand Oaks,
CA; Corwin.

Develops a curricular model for
SEI instruction based on the
Arizona law passed as a result of
Proposition 203

Describes strategies that are
meant to match the intent of SEI
in the Arizona law.

Parrish, T.B., Liquanti, R.,
Merickel, A., Quick, H.E., Laird,
J., & Esra, P. (2002) Effects of
the implementation of proposition
227 on the education of English
leaners. K-12: Year two report,
Palo Alto, CA: American
Institutes for Research. Reteived
September 1, 2005 from
http://lmri.ucsb.edu/resdiss/pdf

Describes teachers’
understandings of the
implementation of programs
resulting from the passage of
proposition 227 in California.

Provides background for how
the English for the Children law
in California was implemented
at the school and classroom
levels.

Describes the elements of
Structured English Immersion,
which is used synonymously
with Sheltered English
Immersion in the law.
Explains the differences
between Sheltered Immersion
and Structured Immersion.
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files/062802yr2finalreport.pdf.
Facella, M., Rampino, K., &
Shea, E. (2005). Effective
teaching strategies for English
language learners. Bilingual
Research Journal. 29:1. pp. 209221.
Cummins, J. (1981). The role of
primary language development in
promoting educational success
for language minority students. In
California State Department of
Education (Ed.), Schooling and
language minority students: A
theoretical framework (pp.3-49).
Los Angeles, CA: Evaluation,
Dissemination, and Assessment
Center, California State
University, Los Angeles.

Teachers identified strategies
they considered to be best
practices for teaching ELL
students.

Described effective strategies
for language development.
These strategies were
considered when observing the
teachers in the case study.

Identified the differences
between context embedded and
context reduced content
instruction, as well as cognitively
demanding versus cognitively
undemanding tasks.

Described a framework for
creating comprehensible input in
the content areas.

Sheltered English Instruction/Structured English Immersion
The ambiguity with which the law addresses the intended instruction of ELL
students has the potential to be problematic for school staff attempting to implement SEI
programs. The text of the law implies that Structured English Immersion and Sheltered
English Immersion are synonymous. They are, however, very different types of
programs.
The concept of Sheltered English Immersion is related to the Canadian Immersion
model. Krashen (1985) defines sheltered immersion as the teaching of subject matter
made comprehensible for second language learners. Sheltered Immersion is composed of
the following essential elements:
1)

It serves the needs of second language learners only, exclusive of students
who speak the target language as a first language.

2)

It emphasizes the message over the method of communication.
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3)

It is intended for use with students who are at an intermediate level of
proficiency.

Sheltered Immersion emphasizes the message over the medium. That is, it is more
important that the student understand the concepts being taught than the vocabulary and
syntax used to convey the concepts. When Sheltered Immersion emerged as a teaching
method for second language learners, the intent was that it be a part of a well-developed
second language acquisition program, not a program in and of itself. Krashen states,
“ Immersion-style comprehensible subject matter teaching may turn out to be an
important supplement to second language programs. Such classes may serve as a
bridge from the language class to the mainstream” (Krashen, 1985, p. 17).

The key element of sheltered immersion is that students are at an intermediate fluency
level. Students who have no experience with the L2 cannot understand messages, and
therefore cannot benefit from sheltered methods. For students at the lower levels of
proficiency, instruction that will lead to higher levels of proficiency must be incorporated
before the sheltered curriculum can provide an effective “bridge” to the second language.
The method of Sheltered Immersion was not intended to be used with students who are at
the beginning levels of language acquisition and does not necessarily include ESL
strategies. Rather, it was originally meant to be utilized as a corollary to ESL instruction.
While Sheltered Immersion emphasizes comprehension of concepts, Structured
Immersion emphasizes the learning of the target language rather than any content.
Baker and De Kanter (1983) modeled their theory of immersion on the Canadian model.
In the Canadian model, English speaking majority students are immersed in French, with
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a high degree of support. As students progress through the grades, the languages used for
instruction are English and French, used in a balanced way. While it is fashioned after
Canadian immersion, Baker’s model is quite different. Structured English Immersion is
described in the work of Baker and De Kanter, as well as by Baker (1999) following the
implementation of SEI in California after the passage of Proposition 227, consists of two
main elements; the use of English during instruction, to the exclusion of any other
language and focused teaching of English as a second language. While this framework is
the basis upon which the initiatives are built, those who wrote the propositions ignored
some of the main tenets of the program. In their definition, Baker and de Kanter (1983)
identify the elements of Structured English Immersion as:
1) Teaching occurs in the students’ second language (L2)
2) The teacher speaks the students’ L1
3) A period of language arts in the students’ L1
Similarly, Gersten and Woodward (1985) identify the following elements of Structured
English Immersion.
1)

There is comprehensible subject matter instruction in the student’s
second language (L2)

2)

There is a minimal use of the student’s first language when needed for
support

3)

There is a direct instruction in the grammar of the L2

4)

The teacher pre-teaches vocabulary
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Krashen (1991) critiques Gersten and Woodward’s definition of Structured
English Immersion, as the second two components have not been adequately researched
as viable instructional techniques for non-English speakers. Although the law uses
Structured English Immersion and Sheltered English Immersion as synonyms, they are
two very different strategies. While these researchers seek to outline a program by which
students are taught English in a formal and systematic way, the authors of the proposition
confused the concepts of Sheltered English Immersion and Structured English
Immersion. Neither is appropriate for use with students who are beginning to learn a
second language. The differences between Sheltered English Immersion and Structured
English Immersion is evident in a recently published guide by Haver (2003). In it, she
defines Sheltered English Immersion as “designed to use English as much as possible so
that almost any LEP student in grades k-8 can be moved through the stages of immersion
and into mainstream classes in 6-18 months at the most” (Glossary). This definition more
closely resembles Structured Immersion, but Haver uses it to explain sheltered
instruction. In her book, Haver advocates repetitive activities free of context and low
level academic content instruction as a means of getting students to understand English
and move into mainstream classes where they will be learning content the same rate as
their English speaking peers. This recommendation corresponds to the policies mandated
by the Arizona Department of Education, which advocate the elements aligned to
sheltered instructional strategies. Additionally, she states that SEI is, “…the methodology
in which LEP children are taught in English through English immersion with little or no
reliance on the native language. Students learn English through structured and sequential
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lessons that are specially developed for LEP students and based to a large degree on the
mainstream curricula” (p. 124). This definition implies that ELL students are separated
from the rest of their English-speaking peers and taught English through content. This
segregation of ELL students is in conflict with federal policy regarding segregation as
well as being pedagogically unsound because, in Haver’s plan, English learners would be
without the necessary modeling of more capable peers (Vygotsky, 1978).
Initially, for the purposes of this study, the term Structured English Immersion
was to be used. In the course of the study, however, it became apparent that the Arizona
Department of Education defines Sheltered Instruction as the program that more closely
resembles the intent of those who wrote the original proposition with regard to instruction
in English of non-English speaking students. The term Sheltered Instruction, as defined
by the ADE, utilizes English as the sole language of instruction and implies that English
language learning is taking place throughout the day through Sheltered strategies,
particularly in the content areas of math, social studies and science. It is the intent that
students who are learning English are placed in a program that is separate from the
English-speaking students. Documents developed by ADE after the completion of this
study outline the structure of the SEI program, and may be found in Appendix G.
Although the district where the study takes place defines the program for English
language learners as Structured English Immersion, in practice, students experience a
program that is more closely linked to sheltered instruction, thus, Sheltered English
Immersion shall be used to refer to the program throughout the remainder of this report.
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It is important to understand the elements of Sheltered English instruction in order
to evaluate its effectiveness. The best practices associated with instruction of ELL
students stem from the theoretical base of sheltered English instruction. Parrish et al
(2002) have found that teachers of SEI lack clarity on what constitutes best practices
within SEI instruction. As new programs are implemented, teachers will need to have a
clear understanding of how and when to use particular strategies to meet the needs of the
ELL students in their classes.
Teachers of English as a second language have identified particular best practices
that will help students to successfully learn English. In a study by Facella, Rampino and
Shea (2005), five main strategies considered to be effective were identified. The
strategies teachers shared with these researchers were; gestures and visual cues, repetition
and practice, multi-sensory approaches, and the use of props. While these practices are
certainly best practices for teaching ELL students, the research was conducted with
preschool teachers. Should this study be replicated, the researchers may find that teachers
at different levels identify different effective practices for developing the proficiency of
their ELL students. A grid developed by Cummins (2001) is used in planning for
comprehensible input. In it, the demands of the lesson are identified as being context
dependent or context reduced and cognitively demanding or cognitively undemanding.
Any practice which maintains a high cognitive demand while simultaneously providing
the student with enough context to help him/her understand is a best practice for English
language learners.
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Implementation of English-only Initiatives in Other States
In recent years, states have, mainly through voter-approved initiatives, attempted
to alter bilingual education. Table 4 represents the body of research related to policy
initiatives that limit access to bilingual education in Arizona and other states.
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TABLE 4
Research on Ballot Initiatives in Other States
Research Reference
Stritikus, T. (2002). Immigrant
children and the politics of
English-only. New York: LFB
Scholarly Publishing LLC.

Findings
A sociological study of the experiences
of immigrant students following the
passage of Proposition 227 in California

Schmid, C. (1996). New
immigrant communities in the
United States and the ideology of
exclusion. Research in
Community Sociology (6), 39-67.
Crawford, J. (2000). Anatomy of
the English–only movement.
Available at:
http://ourworld.compuserve.com/
homepages/JWCRAWFORD/anat
omy.htm
Christian, D. (1997). Vernacular
dialects in U.S. schools. Available
at:
http://www.cal.org/ericcll/digest/s
hrist01.html

Described the ideologies of language
that are at the heart of the English Only
movement

Gutierrez, Baquedano-Lopez, &
Asato (2000). “English for the
children”: The new literacy of the
old world order, language policy
and educational reform. Bilingual
Research Journal online
24 (1&2)
Gándara, P., Rumberger, R.,
Maxwell-Jolly, J., & Callahan, R.
(2003, October 7). English
learners in California schools:
Unequal resources, unequal
outcomes. Education Policy
Analysis Archives. 11(36).
Retrieved September 1, 2005
from
http://spaa.asu.edu/epaa/v11n36/.
Butler, Y., Orr, J BosquetGutierrez, M. & Hakuta, K.
(2000). Inadequate conclusions
from an inadequate assessment:
What can SAT 9 tell us about the
impact of proposition 227 in
California? Bilingual Research
Journal online 24 (1&2).

Describes the gap in achievement for
language minority students, and how
societal pressures and perceptions
exacerbate the problem.

Schools orientation is to remediate and
“cure” students of their non-mainstream
languages and cultures.

Implications for this Study
Provides background for
students’ experiences in the
second language classroom
following implementation of
Proposition 227.
Explains the orientation toward
minority languages held by
supporters of the laws that
demand that English be the
exclusive language of
instruction in public schools.

Shows that schools have a
tendency to value mainstream
English and so work to sustain
social pressures to assimilate
students into mainstream
culture.
Explains the effects of English
for the Children at the school
level.

Explains the unequal distribution of
resources in California’s educational
system, which results in the continued
disparity of test scores and other
academic achievement measures.

Describes the frustration of
schools as they implement
Proposition 227 and how the
law has affected the academic
experiences of ELL students.

Standardized test results indicate that the
implementation of English for the
Children has not resulted in faster or
more efficient acquisition of English by
ELL students.

Describes the lack of progress
in creating effective programs
in one language to develop
English for ELL students.
Explains the persistent pressure
for teachers to instruct so that
students pass high stakes tests.
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Gándara, P. (2000) In the
aftermath of the storm: English
learners in the post 227 era.
Bilingual Research Journal online
24 (1&2). Available at:
http://www.ncela.gwu.edu/miscpu
bs/nabe/brj/v24.htm
Maxwell-Jolly, J. (2000). Factors
influencing implementation of
mandated policy change:
Proposition 227 in seven northern
California school districts.
Bilingual
Research Journal online. 24
(1&2).
Schirling, T. Contreras, F. &
Ayala, C. (2000) Proposition 227:
Tales from the
schoolhouse. Bilingual Research
Journal online 24 (1&2).
Stritikus, T. & Garcia, E. (2000)
Education of LEP students in
California schools: An assessment
of the influence of proposition
227 on selected teachers and
classrooms. Bilingual Research
Journal online 24 (1&2).

Thompson, M.S., DiCerbo, K.,
Mahoney, K., & MacSwan, J.
(2002, January 25). ¿Exito en
California? A validity critique of
language program evaluation and
analysis of English learner test
scores. Education Policy Analysis
Archives, 10(7). Retrieved
September 12, 2005 from
http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v10n7/.
Lucas, T. & Katz, A. (1994).
Reframing the debate: The roles
of native languages in Englishonly programs for language
minority students. TESOL
Quarterly. 28 (3).
537-561.

Concludes that Proposition 227 has been
interpreted differently in different
districts, and that multiple reform efforts
have affected the educational
experiences of ELL students. Teachers
are not as well-prepared to teach ELL
students as they were when the BCLAD
was required.
Finds a high degree of variability in
implementation of the California law.
Describes the effect of multiple reform
efforts occurring simultaneously.

Concludes that the oversimplification of
the educational needs of ELL students
have had a negative effect on their
academic experiences.
Provides a conceptual framework
through which teachers and schools
have implemented the English for the
Children initiative in California.
Like Cummins’ model, addresses the
dichotomy between additive and
subtractive methods of language
instruction.
Examines the intended outcomes of
Proposition 227 in California.
Finds that ELL students are not making
the progress promised by the supporters
of Proposition 227.

Finds that there exists great variability
in the implementation and success rates
of programs serving ELL students.

Serves as a foundation for
conclusions in the case study
conducted at Angelitos and
Kolb Road schools.

Helps to define inconsistencies
in the implementation of the
law indicated by the survey
results.

Helps to define the problematic
implementation of SEI in
districts where teachers are
unprepared to work with ELL
students.
Defines schools and teachers
orientations toward second
language learning.

Provides evidence that
implementation of all English
programs is not demonstrating
their intended outcome of
closing the gap between ELL
students and their English
speaking peers.

Provides evidence that
implementation of new
programs can be uneven, even
within the same district or
school.
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Palmer, D. & Garcia, E. (2000).
Voices from the field: Bilingual
educators speak candidly about
proposition 227. Bilingual
Research Journal online 24
(1&2). Available at:
http://www.ncela.gwu.edu/miscpu
bs/nabe/brj/v24.htm
De Jong, E, Gort, M., & Cobb, C.
(2005). Bilingual education within
the context of English-only
policies: Three districts responses
to question 2 in Massachusetts.
Educational Policy. 19 (4), 595620.

Districts in California responded to the
passage of Proposition 22 7in a variety
of ways. Districts that had previously
well-organized bilingual programs
continued the program with little
alteration. Bilingual education programs
that were weak before the law passed
were virtually eliminated.
Described the responses of three
districts in Massachusetts following the
passage of Question 2. All three
districts, with the support of their boards
of education, sustained bilingual
programs for their students following
the passage of Question 2.

Programs of English only
instruction can continue, given
support by district and school
officials.

Beginning with California, several states have attempted to enact measures to
limit the scope of bilingual education. The efforts to repeal bilingual education as an
approved methodology have met with success in Massachusetts and with failure in
Colorado. The city of New York has also been affected by efforts to ban bilingual
education, although no official policy to dismantle bilingual education has been enacted.
In this section, we will examine the history of the voter-approved initiatives to alter
education for ELL students and we will compare implementation of SEI initiatives in the
states that have passed such programs for ELL students. Table 5 outlines the main
elements of the initiatives that have passed in California, Arizona, and Massachusetts
since 1998.

45

Program

TABLE 5
Comparison Among Recently Approved Ballot Initiatives in California, Arizona, and
Massachusetts

California

Arizona

Massachusetts

SEI is the default
program

SEI is the default program

SEI is the default program

Parents must report to
the school to request a
waiver.

Parents must report to the
school to request a waiver.

Parents must report to the
school to request a waiver.

Student must qualify for a
waiver under criteria of:
1. Oral proficiency in
English
2. 10 years old (with
documentation after a
period of time in an
SEI program).
3. Special physical or
psychological needs
(Student is placed in
SEI for 30 days
before changing to a
bilingual class).

Student must qualify for a
waiver under criteria of:
1. oral proficiency in
English
2. 10 years old (with
documentation after a
period of time in an
SEI program).
3. Special physical or
psychological needs
(Student is placed in
SEI for 30 days before
changing to a bilingual
class).

Schoolteachers may be
sued for noncompliance with the
law, without indemnity.

School and district
administration may be sued
for non-compliance with the
law, without indemnity.

School and district
administration may be sued for
non-compliance with the law,
without indemnity.

School districts vary on
their implementation.

School districts vary on their
implementation.

School districts vary on their
implementation.

Implementation

Legal
ramifications

Waiver

Waivers granted upon
request.

Up to 48% of day may
be L1 instruction with
program still
considered SEI

Rules created by the State
Department of Education
interpret the law broadly in
some areas, and narrowly in
others.

Legislation following the
passage of the law created
loopholes for dual language
program participation.
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California
When Proposition 203 was introduced as a ballot measure, it was based on a
similar law passed in California in 1998 known as Proposition 227 and entitled “English
for the Children”. In order to better understand the passage of the law in Arizona, it is
important to understand the history of the anti-bilingual education measure in California,
as much of research related to SEI has come as a result of the passage of Proposition 227.
Before considering the implementation of Proposition 227 in California, an
understanding of the political and social climate under which the law was initiated and
passed is needed. The language ideology at the state, district, and school levels has a deep
impact on the way in which the law was constructed and how it is now implemented. The
passage of propositions 187 and 209 in California had the effect of restricting the rights
of linguistic minorities prior to the passage of Proposition 227. These propositions
limited the access of undocumented immigrants to services such as health care and
education.
Although the proponents of Proposition 227 assert that it is a means of helping
immigrants to access the language of the United States more quickly, the rhetoric
surrounding the passage of the proposition in California became anti-immigrant prior to
the 1998 election. The effect of the newly enacted law was to marginalize language
minority groups (Stritikus, 2002). Opponents of Proposition 227 contend that it is part of
a broader anti-immigrant agenda throughout California and the nation as a whole.
Schmid (1996) refers to English-only propositions as espousing an ideology of
exclusion. English Only, a group that asserts that the English language in the United
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States is threatened by the increased use of other languages, was formed in 1983. Since
then, pro-English groups have sought to exert political influence by sponsoring
legislation making English the official and only language to be used for public
participation. In the last 20 years, 48 states have considered propositions for amendments
to the state constitution to make English the official language (Crawford, 2000). The use
of languages other than English is believed to be subversive, a view increasingly held by
the mainstream population (Crawford, 2000). One reaction to the use of languages other
than English is to limit the rights of non-English speakers. Language as a cultural marker
is an easily identifiable characteristic of the demographic shift taking place in California.
It is in this climate that Proposition 227 became law.
In addition to limiting the use of non-English languages for educational purposes,
the issue of academic achievement was also a consideration for the voters of California in
response to Proposition 227. Academic achievement has been a feature in the discussion
in two ways. First, advocates of English-only instruction considered bilingual education
to be a primary factor in the low achievement of linguistic minority students (Unz &
Matta-Tuchman, 1998). Second, the increase in test scores following the passage of the
law has proved its effectiveness, according to the initiative’s supporters. These two
factors will be considered separately.
According to its critics, bilingual education has been held responsible for the
academic underachievement experienced by many non-English speaking students.
Theorists contend that the achievement gap of language minority students, however, has
multiple causes. One consideration is that our school systems have a preoccupation with
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identification of problems and the “fixing” of students who lack what we deem as
necessary skills (Christian, 1997). These skills are often measured by achievement tests
that are flawed and normed on native English-speaking students. Several researchers
assert that the low achievement of minority students is a result of inadequate and
unauthentic testing procedures. Gutierrez, Baquedano-Lopez, & Asato, (2000) theorize
that, for the population at large, the underachievement of Latin American students is
becoming an accepted norm. The widening gap in achievement between majority
students and non-English speaking students is commonly accepted to be the
responsibility of the student rather than the quality of instruction or the lack of
comprehensible input provided to the student. In addition to the acceptance of failure of
language minority students, the effect of the law has been to initiate reductive literacy
practices and focus on English proficiency rather than content instruction. In addition to
these issues, Gándara, Rumberger, Maxwell-Jolly and Callahan (2003) have identified
several factors related to the unequal distribution of material and personnel resources that
affect the achievement of ELL students. They attribute the persistent gap between ELL
students and their English-speaking peers to the following factors:

1. Inadequately trained teachers
2. Inadequate professional development opportunities for teachers of ELL
students
3. Inequitable access to equitable assessment measures
4. Inadequate instructional time
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5. Inequitable access to instructional materials and curriculum
6. Inequitable access to adequate facilities
7. Intense instances of segregation within schools and classrooms

These factors affect the efficiency with which students may acquire English
because they limit the ELL’s ability to meaningfully interact with English-speaking peers
through engaging and challenging academic content.

Following the passage of Proposition 227, reports made it seem that the
achievement gap was closing, and that the implementation of SEI had had a positive
effect on the education of ELL students. Proponents of the law asserted that the changes
in bilingual education have had the effect of raising test scores and increasing the
academic success of non-English speaking students (Unz, 2000). In contrast, research that
controlled for new test procedures and other reforms instituted at the same time as
Proposition 227 indicate that the Sheltered English Immersion strategies have had no
such effect. Theorists (Butler, Orr, Bosquet-Gutierrez, & Hakuta, 2000; Gándara, 2000;
Maxwell-Jolly, 2000; Schirling, Contreras, & Ayala, 2000; Stritikus &Garcia, 2000)
assert that the complexity of educational reforms all taking place during the same time
period makes it difficult to point to one reason for an increase in test scores on
standardized tests.
A study conducted by Thompson, DiCerbo, Mahoney and MacSwan (2002) also
examined whether the English for the Children initiative had met its intended outcomes.
Two main conclusions were reached based on the analysis of the standardized tests scores
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from California. Student data was examined using a weighted mean and it was found that
“from 1998-2000, scores for LEP students remained substantially below the scores for EP
[English proficient] students in the schools that reported aggregate scores for both ELP
and EP students, and that with few exceptions, this gap is not narrowing (p.31).” Using
within-grade comparison, the researchers also found that students at some grade levels
made gains that were similar to their EP peers and other grades did not. The mixing of
these grade level results has the effect of skewing the perceived gain by students across
grade levels. In addition to the implementation of the new strategy of Sheltered
Instruction in the fall of 1998, other educational reforms were also initiated. These
reforms included specific time during the school day dedicated to test preparation, the
implementation of new test forms and sanctions and benefits associated with success on
the tests. The researchers in this study also assert that factors such as socioeconomic
status and mobility also may impact achievement results, but have not been considered in
the reports that have come from California after the repeal of bilingual education. To
extricate SEI as the one cause for the academic improvement of ELL students is a
challenging task indeed.
One purpose of Proposition 227, theoretically, was to homogenize instruction for
English language learners and thereby assure that all students were receiving the same
curriculum. Even before the passage of Proposition 227, there existed a wide range of
bilingual programs in the state of California (Lucas and Katz, 1994). Contrary to the
intent of the author of the law, the research surrounding the implementation of
Proposition 227 in California has met with conflicting results (Gándara, 2000).
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The studies conducted in relation to English-only instruction in California have found
that the ways schools implemented the new law varied widely. Gándara (2000) outlines
the following factors that have affected the implementation of the proposition:
1) The timing of the initiative limited the preparation time available to districts to
implement a cohesive plan, leading to a great deal of variability in the
implementation.
2) The reclassification rates after 1998 did not match the gains touted on the
Stanford 9 test.
3) Other “reform” efforts, such as the expansion of a statewide program to limit class
size at the primary level and the implementation of a new testing program could
have had an impact on the ELL’s learning of English that is difficult to measure.
4) In California, one of the programs available to ELL students was “Sheltered
English with support.” Students could get up to 48% of their instruction in
Spanish and still be considered to be in an SEI class.
5) Rewards and sanctions have been tied to student performance on the standardized
test. This has affected the way teachers and schools address the issue of testing.
6) In California, there has developed a reductive notion of literacy. Literacy has
come to mean decoding rather than decoding and (emphasis added)
comprehension. This shift in philosophy with regard to reading instruction alters
the notion of literacy.
(Available at: http://www.ncela.gwu.edu/miscpubs/nabe/brj/v24.htm)

School districts in California had a limited time to prepare themselves for the change
that would take place as a result of the passage of Proposition 227. Similar to Gándara’s
findings, Palmer and Garcia (2000) found that districts responded to Proposition 227 in
one of three ways. Districts that had not employed bilingual programs experienced little
change in their policies, since there was no previously established structure to change.
Other districts dismantled their programs completely resulting in upheaval among staff
and the families the schools served. Finally, there were districts that attempted to provide
choices for their constituencies, a phenomenon that also resulted in uneven
implementation and some conflict.
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Teachers at the schools studied by these researchers report difficulties acquiring
materials, early transition of students not ready to learn in English, and emphasis on
scripted programs as unintended consequences of the implementation of the law. The
researchers concluded that the continuation of multiple programs including bilingual
education depended largely on the educational philosophy of the principal. Schools and
districts that already had infrastructures in place to serve the needs of ELL students, and
where bilingual programs were supported by the school administrator, were at an
advantage to prepare for implementing SEI.
Following the first year of implementation, students’ scores on the Stanford 9 test
showed gains, but a corresponding amount of reclassifications was not evident in schools
throughout the state. If students were really improving in their ability to function in
English only classrooms, their rate of reclassification as fluent English proficient should
match the gains on the standardized test. Smaller class sizes, also instituted at the same
time as SEI could be a contributing factor in the time on task and time for direct
instruction that might lead to the increase in academic achievement. The program options
designed by the law make variants of bilingual education more plentiful throughout the
state. For students who are in SEI programs, there is still the option to have up to 48% of
instructional delivery in the native language. The validity of the standardized test is
questionable, due to the implementation of a new structure of rewards and sanctions
provided to the schools and districts as a result of their success on the test. This
phenomenon caused many districts to devote instructional time to “teaching the test”
activities. Finally, the conceptual change about literacy has had an affect on the meaning
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of success in reading. Reading is not seen as decoding and comprehension; rather, just the
ability to decode is valued.
In addition to those factors mentioned above, community participation and support of
native language instruction on the part of the principal both influence the implementation
of the law with regard to information about waivers and waiver approval. Gándara (2000)
found that in schools where staff and administration were dedicated to the continuation of
bilingual education as a means of serving the needs of ELL students, waivers were
accepted and the program of bilingual education continued.
The research conducted following the passage of the California law and the ongoing
research being done in Arizona and Massachusetts on the implementation of similar
measures indicates the need for continued research on school reform efforts and how the
laws are applied in school districts and, ultimately, at the school and classroom levels.

Massachusetts
Like California and Arizona, Massachusetts passed an “English for the Children”
initiative in 2002. Massachusetts has a long history of bilingual instruction, which began
in 1971 when it became the first state to mandate bilingual education. The program
created by the Massachusetts state legislature in that year was referred to as Chapter 71A
and created a transitional bilingual program. Challenges to Chapter 71A occurred over
the years, but it was in 2002, when Question 2 was placed on the ballot through voter
initiative, that Chapter 71A was changed and SEI became the default means of instruction
for ELL students.
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The Massachusetts law is similar to those of Arizona and California in several
ways. Like Arizona and California, the law in Massachusetts created SEI as the program
to which ELL students are assigned, unless their parents request and are granted a waiver.
Textbooks and instruction are to be conducted in English, but waivers can be requested
and approved based on a student’s English proficiency, age or special circumstance. Like
Arizona, students are required to be tested in English using standardized measures to
assess their academic progress.
One feature of the law, as it was modified by the legislature in 2003, affirms the
existence of dual language bilingual programs. To participate in Two-Way Immersion
programs, students are not required to have a waiver. English speaking and non-English
speaking students are integrated through subject areas and English-speaking students
learn a second language.
De Jong, Gort, and Cobb (2005) devised a research study to analyze how districts
with strong bilingual programs responded to Question 2. The research questions focused
on the interpretation of the law and its implementation at the district level. The
researchers found that, due to district support, implementation of the SEI programs that
resulted from Question 2 was minimized for students through the use of waivers and
maintenance of a Two-Way Immersion program. The researchers also found that the
districts studied examined the law closely to find ways to remain within the confines of
the new statute while consistently employing their knowledge of bilingual programs to
maintain the students’ use of L1. The researchers conclude that, “Rather than being
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limited by the law, these administrators sought to create new opportunities within the
confines of the law in different ways” (p. 614).
The implementation of new programs has consequences that were unforeseen. In
Massachusetts, the capacity of the districts and the careful examination of the law, as well
as the support of a legislature that overrode the governor’s veto and passed a provision to
preserve dual immersion programs combine to make Question 2 less influential in the
education of ELL students than Proposition 203 has been in Arizona.

School Reform Efforts and Teachers’ Responses
Much study has been made of the teacher’s role in educational reform efforts. The
teacher is the most important factor affecting the implementation of reform efforts.
Several studies, outlined in table 6, have influenced the study of the teachers’ perceptions
of his/her role, which is the theme of this study.

56

TABLE 6
Research on the Teacher’s Role in Educational Reform Efforts
Research Reference
Palmer, D. & Garcia, E. (2000). Voices
from the field: Bilingual educators
speak candidly about proposition 227.
Bilingual Research Journal online 24
(1&2).
Available at:
http://www.ncela.gwu.edu/miscpubs
/nabe/brj/v24.htm
McDiarmond, W. (1992). What to do
about differences? A study of
multicultural education for teacher
trainees in the Los Angeles school
district. Journal of Teacher Education,
43 (2), 83-93.
Erickson, F. & Mohatt (1982). Cultural
organization of participation structures
in two classrooms of Indian students. In
G. Spindler (Ed.) Doing the
ethnography of schooling. Prospect
Heights, IL: Waveland
Nieto, S. (1992). Affirming diversity: the
socio-political context of multicultural
education. New York: Longman.
Hilliard, A.G. (1992). Behavioral style,
culture, and teaching and learning.
Journal of Negro Education 61 (3), 370377.

Findings
Teachers’ perceptions about
students’ language influences how
they negotiate curriculum with and
for the students.
Teachers’ perceptions about the
educational leadership of a school
or district have an impact on how
programs are implemented.
Explained how differences
between the students’ home
cultures and the culture of the
school can lead to deferred success
in school.
Described the tendency of
American schools to pathologize
minority languages and cultures.

Describes the phenomenon of
cultural capital and how it
influences school success or
failure.

Trujillo, A. (2005). Politics, school
philosophy, and language policy; The
case of Crystal City schools.
Educational Policy. 19 (4). 621-654.

Traces the evolution of one school
district’s orientation toward
bilingual education as it changed
from a maintenance to a
transitional model.

Constantino, R. (1994). A study
concerning instruction of ESL students
comparing all-English classroom
teacher knowledge and English as a
second language teacher knowledge.

Teachers who have undergone
extensive training to develop
lessons for ELL students are more
able to provide high level
academic content while helping the

Implications for this Study
Defines how the
implementation of reform
efforts depends on the degree to
which the school personnel are
willing to incorporate the
changes into the practice of the
school.

Indicates that the differential
experiences of students can
limit the degree to which the
school is able to apply new
curricula in a way that is
meaningful to all students.
Provides an orientation to they
ways in which school culture
lacks attention to the needs of
language minority students.

Provides background for how
school systems that emphasize
Euro-American orientations
toward competition, linear
logic, and independence is in
conflict with the home
experiences of minority
students.
Aids in understanding how the
emphasis on English language
development to become part of
the mainstream culture is a shift
in language ideology that has
taken place even in welldeveloped bilingual programs
and helps to analyze the
behaviors of teachers and the
responses on the survey.
Supports the theory that
endorsed teachers would be
more able to meet the needs of
ELL students.
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The Journal of Educational Issues of
Language Minority Students, (13).
Pp.37-57.
Bustos Flores, B. (2001). Bilingual
education teachers’ beliefs and their
relation to self-reported practices.
Bilingual Research Journal online
25(3).
Cummins, J. (1989) Empowering
minority students. Sacramento, CA:
California Association for Bilingual
Education.
Stritikus, T. & Garcia, E. (2000)
Education of LEP students in California
schools: An assessment of the influence
of proposition 227 on selected teachers
and classrooms. Bilingual Research
Journal online 24 (1&2).
Mercado, C. (1996). Critical reflection
on lived experiences in a bilingual
reading course: It’s my turn to speak.
Bilingual Research Journal. 20 (3&4)
567-601
Echevarria, J., Vogt, M.E. & Short,
D.(2000) Making content
comprehensible for English
language learners: The SIOP model.
Boston: Allyn and Bacon.
Alamillo, L. & Viramontes, C. (2000).
Reflections from the classroom: Teacher
perspectives on the implementation of
proposition 227. Bilingual Research
Journal online, 24 (1&2).
Ruiz, R. (1984). Orientations in
language planning. NABE Journal, 8
(2), 15-34.

Gutierrez, Baquedano-Lopez, & Asato
(2000). “English for the children”: The
new literacy of the old world order,
language policy and educational reform.
Bilingual Research Journal online 24
(1&2)
Fullan, M.G. (1991). The new meaning
of educational change. New York;
Teachers College Press

student to develop more fluent
language skills.
Teachers’ instructional style
affects the quality of education
experienced by students from
language minority groups.
Decribes the orientation of schools
toward traditional or empowering
methods.
Related to Cummins’ earlier
model, more precisely explains
orientations toward language and
culture at the school level as well
as at the classroom level.
Reflective teaching promotes
continuous improvement in
practice and a more complex
understanding of theory.
Describes a model for teachers to
self evaluate sheltered lessons for
the elements necessary to enhance
students’ understanding and
language development
The philosophical underpinnings
of the law are in conflict with the
orientation and research of teacher
preparation programs that train
teachers for working with ELL
students.
Describes the dichotomy between
orientations of “language as
problem” versus “language as
resource” as they pertain to
language use in public education
Applies orientations toward
language use to political
movements restricting students’ L1
in California.

Describes the elements affecting
the success of reform efforts at the
classroom level.

The variety of instructional
styles of teachers in the case
study group may be one
variable that can be explored
further.
Influences later research in
methods of teaching culturally
different students to high levels
of academic achievement.
Helps to position the responses
of individual teachers in a
framework to understand their
practices.

Demonstrates that teachers’
willingness to reflect on their
teaching provides a way to
improve practice and inform
instruction.
Helps to organize the
observations and analyze the
practices of the teachers
involved in the case study.
Provides theoretical basis for
which to analyze the responses
of endorsed teachers.

Helps to understand the
responses of teachers and the
practices witnessed in the
classrooms.
Aids in the analysis of the
district’s and the schools’
responses to policies
implemented after the passage
of the law.
Helps to organize the responses
of the teachers as they applied
to the district policies and the
support they received following
the implementation of ARS§
15-751-755.
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In any classroom, the perceptions of the teacher play a key role in the planning,
implementation and evaluation of the academic program. In the research conducted by
Palmer and Garcia (2000), one teacher is quoted as saying, “There is not direction from
the state.” The researchers conclude that this lack of leadership leaves the teacher to find
the resources necessary to meet the needs of his/her students and ultimately results in the
death of programs to serve the needs of ELL students. Teachers have the ultimate
responsibility for the students in their classes. Preconceived notions about students,
whether individually or as groups, based on traits such as race, ethnicity, language or
gender may influence how a teacher relates to his/her students and how s/he negotiates
the curriculum with them. The attitude of the teacher with regard to language is critical
in classrooms where ELL students are present. Research related to the attitudes of
teachers toward language minority students has resulted in the following conclusions:
1. The general culture of the American public education system has traditionally
been at odds with the experiences of many minority cultures.
2. There is a need for teachers to reflect on their teaching and to continually selfassess their efficacy, particularly with regard to the instruction of non-English
speaking students.
3. Teachers have a vital role in the implementation of educational reform.

Each of these conclusions will be considered separately.
Conclusion 1: The general culture of the American public education system has
traditionally been at odds with the experiences of many minority cultures.
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There is an extensive and long-standing literature on the disparity between the
culture of the school and the home cultures of linguistic and cultural minority students
(Mc Diarmond, 1992). Erickson and Mohatt (1982) and Nieto (1992) have found that
there is a tendency for school personnel to pathologize minority culture and language.
Additionally, the cultural and linguistic capital language minority students bring to the
school is not consistent with the mainstream Anglo-European orientation toward
competition, independence, and linear logic (Hilliard, 1992) prevalent in school culture.
More recently, Trujillo (2005) found through his research that the ideology set by the
school culture determines the degree to which bilingualism will be supported. While the
school and district might exert some control over the implementation of programs,
Trujillo ultimately concludes that, “the school district as an institution has limitations in
promoting cultural and linguistic maintenance in its student population” (p.648). While
schools assert some control over the policies implemented, ultimately pressures from the
macro society determine the extent to which the school can resist school reform efforts
that are not within the ideological framework of the school and its personnel.
Cummins’ Empowering Minority Students (1989) outlines the dichotomy
between traditional methods and empowering methods of instruction. These methods are
outlined in table 7.
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TABLE 7
Cummins’ Model of Traditional Versus Empowering Methods

Traditional Methods

Subtractive

Empowering Methods

Culture/Language Incorporation

Additive

Exclusionary

Community Participation

Collaborative

Transmission
Oriented

Pedagogy

ReciprocalInteractional
Oriented

Legitimization

Assessment

Advocacy Oriented

Schools and districts address students’ needs in ways that fall somewhere along
the continuum outlined by Cummins. The orientation of the school community in the
areas of culture and language incorporation, community participation, pedagogy and
assessment have an effect on the curricular practices of the faculty and on the academic
experiences of the students. Students in schools that are oriented toward the left side of
the continuum receive instruction that is largely transmission oriented. Schools are used
as a means to assimilate students into the mainstream culture. In contrast, schools that
approach the right side of the continuum tend to utilize instructional methodologies that
incorporate experiences from many sources.
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Cummins’ theoretical model provides a basic framework to view educational
practice; however what happens in schools is often not as simple as the framework
implies. Schools as entities and teachers who work in the schools often fall somewhere
along the continuum depending on a variety of factors, including class demographics,
content, and the degree of training experienced by the teacher. Cummins has recently
retooled this model to reflect a transformative orientation toward educational practice. In
the transformative model, language is viewed as a whole, knowledge acts as a catalyst
toward a higher degree of knowledge, learning incorporates critical inquiry through joint
interaction and curriculum is focused on the student’s experience with attention paid to
the power relations in the school and the broader society. The outcome of this type of
education is an empowered, critically thinking student. With the transformative model,
Cummins goes beyond the theoretical framework he had devised earlier and further
illustrates the dichotomy between student-centered and transmission oriented educational
policy.
In a more recent study, Stritikus and Garcia (2003) reiterate Cummins’ initial
proposition. They posit that teachers’ underlying theoretical conceptions of language
learning are either supported or undermined by the passage of Proposition 227. The work
of Stritikus and Garcia considered two questions; 1) how might teachers’ theories be
complemented or contrasted by the underlying theoretical position of Proposition 227?
And 2) how do teachers’ theories about their students mediate the manner in which they
react and respond to the policy shift away from native language instruction? Like
Cummins, Stritikus and Garcia found that teachers and schools tend to view language
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instruction as additive or subtractive, and the policies implemented to address language
instruction follow the theoretical framework. The characteristics of this additive model
include:
1. Acceptance of, and valuing diversity
2. Collaborative professional development
3. Avoiding categorizing diverse students
4. Connecting the school to the surrounding community

In individual classrooms, additive models of language teaching incorporate:
1. Bilingual/bicultural skills and awareness
2. High expectations of all students, regardless of their language status
3. Viewing diversity as a resource
4. Professional development focused on meeting the needs of diverse learners
5. Integration of the home cultures of the students in academic lessons
6. Maximizing student interaction and engagement for all proficiency levels
7. Providing meaningful interactions so that students develop language

In contrast, schools and teachers that operate with a subtractive orientation toward
language learning exhibit some of the opposite characteristics, including:
1. A vision for learners defined by assimilation
2. Professional development focused on direct teaching, including a reductive
approach to reading instruction
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3. Elimination of instructional practices geared toward developing ELL students’
English proficiency
4. Connection to family and community marked by an emphasis on the
development of English

The researchers define subtractive classroom practices by the following characteristics:
1. Emphasis on English language development
2. Expectation that English proficiency will lead to academic achievement
3. Elimination of linguistic diversity
4. Professional development that emphasizes direct instructional practices
5. Attention to integrating students from diverse cultures into the “norm”
6. Emphasis on developing English as measured by “high stakes” tests
7. Focus on English language development through direct instruction of skills

While some of these characteristics appear to be benign, the orientation of the school and
the teacher is toward replacing the home culture and language with “mainstream”
American culture. The passage of the laws requiring English only instructional methods
is more closely aligned to the subtractive model of English instruction. It is this model
that has spread, through voter approved initiatives, from California to Arizona and
beyond.
Conclusion 2: There is a need for teachers to reflect on their teaching and to
continually self-assess their efficacy, particularly with regard to the instruction of
non-English speaking students
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Reflective teaching is critical in all areas. For teachers of non-English speakers, it
is essential that the teacher considers the experiences of his/her students and the needs
they have in negotiating the curriculum through a language with which they may have
little or no experience. Mercado (1996) identifies the need for reflection when she states,
“We need to openly and critically examine the beliefs that guide our practices and the
practices that reflect our beliefs, and the consequences these have for our students as
individuals and as members of identifiable groups (p. 568).” Teachers need to be mindful
of the linguistic and academic needs of their ELL students. Longitudinal research
conducted by Echevarria, Short and Vogt (2000) since 1992, illustrates the efficacy of
purposeful reflection and teaming in bilingual and sheltered instruction contexts. Through
continued action and reflection, teachers with varying levels of experience in teaching
ELL students have experienced continuous growth in knowledge and skills. Reflection on
one’s instructional practice with the intent of analyzing its strengths and weaknesses
provides opportunities for professional growth. The study conducted by these three
researchers resulted in the SIOP Model, which is currently in use as a training model for
teachers in the district.
The SIOP Model consists of eight main elements to effectively plan and selfevaluate one’s own sheltered lessons. The elements are:
1. Lesson preparation—describes how a teacher plans for content and language
objectives, materials, content and structural vocabulary so that students may
understand the concepts and participate in the lesson

65

2. Building background—the teacher plans how s/he will connect the concepts of
the lesson to the students’ experience.
3. Comprehensible input—the teacher strategically plans how s/he will use
her/his resources to teach the lesson. This includes vocabulary development,
audio-visual aids, manipulatives, graphic organizers, and realia
4. Strategies—refers to what instructional strategies s/he will use as well as the
activities s/he will ask the students to do to interact with the content that is
being taught
5. Interaction—the teacher purposefully plans the grouping configurations in the
classroom to maximize students’ opportunities to talk and practice the
language and operationalize the content of the lesson
6. Practice/application—varying methods of practicing new skills, both linguistic
and content related are integrated into the plan
7. Lesson delivery—the teacher considers how well the instructional methods
and the opportunities for students to practice align with the content and
language objectives set out in the lesson preparation
8. Review and assessment—the teacher plans the ways /she will measure the
students’ learning of the content and the language as indicated by the content
and language objectives (Echevarria, Vogt, and Short, p. 20-156)

Each of the components of the SIOP contains descriptors that allow the teacher to
pinpoint the areas s/he is addressing during sheltered lessons so that consistent, focused
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lessons that meet the needs of ELL students are developed. The SIOP Model is one tool
that teachers may use to reflect on and evaluate their own teaching.
With the passage of laws related to the instruction of ELL students, teachers are
critical to the implementation of the approved method of English instruction. As research
about school reform indicates, it is the teachers and their principals who have the
knowledge of the students and the programmatic needs of the school that will affect the
degree to which school reform efforts are completed within each school. The following
section examines the ways in which teachers’ actions mediate reform efforts.

Conclusion 3: Teachers have a vital role in the implementation of educational
reform
Much of the research in school reform indicates that it often follows a top-down,
hierarchical format. This method of educational reform poses a dual problem for
educators. In a very real sense, it limits teacher participation and diminishes the
importance of teacher knowledge and skills. In California, Arizona, and Massachusetts,
the passage of Propositions 227, 203, and Chapter 2, respectively, has had the effect of
imposing a specific educational reform that contradicts much of the preparation teachers
have received (Alamillo and Viramontes, 2000). At the same time, educational policies
such as those instituted by the voter mandated initiatives in the aforementioned states,
alter the discourse regarding language of instruction so that English is reinforced as the
privileged language of the school, and other languages are devalued, or worse, seen as a
problem to be excised by the school. At the classroom level, the interpretation of the laws
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passed in the three states is a reflection of the individual teachers’ beliefs with regard to
English and native language instruction. For some teachers, the new discourse regarding
language of instruction has enabled the expression of a language ideology that views nonEnglish languages as a problem to be fixed rather than an asset to be enhanced through
native-language instruction (Ruiz, 1984; Gutierrez, Baquedano-Lopez, & Asato, 2000).
The abrupt change in language of instruction mandated by the voters in
California, Arizona and Massachusetts requires that teachers who have been trained in
bilingual methods change their belief structures. Additionally, teachers who are
inexperienced with meeting the needs of ELL students will need to learn the theoretical
framework and methods that are most effective for facilitating English language learning.
Reform efforts, such as the one instigated through the passage of Proposition 203 are
implemented from the top down. In education, the success of reform efforts is dependant
on several factors at the classroom level. Fullan (1991) identifies the following main
elements that influence the success of educational reform from a classroom perspective:
1.

The effect on student learning

2.

Clarity of guidelines

3.

Personal impact

4.

Impact on peer interaction with other teachers

Teachers who perceive negative consequences in one or more of these areas are
less likely to implement the reform as it is intended. For teachers who are trained in
bilingual instruction, the implementation of sheltered instruction methods while
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sacrificing the primary language instruction would be difficult. Additionally, teachers
who are unprepared to meet the needs of ELL students are likely to find the undertaking
of sheltering instruction a daunting task.

Research on Staff Development Related to Sheltered Instruction Strategies
The study of staff development related to the implementation of an SEI program
is critical. Teachers’ knowledge of the language needs of their ELL students and the
strategies that will make them successful impact the success of the academic program of
the school. Table 8 outlines the research with regard to staff development that has
informed this study.
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TABLE 8
Research on Staff Development as it Relates to Sheltered English Instruction
Research Reference
Banks, J. & McGee Banks, C. (Eds.).
(1993). Multicultural education: Issues
and perspectives. (2nd ed.). Boston:
Allyn and Bacon.
Gonzalez, N.; Moll, L.; Floyd-Tenery,
M.; Rivera, A.; Rendon, P; Gonzales,
R. & Amanti, C. (1993). Teacher
research on funds of knowledge:
Learning from households.
National Center for Research on
Cultural Diversity and Second
Language Learning Educational
Practice Report: 6.
Available at:
http://www.ncela.gwu.edu/
pubs/ncrcdsll/epr6.htm
Whitmore, K. & Crowell, C. (1994).
Inventing a classroom: Life in a
bilingual, whole language community.
York, ME: Stenhouse.
Lipka, J. & McCarty, T. (1994).
Changing the culture of schooling:
Navajo and Yup’ik
cases. Anthropology and Education
Quarterly 25 (3). 266-284.
Karabenick, S. & Clemens Noda, P.
(2004).
Professional
development
implications of teachers’ beliefs and
attitudes toward English language
learners. Bilingual Research Journal,
28 (1) Spring 2004.
Milk, R., Mercado, C., & Sapiens, A.,
(1992). Re-thinking the education of
teachers of language minority children:
Developing reflective teachers for
changing schools. NCBE Focus:
Occasional Papers in Bilingual
Education. 6, (Summer) 1992.
Chisholm, I.M. (1994). Preparing
teachers for multicultural classrooms.
The Journal of Language Minority
Students, 14 (Winter) pp. 43-68.

Findings
Multicultural curriculum is not
completely utilized in classrooms,
even when teachers have taken
coursework in their pre-service
preparation for teaching.
Funds of knowledge inherent in
students home communities can be
utilized in the curriculum to include
students’ home languages and
cultures and to provide motivation
toward academic objectives

Implications for this Study
Demonstrates the need to
teachers to be aware of and
pay attention to the variety
of cultural experiences of
their students

Demonstrates how
consideration of students’
experiences engages the
students in the instruction.
Emphasizes the need for
teachers to be informed
about students’ home
languages and cultures.

Found that inquiry-based
instructional plans motivated
students and incorporated students’
home languages and cultures in a
bilingual context
Demonstrated that attention to
home cultures (as applies to native
populations) motivates students

Student centered teaching
that utilizes students’
strengths is effective

Found that teachers’ attitudes
toward ELL students had an effect
on the teachers’ receptivity to
learning about new instructional
practices and on their perceived
efficacy of their own practice with
ELL students.
Outlined effective means for
preparing prospective, as well as
training in-service teachers for
working with ELL students.

Supports the theory that
teachers’ attitudes affect
instructional methods used
with ELL students.

Discussed elements that are
necessary for effective teaching of
ELL students, including practical,
theoretical and cultural
considerations in teacher
preparation.

Emphasizes the need for
reflective teaching practice
and for developing
understanding of students to
ensure their academic
success.

Provides a framework to
consider how pre-service
and in-service teachers are
prepared to meet the needs
of ELL students.
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Given that the United States is a heterogeneous society, it is important for preservice and in-service teachers to understand the variations of learners they will
encounter as they practice their profession. Since the implementation of the Elementary
and Secondary Schools Act in 1965, universities and colleges have developed programs
to prepare teachers for working with language minority students. Researchers (Banks and
Banks, 1993) have found that, despite the inclusion of multicultural curricula in the
preparation of teachers, the incorporation of second language instructional strategies and
cultural influences are rarely utilized to their maximum level. Similarly, Chisholm (1994)
critiques the fact that, in teacher preparation programs, information about instructional
methods for culturally different students is generally considered treated as a “curricular
appendage” (p.64).
Teachers who have little or no experience with the instructional strategies to
effectively teach non-English speaking students are at a disadvantage under the new law
regarding bilingual and sheltered English instruction. Census figures estimate that 17.9%
of the population of the United States speaks a language other than English. Of this 17%,
10.7% are native Spanish speakers (Census 2000). The changing demographics of the
school population, together with the recent legislation passed in Arizona mandating
sheltered English instruction as the default program for all ELL’s, magnifies the need for
all teachers to be trained in the most effective strategies for second language instruction.
Research in classrooms serving language minority students has demonstrated that
collaborative direction of the curriculum on the part of the community and the staff has a
powerfully positive impact on language minority student achievement. Projects
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conducted by researchers (Moll, Velez-Ibañez, & Greenberg, 1990; Moll & Gonzalez,
1994; Whitmore & Crowell, 1994; Lipka & McCarty, 1994) having to do with inclusion
of community members in the schooling process indicate that collaboration is an effective
way for students and their families to become part of the school culture and help students
to succeed in school.
The purpose of staff development programs is to provide teachers with improved
strategies and theoretical framework for making curricular decisions at the classroom
level. The preparation of teachers to work with ELL students takes place not only in
teacher preparation programs, but also in on-going professional development sessions at
the school and district levels. Researchers and theorists provide insight into how
programs can help teachers to develop competencies that will enhance the academic
experiences of language minority students. Milk, Mercado and Sapiens (1992) identify
the need for pre-service instruction of teachers to include an emphasis on reflective
teaching practices in addition to the content and practical knowledge required of teachers.
This precursor to the SIOP model later developed by Echevarria, Short and Vogt (2000)
explains how teachers who reflect on lessons are constantly improving their instructional
methods. Teachers must, the researchers note, incorporate theoretical knowledge with
practice to create environments to engage all learners, regardless of their level of English
fluency. Finally, Milk, Mercado and Sapiens identify structures to help in-service
teachers to improve instructional practice. The use of collaborative research, peer
coaching, in addition to reflection helps in-service teachers to advance their skills. This
model accomplishes two objectives. It identifies ways to prepare teachers for all contexts
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in which they may find ELL students. Teachers who are in mainstream classes and who
may also have ELL students assigned to them would benefit from these structures as
much as teachers who are in SEI or bilingual environments. More than addressing
discrete competencies, teachers who incorporate the model developed by Milk and his
colleagues gain a deep knowledge of systems and practices.
Chisholm (1994) also describes various means by which teachers can develop a
deeper understanding of the needs of language minority students. She discusses five main
competencies that need to be developed in pre-service teachers during their preparation.
They are; the need for reflective teaching practice, cross-cultural competence, crosscultural communication, an understanding of the relationship between language and
culture, and the ability to recognize the cultural components of cognition. She states,
“Most pre-service teachers lack the knowledge, skills, and experience that build requisite
professional assurance for working with language minority students,” (p.45). Through
their attention to the cultural, linguistic and academic needs of their students, teachers can
develop learning environments that will more effectively serve the ELLs in their classes.
Although Chisholm’s work focuses on pre-service teachers, staff development can be
conducted with in-service teachers to improve working teachers’ consideration of the
needs of ELL students.
More recently, Karabenick and Clemens Noda (2004) conducted research related
to teachers’ attitudes toward ELL students and how attitudes of teachers affect the
instructional methods they employ as well as their receptivity to new instructional
techniques aimed at enhancing the achievement of ELL students. They write, “Attitudes
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are important because they affect teachers’ motivation to engage with their students,
which can, in turn, translate into higher students motivation and performance” (p. 56).
Through their research they found that the teachers in the district where the study was
conducted had generally positive attitudes toward the ELL population in their district.
Teachers also felt that the district and school administration were supportive and that the
materials were appropriate to what they were teaching. Teachers who were more
experienced with ELL students generally had a more positive view than those who didn’t,
although none of the teachers expressed an outright negative attitude toward the ELL
students. The researchers found that the teachers’ degree of receptivity to professional
development efforts and affected their learning of new instructional practices.
Staff development as it relates to the instruction of ELL students is a complex mix
of theory, practice, and knowledge of culture and language that is necessary for all
teachers in an increasingly diverse society. The research conducted in this area indicates
the need for both pre-service and in-service teacher education to include these
components in order for teachers to be successful.

Summary
Research literature in the areas of Structured English Immersion, Sheltered
English Instruction, the implementation of initiatives similar to Proposition 203 in
California and Massachusetts, and defeat of the initiative in Colorado as well as the study
of teachers’ perceptions about students, and staff development models have influenced
the analysis of this study. The study of the implementation of the SEI model depends on
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both policy and pedagogical issues. The research literature will help to substantiate the
conclusions of the case study research.
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3
RESEARCH METHOD

Case Study
The general form of the study is qualitative in nature using a case study approach.
I was interested in knowing what the implications are for teachers subsequent to the
passage of Proposition 203. Because the information I needed was based on the real
experiences of teachers, the case study was the most appropriate structure for the study.
Yin (2003) states that case study research is the “…preferred strategy when ‘how’
and ‘why’ questions are being posed, when the examiner has little control over events,
and when the focus is on a contemporary phenomenon within some real-life context”
(p.1). In a case study, where the researcher is examining situations within a context, there
can be a holistic interpretation of the social environment. This study was related to the
implementation of a new policy, and, as such, lends itself to the “how” and “why”
questions that Yin considers essential for case study research. As a researcher, I could
only make conclusions based on observations; I could not design an experimental study.
Case study research has been criticized for its lack of generalizability. Stake
(1994) addresses this problem contending that the issues described in a case study are
matters for the specific case, and thus, not generalizable. Because the researcher is
following the progress of one person or a small group, it is easy to get caught up in the
issues of that group and not be able to interpret the data in such a way that creates more
general assertions. In order to achieve a more complete picture of how teachers are
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responding to the implementation of ARS §15-751-755, the case study was nested within
a study of the perceptions of teachers from across the district. The interpretation of the
additional data provided by teachers district-wide helped me to draw conclusions that will
be useful for program developers at other sites within the state.

Bias
When conducting case study research, it is important to consider potential bias on
the part of the researcher. As a bilingually endorsed teacher, I have a bias against the
implementation of the law. I believed that the law was written to limit the choices for
ELL students and their parents and that implementation would be problematic for the
district, which had an extensive bilingual program before the initiative passed. At the
beginning of the study, I believed that the teachers who would have the greatest deal of
perceived difficulty conducting sheltered instruction would be the non-endorsed and/or
non-experienced teachers. To a small degree, my initial assumptions were correct, but, as
we will examine in the comparison of the data and the conclusions, there were some
conclusions that I did not expect to find.

Data Collection
The types of data collection in the case study model contributed to the richness of
the analysis. Each research question was aligned to corresponding methods of data
collection. The data was then analyzed in reference to the question it helped to answer.
The information provided through the various methods of data collection with regard to
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the case study participants was compared to the data collected from teachers from
elementary schools throughout the district.

Selecting Data Sources
Case study data is often collected in the form of interviews with subjects or field
notes. Yin (1994) discusses the use of multiple sources of evidence. He states that a
major strength of case studies is the opportunity to use many different sources as
evidence to support the theory that is developed as a result of the study of one or more
cases. The triangulation of data sources provides thick data and aids in interpretation. For
the purposes of this study, data was collected from the following sources:
1. Questionnaires: A random selection of teachers from Angelitos School filled out a
questionnaire as a pilot study at the beginning of the 2002-2003 school year in
order to analyze their needs and philosophies before the second year of
implementation of SEI. The teachers involved in the case study filled out a similar
questionnaire as well as additional short answer questions to determine what, if
any changes have occurred in their perceptions of SEI and their role as SEI
teachers. The questionnaires also served as a starting point for the interviews. A
more limited version of the questionnaire was also given to primary teachers
throughout the district to gain a perspective on the range of experiences of
teachers as they implemented SEI during the 2003-2004. This survey used Likert
items to gauge the perceptions of teachers about the various aspects of working
with ELL Students. The areas were defined as they related to teachers
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understandings about ELL students, language development, their abilities to
determine the needs of their students and plan for addressing those needs, and the
availability of resources teachers feel they have at the school and district levels.
The Likert items were used because they incorporate degrees of agreement, so
teachers’ opinions can be expressed more accurately.

2. Interviews: An initial informal first interview with the case study participants was
conducted at the end of the 2002-2003 school year. Informants to the study were
interviewed one time during the data collection period of Spring semester, 2004.
These interviews were designed to find out about the experiences teachers had
related to the research questions of the study and to serve as a self-assessment of
the successes and needs of the teacher in the coming year if she is assigned to
teach in the SEI setting again.

3. Classroom Observations: The teachers were observed in their classrooms as they
were providing sheltered instruction to their students. Observational record
keeping forms will be used to identify the strategies specifically designed to aid
comprehension of the content for the ELL students.

4.

Student work samples: Samples of academic work from English Language
Learning students in each class were taken during the second semester of the year.
Teachers participating in the study discussed the work samples.
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5. Emails and other physical artifacts contributed by the teachers: email
conversations supplemented the interviews that were conducted with each teacher.

6. Evaluations of staff development sessions: The teachers involved in the case
study had not yet participated in the district staff development opportunities, or
were participating in them during the semester in which the data collection took
place. The other data sources reflected a comparison between their experiences
and the evaluations completed by the rest of the elementary school staff
participating in staff development sessions.

The most important data sources to the completion of the study were the classroom
observations, the interviews, and the questionnaires. The other data sources provided a
more clear understanding of the experiences of teachers.
Table 9 describes the data collection with regard to each of the research questions.
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TABLE 9
Research Questions and Data Sources
Research Questions

1. How do bilingually
endorsed teachers attend
to the oral language
development needs of the
ELL students in their SEI
classrooms?
2. How do the nonendorsed teachers attend
to the oral language
development needs of the
ELL students in their SEI
classrooms?

Questionnaire Questions
Part 1
Short Answer
(listed by item number)
6. Some of the things I
know about second
language acquisition are:
7. Some of the strategies
related to second language
instruction that I know are:
9. Some methods of ESL
instruction are:
13. What I plan to do
differently this year with
my ELL students is:

Questionnaire Questions Part 2
Likert Scale (listed by item number)

1. Non-English speakers can learn at the same
rate as their English-speaking peers.
2. Good ESL strategies are good teaching
strategies for the general population.
3. Discourse patterns are different among
ethnicities and races.
5. When learning a new language, it is common
to have a “silent period” where the students
may not speak the L2, but s/he understands
what is being said.
7. Students who are learning a second language
are ready to start to learn content in the target
language as soon as they can have a
conversation in the target language.
8. Knowledge of the grammatical structures and
vocabulary in the first language can inhibit
learning in the second language.
9. There are skills in Spanish that do not
transfer to English grammar and spelling rules.
10. When teaching in a second language, it is
important to use contextual clues such as tone
of voice, pictures, graphs, etc. to enhance the
students’ capacity to understand.
23. I use the language assessment data to help
me to plan to meet the needs of my ELL
students.
24. I frequently have my teaching assistant help
the non-English speaking students in my class.
25. I group my ELL students to provide
structured language lessons separate from the
rest of my class.
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Research Questions

3. What have been the
most difficult and the
most successful
experiences endorsed and
non-endorsed teachers
have had as a result of the
implementation of
Proposition 203?

Questionnaire Questions
Part 1 Short Answer
(listed by item number)
8. I am an SEI teacher this
year because…

16. I am uncomfortable with my students
speaking Spanish in my presence.

11. I was/was not an SEI
teacher last year.

17. I do not allow Spanish to be spoken in my
classroom.

12. What was difficult
about teaching in an SEI
setting was…

18 I have difficulty knowing how to make my
ELL students understand the content of my
lessons.

Questionnaire Questions Part 2
Likert Scale (listed by item number)

19. In the last year, I have read about how to
help ELL students.
20. In the last year, I have attended workshops
about how to help ELL students
21. I am able to get the materials I need to help
my ELL students.
22. I know who to ask if I need help to meet the
academic and social needs of my ELL students.
4. How do endorsed and
non-endorsed teachers
perceive their abilities to
meet the academic and
social needs of the ELL
students in the SEI
classrooms?

9. Some methods of ESL
instruction are:

4.English-speaking and non-English speaking
students can be grouped as means of
developing English proficiency for the nonEnglish speakers.
16. I am uncomfortable with my students
speaking Spanish in my presence.
17. I do not allow Spanish in my classroom.
18. I have difficulty knowing how to make my
ELL students understand the content of my
lessons.
19. In the last year, I have read about how to
help ELL students.
20. In the last year, I have attended workshops
about how to help ELL students.
21. I am able to get the materials I need to help
ELL students.
22. I know who to ask if I need help with my
ELL students.
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Research Questions

5. What are the resources
available to the teachers
of ELL students in SEI
classes? How are the
resources accessed by the
teachers?

Questionnaire Questions Part 1
Short Answer
(listed by item number)
How have you adapted Reading
and language instruction for the
ELL students in your class?
How are students grouped? In
what ways does the grouping
affect language learning?
What staff development
activities or classes have you
taken to help you teach nonEnglish speaking students?
What was difficult about
teaching in an SEI setting
was…

Questionnaire Questions Part 2
Likert Scale (listed by item number)
10. When teaching in a second language, it
is important to use contextual clues such as
tone of voice, pictures, graphs, etc. to
enhance the students’ capacity to
understand.
18. I have difficulty knowing how to make
my ELL students understand the content of
my lessons.
19. In the last year, I have read about how
to help ELL students.
20. In the last year, I have attended
workshops about how to help ELL students
21. I am able to get the materials I need to
help my ELL students.
22. I know who to ask if I need help to
meet the academic and social needs of my
ELL students.
23. I use the language assessment data to
help me to plan to meet the needs of my
ELL students.
24. I frequently have my teaching assistant
help the non-English speaking students in
my class.
25. I group my ELL students to provide
structured language lessons separate from
the rest of my class.
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Research Questions

Interview Questions

Classroom Visits

1. How do bilingually
endorsed teachers attend
to the oral language
development needs of
the ELL students in their
SEI classrooms?

When your students do
not understand the
language you are using
in a lesson, what do you
do?

What sheltered English
strategies are being
used?

2. How do the nonendorsed teachers attend
to the oral language
development needs of
the ELL students in their
SEI classrooms?

How have you adapted
Reading and language
instruction for the ELL
students in your class?
How do you modify
assessment for the ELL
students in your class?

How do ELL students
participate in the class
activities?
How are assessments
adapted for ELL
students?
What language skills are
being developed?

How are students
grouped? In what ways
does the grouping affect
language learning?

3. What difficulties
have teachers
encountered as a result
of working with ELL
students in an SEI
classroom?

What staff development
activities or classes have
you taken to help you to
teach non-English
speaking students?
How has SEI affected
your planning?
How has SEI affected
your instructional
delivery?
How has SEI affected
your assessment of
students?
What do you do to
ensure that ELL students
understand what you are
teaching?

Emails/Group
Discussions
What staff development
would help you in
working with nonEnglish speaking
students?
How are you preparing
students for state and
standardized testing?
How do you address
variance in English
proficiency in your
class?
What strategies have
you found that best aid
in the ELL students’
understanding of the
content you teach?

What is frustrating for
the teacher during the
lessons when ELL
students don’t
understand? What does
s/he do about it?
What teacher behaviors
indicate difficulty with
the instruction of ELL
students?

How do you implement
district policies
regarding ELL students
in your class?
How do you maintain a
schedule that maximizes
English learning but
doesn’t diminish the
learning potential for
other students?
How do you grade
students who are limited
in English proficiency?
How do you transition a
student in to allEnglish without using
Spanish support?
How do you use your
teaching assistant to
help you meet the needs
of your ELL students?
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Research Questions

Interview Questions

Classroom Visits

4. How do endorsed
and non-endorsed
teachers perceive their
efficacy in meeting the
academic and social
needs of the ELL
students in the SEI
classrooms?

How do your ELL
students interact with
the English dominant
students in you r class?

In what ways are the
ELL students interacting
with their English
speaking peers?

5. What are the
resources available to
the teachers of ELL
students in SEI classes?
How are the resources
accessed by the
teachers?

What staff development
activities or classes have
you taken to help you to
teach non-English
speaking students?

How so your ELL
students participate in
whole group settings?
In small groups?

How has SEI affected
your assessment of
students?

Emails/Group
Discussions
What do you do to make
sure you are meeting the
needs of your ELL
students?

Are ELL students
isolated? How?

What sheltered English
strategies are being
used?
What is frustrating for
the teacher during the
lessons when ELL
students don’t
understand? What does
s/he do about it?
What teacher behaviors
indication difficulty
with instruction of ELL
students?

What staff development
would help you in
working with nonEnglish speaking
students?
What strategies have
you found that best aid
in the ELL students’
understanding of the
content you teach?
How do you implement
district policies
regarding ELL students
in your class?
How do you use your
teaching assistant to
help you meet the needs
of your ELL students?
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Identifying Cohort Members
At the beginning of the 2003-2004 school year, as part of the pilot study, the four
informants were given a questionnaire to assess their knowledge of the cultural and
pedagogical aspects of working with ELL students, as well as to determine their own
philosophies about teaching and expectations of this demographic group of students. Part
of the usefulness of the questionnaire was that it helped me to identify the teachers who
fit into the demographic profile I intended for the study. A modified version of the same
questionnaire was later given to other primary level teachers in the district to provide a
broad context for the data collected from the case study cohort.
The participants in the study were interviewed during the course of the data
collection period, which took place during the second semester of the 2003-2004 school
year. Individual interviews were conducted during the time that data was being collected
in the form of classroom observations.
For the two teachers who participated in the SIOP and Montaño-Harmon sessions,
anecdotal records were kept and the training evaluations were considered. The
evaluations of staff development activities will be discussed and the responses of the case
study participants will be compared with the responses of teachers throughout the district
who were participating in the same training.
Each teacher was observed during the spring semester of 2004. Due to unforeseen
circumstances, the frequency of the observations was not consistent among the teachers.
These inconsistencies will be discussed in the problems section. Ethnographic research
strategies were used to analyze the implementation of the law in an SEI classroom.
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Prior to participation in the study, each member of the case study cohort was
informed about the nature of the research and signed a consent form to participate.
Additionally, the teachers who filled out the questionnaire were given a letter explaining
how their participation would benefit the study and were also given a disclaimer form,
which assured them of their anonymity if they chose to participate. Copies of the consent
form and the disclaimer form may be found in Appendix B.

Interview Questions
Once I had my research questions, and had considered the information about
teaching under the new law, I considered what kinds of interview questions I intended to
ask. For the most part, I used these questions, but there were also topics that came up in
the courses of the interviews that I wanted to pursue. For example, one of the teachers
works in a school that is currently using a scripted reading program. This has had a
significant impact on her teaching and on how she addresses the needs of her ELL
students. We discussed this program during the interviews and also following some of my
observations in her classroom. The initial script of the interviews may be found in
Appendix C.
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Unforeseen Problems
While most of the study went according to the proposed plan, there were some
changes that occurred as a result of unforeseen circumstances. Initially, it was planned
that the cohort teachers would participate in group discussions. During the summer
before the 2003-2004 school year, three of the teachers met with me to discuss their
initial perceptions of SEI teaching. During the course of the study, however, it was
determined that the group discussions would pose two problems that could affect the
results. When teachers meet as a group to discuss curriculum and instructional methods,
they often return to their classrooms intending to try something about which they have
heard. For the teachers in the study, this could have resulted in their using strategies they
would not otherwise have used, thereby contaminating the observations. Additionally, the
participation in a group discussion would not adequately protect the participants from
undue stress, so the group discussions as a data collection tool were eliminated.
While I intended to make the data collection phase of the study a year-long process, I
had some trouble getting approval for a study involving human subjects. For several
months, my proposal was lost, and there were procedural problems that needed to be
fixed before it was approved. When I received approval notification in January of 2004, I
commenced with the data collection immediately. I had considerably less time to collect
data than I had intended. Instead of completing three interviews, I condensed my
interview collection into one long interview session and talked informally with teachers
as I visited their classes. This actually was beneficial, in that I was able to discuss
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immediately with teachers some of the observations I had made while watching them
teach.
The only other surprise was that one of my cohort teachers became pregnant the year
of the data collection and was ordered to bed rest by her doctor a month before school
ended. I was unable to complete the same number of observations in her class as I had in
the other teachers’ rooms.

Transcribing Data
Following the advice of Bogdan and Biklen (1992), I taped the interviews I had
conducted with the teachers in the case study group and transcribed them afterwards. The
transcription was problematic for me in the case of one of my informants, because,
unbeknownst to me, the battery was low and the tape slowed periodically making both of
us sound like very tired baritones! But I persevered and was able to make some initial
notes for myself of issues to consider when it came time to analyze my data.
I had taken scripted field notes during my classroom observations. In order to be
able to effectively analyze them, I transcribed them as well and made several copies to
that I could categorize them in ways that would help me to draw conclusions about what I
had observed.

Data Analysis Procedures
Analysis of case study data requires the researcher to code and categorize data to
reach viable conclusions. I followed the advice of Bogdan and Biklen (1992) and began
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by reading through all my data and creating a coding system that reflected what I wanted
to consider related to the research questions. I also considered the related research and the
structures other researchers had regarded as important. Initially, the data units were
analyzed in isolation with each of the sources related to the case study participants coded
separately. The units were coded in the following order: interviews, field notes, case
study questionnaires, and the other data including emails and student products.
To code the interview data, I created blank sheets with each research question at
the top and cut and pasted the responses that fit with that particular question. Reflecting
on the general results I had found, I knew I would need to employ the list of categories I
had created. On each of the sheets, I coded the responses to get more specific
information. Since the first two research questions are related to one another and they are
specific to teachers’ daily work in the classroom, I used the codes based on the SIOP
model developed by Short, Echevarria, and Vogt (2000). The codes addressed the
following areas:
1. Lesson preparation
2. Building background
3. Comprehensible input
4. Strategies
5. Interaction
6. Practice/application
7. Lesson delivery
8. Review and assessment
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The SIOP model involves planning specifically for sheltered instruction, and, as
such, is a logical means of analyzing sheltered instruction. The general teacher practices
were analyzed as a whole; in other words, I considered what were the practices that were
present over time as I observed in the classrooms throughout the semester. The SIOP
protocol is not intended to be used to assess one lesson, as not all elements will be present
in one lesson (p. 197). For this reason, I considered the SIOP elements generally, as they
applied to each teacher’s actions over time.
Questions three and four required a different means of coding. This coding system
was limited to those data units that related the successes and difficulties experienced by
the teachers as they worked in SEI classrooms. A simpler code was attached to those parts
of the interview related to questions three and four and the results are described in a
narrative form.
Question five necessitated coding based on the theory provided by Fullan (1991)
because these questions related to the teachers’ reflections on themselves and their work
environment in SEI classrooms. When considering question five, I used the following
categories when reviewing the data:
1. Effect on student learning
2. Clarity of guidelines (at the policy implementation level)
3. Personal impact
4. Peer interaction (with other teachers and school personnel)

This coding system helped me to illuminate teachers’ reflections on the praxis of
teaching in an SEI classroom. Although initially I had created the code for questions four
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and five, while I was analyzing question four, I found that the coding system did not meet
my needs while considering the teachers’ perceived abilities to address the academic and
social needs of their students. As a result, the coding for question four was simplified.
Once I had coded the interview data, I used the same coding system for the other
data units I had collected. I found that it was difficult to separate the effect on student
learning from personal impact, as the practice of teaching and learning is cyclical and
much of good teaching depends on reflection of one’s experiences of the lesson.
Following the analysis of the case study data, a pattern-matching (Yin, 1994) was
used to compare the results of the case study with the statistical analysis of the data
collected in the district- wide questionnaire. Table 10 demonstrates the organization of the
analysis for the entire study.
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TABLE 10
Analytical Procedures

How do bilingually
endorsed teachers attend
to the English language
oral development of ELL
students in a Structured
English Immersion
Classroom?
How do teachers without
bilingual endorsement
attend to the English
language oral
development of ELL
students in a Structured
English Immersion
Classroom?
What have been the most
difficult and the most
successful experiences
endorsed and nonendorsed teachers have
had as a result of the
implementation of
Proposition 203?
How do endorsed and
non-endorsed teachers
perceive their abilities to
meet the social and
academic needs of the
ELL students in an SEI
classroom?
What are the material
and staff development
resources available to
teachers of ELL students
in SEI classes? How are
the resources accessed by
the teachers?

Case Study
Questionnaire

Interviews

Observations

Coding based on the SIOP model

Coding based on the SIOP model

Coding based on deconstructing the
narrative from the data sources and
considering themes

Coding based on deconstructing the
narrative from the data sources and
considering themes

Coding based on the work of Fullan related
to the implementation of new policies in
educational contexts

Emails/
Student
Work
Statistical analysis of district-wide questionnaires is compared with the results from the case study for
all questions

Research Question

Quantitative
Data

93

4
FINDINGS FROM THE RESEARCH
In order to best describe the data and the conclusions derived from the data
sources, a global view of experienced of teachers from throughout the district is needed.
Kindergarten through third grade teachers of Sheltered English were invited to take part
in the study through the completion of a survey. This survey was used to determine the
all teachers’ perceptions of teaching in an SEI environment, regardless of their
experience level or endorsement status. For each research question, following the
discussion of the survey data, data collected from the case study will be presented. Thus
each question will be examined from a broad perspective first, with elaboration provided
by the more specific details derived from the case study. A complete table of the means
of responses for all questions may be found in Appendix E.

Description of the sample
As stated earlier, the study focused on the experiences of Kindergarten through
third grade teachers. Teachers and students at the primary level are most profoundly
affected by ARS §15-751-755 because students at this level are less likely to obtain an
approved waiver to participate in bilingual classes. There are more SEI teachers working
at the primary level than there are at the higher grades. In order to investigate whether the
experiences of the teachers in the case study cohort were generally similar to the teaching
community as a whole, the case study was nested in a broader study of attitudes regarding
the experience of teaching SEI. A Likert scale survey was used to examine the opinions
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of teachers from across the primary grades in the district. The scale consisted of a
measure of one to five so that the teachers identified the degree to which the item
matched their opinion. An answer of one meant that the teacher strongly disagreed with
the statement. An answer of two represented that the teacher disagreed, but not strongly.
When a teacher answered three on a scale, it meant that s/he was undecided. To answer a
four meant that the teachers agreed with the statement, though not strongly. An answer of
five represented that the teacher agreed strongly with the statement. The Likert scale
survey was distributed to 148 teachers from across the district who were teaching in an
SEI class at the Kindergarten-third grade level. Of the 148 surveys, 110 were returned.
The teachers who participated possessed differing years of experience and
endorsement status. Of the teachers who responded, 58.9% had more than five years of
teaching experience and 50% had some kind of endorsement. Those holding a bilingual,
ESL, or combination bilingual/ESL with another endorsement constituted 29 % of the
respondents. One teacher reported that s/he was working on his/her endorsement in ESL
at the time of the study. While the variation in the numbers of respondents makes analysis
difficult, the difference in the numbers of teachers from each demographic category
approaches the demographic realities of the teaching population. For purposes of analysis
to support the findings of the case study, the mean of each response was calculated, along
with frequency distribution analysis to gain a clearer picture of teachers’ perceptions of
SEI instruction. The items related to each of the research questions were grouped to
determine the equality of the means and to determine whether there were significant
differences among the teachers in relation to their responses. The alpha was set at .05 to
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determine the level of significance. The teachers who responded to the survey were
grouped according to their years of experience and their endorsement status.
The group identifiers are as follows:
Group 1

Non-Experienced, Endorsed Teachers

Group 2

Experienced, Endorsed Teachers

Group 3

Experienced, Non-Endorsed Teachers

Group 4

Non-Experienced, Non-Endorsed Teachers

Question 1 and Question 2
Question 1 and question 2 will be considered together as they are similar in nature.

Question 1: How do bilingually endorsed teachers attend to the English Language oral
development of ELL students in a Structured English Immersion classroom?
And
Question 2: How do teachers without bilingual endorsement attend to the English
Language oral development of ELL students in a Structured English Immersion
classroom?
Survey Data Findings
The data collected for Set 1 consisted of those questions relevant to how teachers
understand the linguistic needs of ELL students, the teachers’ role in SEI, and the
instructional methodologies involved in the instruction of students in an SEI setting.
Research questions one and two were combined in order to examine whether endorsed
and non-endorsed teachers had similar opinions and experiences with related to teaching
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in an SEI setting. Table 11 shows the distribution of the mean of the responses given on
the survey. The data includes teachers across the experience years and endorsement status
for the all of the teachers who participated in the survey.

TABLE 11
Mean of Responses for the Total Sample of Teachers Related to Their Perceptions of
Students’ Oral Language Development Needs

Item from Likert Scale Survey

4. English-speaking students can be
grouped with non-English-speaking
students as a means of developing
English proficiency for the nonEnglish speakers.
10. When teaching in a second
language, it is important to use
contextual clues such as tone of
voice, pictures, graphs, etc. to
enhance the students’ capacity to
understand
18. I have difficulty knowing how to
make my ELL students understand
the content of my lessons.
23. I use language assessment data
to help me to plan to meet the needs
of my ELL students.
25. I group my ELL students to
provide structured language lessons
separate from the rest of my class.

Experienced,
Endorsed
N= 5

Not
Experienced,
Endorsed
N=34

Not
Experienced
Not
Endorsed
N=39

Experienced
Not
Endorsed
N=29

Mean
Response

Mean
Response

Mean
Response

Mean
Response

4.20

4.41

4.55

4.26

4.60

4.97

4.83

4.74

2.40

2.00

2.29

2.58

3.40

3.79

3.65

3.51

2.25

3.18

2.50

2.95
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TABLE 12
Equality of Means Test for Variances Total Sample of Teachers Related to Their
Perceptions of Students’ Oral Language Development Needs

Survey Items Related
to Research
Questions 1 and 2

t-Test for Equality of Means
t

df

Significance (twotailed)

Mean
Difference

Groups 1 and 2
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 1 and 3
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed

1.240

33

.224

1.6048

.766
.529

3.225
56

.496
.599

1.6048
.3178

.526

53.460

.601

.3178

Groups 1 and 4
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 2 and 3
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed

.680

67

.499

.3548

.678

63.227

.500

.3548

-.920

29

.365

-1.2870

-.611

3.303

.581

-1.2870

Groups 2 and 4

-1.022

40

.313

-1.2500

Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed

-.600

3.170

.589

-1.2500

Groups 3 and 4

.066

63

.948

.0370

Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed

.065

51.978

.949

.0370

Teachers from across the district answered five main questions that correlate to
the area of English language development. Regardless of their endorsement status or
experience level, teachers appear to be in agreement about the use of heterogeneous
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grouping of students to develop English skills for ELLs (item 4). At the same time,
teachers’ responses to item 25 indicate that most teachers do not group students
homogeneously to provide directed language instruction in English. A more precise
examination of the frequency distribution for item 25 indicates that the non-experienced,
endorsed teachers responses produce a bimodal pattern, with 47 % in the “agree” or
“strongly agree” categories and 38. 2% in the “strongly disagree” or “disagree”
categories. This distribution reveals that roughly 1/3 of the teachers whose experience
and endorsement status relates to this demographic also do not group their students for
language lessons. In spite of the reluctance to group students, teachers responses to item
18 indicates the perception that teachers know what to do to make the content
comprehensible for English Language Learners. Although the responses regarding the
use of assessment data indicate a neutral response, the frequency distribution shows that
almost 60% of the teachers across the district use assessment data to help them plan
instruction. The highest percentage of teachers who use assessment data are the
experienced, endorsed teachers.
The mean of the responses for these items shows that teachers agree that ESL
strategies are good teaching strategies and that additional instructional materials and
strategies are necessary to make sure that students understand what is being taught. The
responses to the statements about the use of data and grouping strategies indicate that all
subgroups of teachers are not likely to incorporate language assessment data to help with
planning and do not group students for structures language lessons.
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The significance, as determined by the t-test, indicates that for both endorsed and
non-endorsed teachers there is no difference between those teachers who have more
experience versus less experience in the ways in which they attend to the oral language
development of ELL students in an SEI program.

Case Study Data Findings
The data collected in the case study portion of the research provides a more
detailed picture of the ways in which endorsed and non-endorsed teachers attend to the
oral language development for their ELL students. The data collected from these sources
are divided into what was found in the classrooms of endorsed teachers and the
observations of the classrooms of the non-endorsed teachers.
The two bilingually endorsed teachers have had varied experiences in teaching
ELL students. In order to highlight the similarities and differences in their experiences
with teaching ELL students, following a brief review of each teacher’s professional
experiences, the analysis of the data will be divided into the following eight categories
associated with the SIOP model:
1. Lesson preparation
2. Building background
3. Comprehensible input
4. Strategies
5. Interaction
6. Practice/application
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7. Lesson delivery
8. Review and assessment

Mrs. Muñoz
Professional Experiences
Mrs. Muñoz has taught at the fourth and kindergarten levels and at the time of the
study had taught for 7 years. When she began her teaching career, she was assigned to a
bilingual classroom at Angelitos. She was then asked to teach at the kindergarten level,
also in a bilingual setting. She taught bilingual kindergarten for two years before
Proposition 203 passed. Since then, she has taught in an SEI setting, but has structured
the program, along with the rest of her grade level team, so that when students qualify for
waivers to receive instruction in Spanish, she is able to teach first literacy in the students’
first language, Spanish. This modified SEI program had been planned since the passage
of Proposition 203, but due to the lack of students qualifying for waivers, the year of the
study was the first year it had been implemented. During the course of the second
semester of 2003-2004, 2/3 of Mrs. Muñoz’ students qualified for waivers. As ELL
students qualified for first language instruction, they began to receive some of their
reading instruction in Spanish and the first language English speakers received Spanish as
a second language instruction for ½ hour four days a week. This framework would fit
Baker and de Kanter’s (1983) model of Structured English Immersion. Both students who
did not qualify for TLA instruction and those who did received ESL instruction during
the school day. The rest of the school day, as prescribed by the law, was conducted
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exclusively in English. I did not observe in the class during the L1 instructional time or
during the SSL time.

Preparation.
As she is planning lessons, Mrs. Muñoz considers the language objectives she will
use in the lesson. She consciously chooses language objectives for use in the content
areas that will support the content objective. For example, one lesson I observed in Mrs.
Muñoz’ class was a science lesson on the desert. Her preparation included what she
wanted her students to know about desert plants and animals, as well as the vocabulary
she would use that could be used across the curriculum. Portions of this lesson are
described in the following sections.

Building Background.
Before she began to read a book about the desert, Mrs. Muñoz led the students in
an extended discussion of the animals that are found in the desert. The students had much
to say about the animals, plants, and climate of the desert. As the discussion progressed,
she used questions to encourage the students to talk about the animals they knew, what
sounds were at the beginnings of the words for the animals, and the differences between
the Sonoran desert and other deserts around the world. There was a point in the
discussion where she looked as if it was time to continue with the lesson. We discussed
this event in an interview. Mrs. Muñoz said, “I was getting a little nervous because I had
this set lesson that I was going to be teaching. But they got so much more out of what
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they were talking about than I would have taught them.” The students’ ability to voice
their thoughts about a content topic develops their language, provides background, and
affects their affective filter (Krashen, 1984) because they know that their comments will
be accepted. The seamless integration of content and vocabulary provided a great deal of
background for the students while simultaneously teaching the structures and phonics of
English. In speaking with Mrs. Muñoz following the lesson, she told me that she had read
through several desert books and had purposefully chosen one with pictures and content
the students would recognize and be able to discuss.

Comprehensible Input
Throughout the lesson, she used visual aids such as magnetic letters, graphic
organizers, and songs to develop concepts. She utilized many of the strategies identified
as best practices in order to find the students’ background knowledge and then used it to
enhance the comprehensible input, developing simultaneously the language and the
content concepts. She said,
“I use a lot of the visuals a lot of the TPR, a lot of the singing and chanting. You
know in Kindergarten it’s a lot of oral language anyway, so whatever I would use
for oral language anyway for the children ‘cause that’s what they need. So I’ve
been using all the oral language strategies…[I use]shared reading and the graphic
organizers and the vocabulary, which is my biggest thing is the vocabulary
development for my ELL’s but the English kids benefit too, because I use my
pictures and the visual cues for all of that.”
She began lessons with students in a group on the carpet. While they are on the
carpet, the emphasis was on oral language development and/or concept development in
the content area. Students were engaged in a discussion through Mrs. Muñoz’ use of
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questioning strategies. As stated earlier in this chapter, Mrs. Muñoz guided her students
using a variety of question types to elicit oral language while providing concept
knowledge. During a lesson involving the nursery rhyme “Jack and Jill,” Mrs. Muñoz and
the students recited the rhyme and then she began to ask questions about it. She asked,
“What does the word ‘fetch’ mean?”
One student guessed it means going up a hill. Another guessed water. Mrs. Muñoz
followed up by asking, “What did they want to do?” All the students said, “Get water!”
Mrs. Muñoz followed by saying, “Right! ‘Fetch’ means they want to get it.” Mrs. Muñoz
followed this exchange by discussing other words like “crown” and “tumbling” to
develop vocabulary. The students then acted out the rhyme with arm motions. All
students, regardless of their English proficiency level, participated in the group
discussion and the group movement while reciting the rhyme with the whole class. Mrs.
Muñoz used the combination of the class discussion and pantomime to develop the
instruction that she had planned.

Interaction
Following the group discussion, students were sent to smaller groups to practice
the concept that had been taught. In the interview, Mrs. Muñoz stated that she uses a
heterogeneous grouping strategy that changes depending on the activity and the skills of
the students. Some groups are set for particular goals, such as grouping by proficiency
level for English as a Second Language instruction, however basic grouping
configurations are changed every nine weeks.
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Although Mrs. Muñoz described her grouping strategy in the interview, in my
observation, I noted that during the SEI lessons, students sat in heterogeneous groups, but
did not appear to be working cooperatively. Discussion in the group during their
independent work time was occasionally related to the task, but the groups I observed
were not set up to be collaborative.

Strategies and Lesson Delivery
Since the passage of Proposition 203, Mrs. Muñoz noticed that her instructional
delivery had changed. She consistently focused on providing a language objective after
the passage of the law, where she didn’t before the law passed. While the instruction is
given in English, consistent with the law, she was conscious of providing clarification in
Spanish for her students who were having difficulty understanding a concept. She found
herself re-teaching often and used Spanish when she re-taught concepts. Working under
the law was problematic for her, as she believed that students could be progressing more
quickly if they could be taught in their first language.
Her instructional delivery, however, remained constant and strategic. She said,
“Everything I do in my classroom is multi-level and I’m hitting a lot of the levels
in my classroom already. I kind of scaffold my teaching you know. I start from
the very basic and then I make it a little more difficult as the lesson goes on so I
can meet all the needs, you know. That to me comes naturally. Other teachers, I
don’t know if they do that in their classrooms, or if they feel like they, if they
teach to the medium level. I always try to start from a very basic and work my
way up. So if I’m doing like a shared reading, you know, um, I’ll talk about the
basic vocabulary that they may find in the book and then look at the pictures and
what they find in the pictures and then I’ll do my reading for those kids who are
learning their sight words. So I do a lot of scaffolding. In everything I do that’s
the way I teach. I guess, that’s the way I’ve always taught, so I don’t know any
other way.”
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Building from basic vocabulary through questioning into phonetic structures and content
allowed Mrs. Muñoz to target the needs of all the students in her class.

Practice and Application
Mrs. Muñoz provided a variety of ways to students to practice what they were
learning. She used choral responses when the focus is on language development, as she
did in one lesson when students were identifying the initial sound of words beginning
with /j/. The students first named some words that began with the letter “j” and then she
asked them how to say the sound at the beginning. She then had students practice what
they had learned about the /j/ sound by going to their desks and drawing four of the items
from the list and labeling them. She used different strategies of practicing the content to
address the needs of the different types of learners in her class.

Review and Assessment
Mrs. Muñoz noticed a difference in the way she assesses her students since the
passage of Proposition 203, although it was difficult for her to say whether that is due to
the new law, or if the push toward standards based instruction has had a greater impact.
She continued to use the Kindergarten benchmarks that are standard throughout the
district. The main difference since Proposition 203 became law is that these benchmarks
must be administered in English. For the newly arrived students, assessment using the
benchmarks as a tool is problematic because Mrs. Muñoz was unable to gauge their true
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knowledge in their home language. In addition to the benchmark assessments, Mrs.
Muñoz used her own observations and checklists to monitor the progress of her students.
In the interview, she had much to say on the topic of assessment. She began by discussing
the need for more complete assessments for ELL students,
“… the only type of assessment that I do on paper is that Kindergarten
assessment. I’m constantly assessing the kids otherwise, you know, with teacher
observation and all that... But you know we also have to look at their first language. How
do they do in their first language? Because if the child doesn’t have that basic foundation,
you know, let’s say for example for writing, if the child doesn’t do very well in writing in
their first language, chances are their writing isn’t going to be very good in English
either.”
Mrs. Muñoz had learned in her coursework toward her Bachelor’s Degree in
bilingual education that the student’s proficiency in his or her first language is a
determining factor as to how quickly and completely the student will learn the second
language.
As a teacher and researcher, Mrs. Muñoz looks at her students holistically, as she
described some research she did for a Master’s level course she was taking.
“But there’s a lot we have to think about. You know, let’s see how much the children
know in their first language. Because we really don’t look at those Spanish LAS levels.
It’s like, we just look at the English oral LAS, it’s like, ‘Oh, he’s not proficient,’ but
when I was doing my study for my class, I realized that the two students… proved
proficiency in their first language. Now they weren’t making as many English gains, you
know, but, one of them was making more gains than the other. I think a lot of it has to do
with exposure to the English in their home environment. Because one of ‘em had siblings
who spoke English and who had been here for three years, had been in pre-school.
There’s a lot of things we have to take into account when we’re working with these
students. What is it that they know?”

For Mrs. Muñoz, the assessment of the student involves knowledge about their
homes, their parents, their exposure to English, their level of Spanish proficiency as units
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of assessment. She finds holistic assessment more useful because it provides information
on the skills students have who may not perform as well on English based assessments.
She has noted that students who are new arrivals and students who are less proficient
have a greater deal of difficulty understanding messages when sentence structures
become more complex.

Mrs. Henderson
Professional Experiences
Mrs. Henderson began her teaching career at Kolb Road School in a bilingual first
grade class. During her first year of teaching, Proposition 203 passed and the following
year she was assigned to teach an SEI Kindergarten class. Since then, she moved with her
class to the first grade, and at the time of the study was in her second year of teaching
first grade. Mrs. Henderson works at a school that is implementing the Voyager®
Program, a scripted reading program, which affected her instructional methods
significantly.

Preparation
In terms of planning, Mrs. Henderson’s focus was on the vocabulary students
need in order to understand instruction. She also used many visuals and hands-on
activities to make the content comprehensible for ELL students. She included in her plans
lists of students on whom she called to answer questions so that she ensured active
participation from all members of the class. She stated in her interview, “First I look for
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what will interest the kids. And then I consider the vocabulary and then I can cover that. I
try to bring in things they can touch, pictures that they can see…I try to look ahead on
those things and I write them down in my lesson plan, you know, ‘today I’ll call on
Anthony to help me do that.’” She said that she specifically called on those students in
her class who had been diagnosed with Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD), so that she
could keep them involved and actively engaged in the lesson. Included in her plans were
opportunities for movement and reviewing so that students had many opportunities to
practice what they were learning. In classroom observations, I noted that Mrs.
Henderson’s consistently planned lesson materials ahead of time. When she was teaching
a math lesson, she had the problems on large pieces of paper so that when students sat in
a group they could see the problems as Mrs. Henderson worked them. For reading
lessons, she had pictures, sentence strips, and posters of cloze procedures to use with the
students.

Building Background
Mrs. Henderson used common classroom experiences to build background. She
began lessons with students on the floor and she would ask them about what they had
learned in previous lessons. I did not observe Mrs. Henderson to utilize students’ home
experiences to build background for lessons.
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Comprehensible Input
Mrs. Henderson employed an assortment of techniques to maintain
comprehensible input in her lessons. There were pictures and sentence strips to go with
the instruction so that students could experience the lesson in more than one modality.
She filled in blank spaces on the visuals as the lesson progressed so that students had the
opportunity to participate in the lesson. She used vocabulary cards, pictures and graphic
organizers to help students to understand the vocabulary and the content concepts being
taught.

Interaction
Mrs. Henderson determined the groups and changed them every four weeks. She
often grouped students heterogeneously depending on their skill levels. In the
observation, I noted that students worked in groups, but they were often doing individual
assignments. Like Mrs. Muñoz’ class, it appeared that students discussed the task and
content intermittently at their groups, but structured cooperative learning was not
apparent in this context.
During the course of one of my observations of Mrs. Henderson’s class, I noted
her use of the “Inside/Outside” circle to practice vocabulary. This strategy pairs students
with one another in concentric circles so that they can practice a particular skill multiple
times with different partners.
During Mrs. Henderson’s lesson, the inside group of students had a vocabulary
word that their partner in the outside group was to define for them. The students on the
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outside would then move one step to their right and have a new partner. After repeating
the strategy a few times, the partners on the inside passed the words to their partners and
the inside group became the one to give the definition. This strategy helped students to
practice vocabulary words in a fun and unusual way.

Strategies and Lesson Delivery
Both the interview and the classroom observations of Mrs. Henderson’s
instruction revealed that she often began on the carpet in a whole group setting. Mrs.
Henderson typically set the background for a lesson through the use of a story or a shared
experience. Direct instruction followed, guided by questioning. The questioning strategy
I observed most often consisted of the teacher posing a question, calling on one student to
answer and then responding to that students answer.

Practice and Application
Following the guided practice portion of the lesson, the teacher would give the
students an assignment and provide some guided practice based on the activity the
students would be required to do by reading the directions, looking for key words and
completing one or two items with the students. Students would then return to their desks
and complete the assignment they had been given. Mrs. Henderson gave students a time
limit in which to complete their work. This helped them to stay on task much of the time.
Often, students would talk to one another during the seatwork time. The discussions were
sometimes clarifications of directions, but often consisted of topics unrelated to the task.
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When students were done, Mrs. Henderson called them back to the rug to review the
lesson. The lesson review consisted of the students sharing their work or of Mrs.
Henderson using content related questions to gauge the students understanding.
Through the observations and discussion with Mrs. Henderson, I noted that one
mitigating factor in her instructional delivery was the implementation of the Voyager
reading program. The school, through a Reading First grant, acquired this scripted
program because the school had been identified as under-performing as a result of new
regulations through the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). The teaching of reading using
the Voyager program had an impact on the way Mrs. Henderson teaches. The teachers at
Kolb Elementary all follow the same strictly scripted program and Mrs. Henderson stated
that there is little differentiation for the language needs of the students and the heavy
reliance of the program on phonics instruction creates special problems for her ELL
students. Still, Mrs. Henderson modified the reading instruction by creating sentence
strips, finding pictures to support the lesson vocabulary and adapting the text.

Review and Assessment
Mrs. Henderson stated that the most important thing about assessment was
that, “it needs to focus on students’ needs”. Beyond her questioning technique, it was
difficult, based on my observations, to see how her assessment of the ELL students was
differentiated from that of the rest of the students in the class.
The two non-endorsed teachers have some things in common in their professional
histories that are very different from the experiences of the endorsed teachers. Both
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entered teaching as a second career, both have taught at least two grade levels, and both
had no virtually no experience with ELL students prior to the passage of Proposition 203.
In this section, we will examine how these teachers responded to the oral language
development needs of their students.

Mrs. Class

Professional Experiences
In her seven years of teaching, Mrs. Class had taught second and third grade. All
her teaching experience, including her student teaching, has been at Angelitos. Prior to
the passage of Proposition 203, she was a mainstream teacher. The first two years
following the implementation of the new law, she continued to be the designated
mainstream teacher at her grade level. The school year of 2003-2004, Mrs. Class looped
with her students from second grade to third. Because of the high numbers of ELL
students in the third grade class, all classes but one were designated SEI. The other third
grade class was the designated bilingual class. Mrs. Class found herself teaching ELL
students for the first time.

Preparation
The most obvious thing Mrs. Class noticed about the change in her teaching while
in an SEI class was the change in expectations she had for her students. She noted that
some of her students couldn’t do all the things she had previously expected from her
mainstream classes. She attributed this to the students’ lower proficiency level in English.
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She found that she began to use more manipulatives, particularly in math and science,
and she frequently found it necessary to re-teach content area concepts. In one
observation, Mrs. Class used “Judy Clocks” to help the students to practice setting the
time of day and measuring the passage of time in hours and minutes. The following
transcript from the observation illustrates how she utilized the manipulative clocks to
teach the skill:
Teacher and students flip to the next page of a packet of worksheets related to
the concept of time using clocks. Teacher calls on one student at a time to
respond to the worksheet questions and teacher uses a Judy Clock to
demonstrate the answers and how to figure out periods of time. Students are
making corrections on their worksheets as needed. When students get to
number 4, many are raising their hands.
Teacher: [to Student 5] Just gave me the same kind of answer so I know most
of you know it.
Students: 4:45
Teacher: Who can come up and show me number five. One hour past four
o’clock.
(Student 6 comes up and manipulates the Judy Clock to show five o’clock)
Teacher: Thumbs up if you agree. (Teacher continues the rest of the page in
the same way, having one student come up and the rest of the class voting and
the student making a change if needed. The T.A. passes out small clocks for
students to practice using the last page of the packet.)
Teacher: Show me eight thirty. You have what time school starts, but Mouse
got here at this time (shows nine o’clock). How late was he? Let’s count.
(Students count by fives to thirty minutes.)
Teacher: Okay, make your clocks say 3:25. (T.A. monitors the room and
helps the students respond correctly.) Make your clocks say 10:00. (Students
demonstrate.) The frog is going to a class at your time, but he gets there at my
time (teacher shows 9:40). What time did he get there?
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Students: 9:40
Teacher: Did he get there early or late?
Students: Early.
Teacher: By how much? Let’s count. (Students count by fives to twenty
minutes.)
Teacher: Make your clocks say 10:20. Will everybody make clocks say two
hours later? (teacher gestures to show two hours later). Show me. (Students
hold up their clocks.)
Teacher: Try that again, watch me. This (pointing to hour hand) has to go
around how many times?
Students: Two
Teacher: Make sure you don’t confuse your little hand with your big hand.
[Student 7] write it on the board. (To the class) now show me one hour and
fifteen minutes later. Do one hour first, then fifteen minutes. Hold them up,
it’s better to be wrong than not try at all. (Teacher demonstrates.)
Teacher: What is our end time?
Students: 7:15
Teacher: [Student 7] will you write 7:15 on the board? This is called analog
time when you use this type of clock. What kind of clock is on our wall?
Students: Analog.
Teacher: If I have a clock by my bed with the numbers on it that’s…
Student 8: Digital.
Teacher: Okay, when I call your table, bring me your packet and your clock.
Students bring up clocks and packets as directed. Teacher transitions to
money measurement.

Following this observation, Mrs. Class explained to me that she had re-taught the
concept of measuring the passage of time for the third time and had used the clocks
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during both the second and third re-teachings of the concept. She wanted to make sure
that all students understood it because she knew that it would be on the standardized
assessment the students would be taking in April. She prepared for the lesson by aving
the Judy Clocks and the worksheets available to the students. The class completed the
worksheets independently before the directed lesson began and used them to review with
the teacher.
While she noted that many of the ELL students in the class were having difficulty
with the concept, there was also a significant number of English speaking students who
found the application of the concept difficult. Assessing comprehension of concepts and
adjusting instruction were already part of her teaching practice, but the frequency of
adjusting her teaching increased as a result of having ELL students in her classroom.

Comprehensible Input
While specific strategies and manipulatives were being used to enhance
comprehension of the concept, the lesson was directed at all the students in the class,
regardless of their English proficiency level, because a large proportion of the class was
having difficulty mastering the skill.
During the interview, Mrs. Class did not mention her use of graphic organizers
and the curriculum-related posters she has put up around the room as additional resources
for students to use. During my visits, however, I noticed that she kept posters of
vocabulary words and grammatical structures on the walls as well as graphic organizers
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to help students to sequence paragraphs they were writing. The use of these additional
resources contributed to the comprehensible input experienced by her students.

Interaction
Mrs. Class related that she tends not to group in her own classroom. Instead, she
“pulls” students who are in need of extra help to understand a particular concept or
cannot apply a skill. This “as needed” tutoring applies to English speakers and English
learners alike. Within the third grade team, however, there is redistribution of students.
At the beginning of the school year, the third grade team decided to group the
students for reading instruction. Each teacher had her own skill-based group that
consisted of students from across the grade level who were functioning at a similar skill
level in reading and writing. The ELL students in Mrs. Class’ room went to another
teacher, Mrs. Romero, for language arts. In Mrs. Romero’s class, the ELL students
participated in a transitional language arts program, designed to help students make the
switch from reading in Spanish to reading in English. This program utilized a published
kit designed specifically for use with students transitioning from reading in Spanish to
reading in English. Although many of the students in the third grade had not developed
initial literacy in Spanish, it was decided by the team that the transitional program might
cause less anxiety for them than the adopted text. The transitional program included
vocabulary development in English using cognates and direct instruction of skills that do
not transfer from Spanish to English reading and grammar. Mrs. Romero, who was the
designated bilingual class teacher, also taught a reading group in Spanish reading for
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those students who had oral scores that qualified them for a waiver under the new law.
None of Mrs. Class’ students were in this Spanish literacy group.
During her writing class, I observed Mrs. Class individualizing instruction for her
students. While the rest of the class worked on a writing project, Mrs. Class met with
students at their desks to review their writing and to coach them on ways to improve their
writing pieces. Some students needed help with the structure of their writing and others
needed help with the grammatical elements of English. By individualizing instruction
using writing conferencing as a strategy, Mrs. Class was able to help her ELL and nonELL students through their own Zone of Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 1978).
While Mrs. Class does not use flexible grouping in her class on a regular basis,
she utilizes other strategies that allow the students to respond as a group as well as
responding individually.
Mrs. Class admitted that in her class, she did not use grouping strategies regularly,
however she has adjusted her instruction using other strategies that fall under the
theoretical principals of cooperative learning. While her instruction was mainly whole
class, she did incorporate individual and group responses to questions she posed. For
example, during a math lesson on the passage of time as measured on a calendar, she
asked for an individual student to respond to a question about how much time would pass
between two events on the calendar. As a follow-up to the answer, she asked the class if
they agreed. If they agreed, they gave a “thumbs up” signal. She then had them prove
why their fellow student was correct in his or her answer. Similarly, Mrs. Class has
students respond chorally in language lessons. During a reading lesson, a student was
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having difficulty decoding the word “whoa” in the text. Mrs. Class discussed
pronunciation of unusual words and asked the students to repeat the word “whoa” after
her. She followed by pronouncing other like words and having the students repeat them
chorally, providing an opportunity for students to rehearse language pronunciation in a
low-risk environment.

Strategies and Lesson Delivery
Mrs. Class informed me that her instructional delivery has changed a bit since
becoming an SEI teacher. At the beginning of the school year, she provides a great deal
of background knowledge and scaffolds lessons for all the students. By mid-year, though,
she begins to “wean them [the students] off of support.” In this way, she said, the
students begin to be more independent of her for their learning. She noted that she
sometimes continues to support ELL students, almost until “testing time” in mid-April,
when students in third grade across the district take the standardized tests.
Because my observations of her occurred during the second semester, there were
some scaffolding strategies that I observed in her lessons and others I did not. As I
observed the math lesson, I noted that as she was teaching whole group, the pacing of her
speech was not adjusted for the language needs of ELL students. She did, however,
review the directions on the handout and read through each of the items before allowing
the students to work on it independently.
Conversely, during her reading lesson, I saw that she provided much more support
needed by her ELL students. In one session, the students were reading a play, The Magic
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Schoolbus in the Solar System. Several students had had parts in the play on the previous
day and there were more students who were involved in the play on the day of my
observation. There were eight parts in the play. Mrs. Class intentionally chose several
ELL students to have parts, but the narrator, who had the most to read, was an Englishspeaking student. Before reading the play, she developed unfamiliar vocabulary and
emphasized the key words the students would need to know in order to understand it. She
also added to the vocabulary chart as students needed explanation of unfamiliar words
they were reading. She used metacognitive strategies to describe to the students what she
was thinking as she read the play and initiated discussion of the students’ perceptions as
they were reading. During one portion of the reading, a student read a line without much
expression. Mrs. Class said, “If you look at the punctuation, what would that tell you
about how to read the line?” The student said that the line was more excited than he had
read it. Mrs. Class had him try it again with more expression. In this way she encouraged
the student to think more about his reading as he was reading.

Review and Assessment
Mrs. Class didn’t identify any ways in which she modifies assessments for the
ELL students in her class; however, her use of group responses demonstrated that she
considered diverse learners in her class. She was also observed to use white boards
during a math activity so that students would answer at once and she could modify and
adjust her instruction. Her individualizing of writing tasks also shows that, while she may
not be conscious of her modifications to assessment, and she may not employ
modifications in every lesson, they are present.
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Mrs. Villalobos

Professional Experiences
At the time of data collection, Mrs. Villalobos had been teaching for 1 ½ years.
She began her teaching career at Angelitos as a fifth grade SEI teacher, completing the
contract in the spring semester of 2003 for a teacher who had moved out of the state. In
the fall of 2002, she completed her student teaching in a fourth grade mainstream class at
another district in the area. The 2003-2004 school year was the first year Mrs. Villalobos
was to teach second grade.

Preparation
In the interview, Mrs. Villalobos related that she begins thinking about planning
by asking, “What can I do to make everyone understand this [content]?” She then draws
on activities she learned through her teacher preparation courses and through the staff
development she has taken at the district level to develop activities to address both the
state standards for instruction and the students’ individual needs.

Building Background
Mrs. Villalobos used the students’ shared experiences as her main strategy for
building background. During a reading lesson, she was having the students create a
graphic organizer about a plot. To get students thinking about the story, she compared it
to a story they had read earlier in the year. Beyond beginning the lesson with a shared
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experience, it was not obvious that she provided background knowledge before
considering new content.

Comprehensible Input
Mrs. Villalobos prepared various scaffolds to ensure comprehensible input for her
students. There were labels all over the room and directions for completing classroom
tasks were on the walls. In addition to the physical preparation of her room to support
ELL students, Mrs. Villalobos arranged lessons to strategically teach the key vocabulary
in preparation for language arts activities and for content area instruction. During one
lesson I observed, Mrs. Villalobos played a vocabulary game with her students in which
the goal was for the student who was “it” to guess the key word that was taped to his or
her back. The other students in the room would volunteer to act out the word and the
student who was “it” would try to guess the word. This modified version of “charades”
helped the students to apply what they knew about the vocabulary words to solidify their
meanings. According to the SIOP model, advance preparation of the lesson materials and
considering the language objective are critical to the comprehension of the ELL student.
The teacher had prepared what was necessary for the lesson before implementing it.
In another lesson, the teacher had prepared a graphic organizer to help the
students demonstrate their comprehension of a story they had read. The graphic organizer
was a modified origami representation of a house upon which the students could write the
elements of the story. In class, Mrs. Villalobos used a piece of construction paper she had
folded into the shape of a house as an example to demonstrate for her students how to
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construct the graphic organizer. She orally described the directions step by step and
waited for the students to follow her example. Her preparation of materials for the lesson
helped the students to see how their project would look when they finished.
Mrs. Villalobos demonstrated in her teaching that she had lesson materials well
prepared in advance for her students. The structure of the lesson preparation aided in the
comprehensible input experienced by her ELL students.

Interaction
Initially, Mrs. Villalobos grouped students together with a focus on ELL students
being paired or grouped with a more proficient peer so that the peer could provide
translation when the ELL students didn’t understand. “Initially,” she said, “there was a lot
of translation going on.” Realizing that concurrent translation was not going to increase
the language proficiency of her ELL students, and it was taking time away from the more
proficient students, Mrs. Villalobos changed her strategy. She put together more
heterogeneous groups, and discouraged translation.
For reading, Mrs. Villalobos devised skill level groups to directly teach skills the
students need to develop. She had one group that was ELL students along with some
English-speaking students with lower reading skills. She did receive help from other first
and second grade teachers and from the school’s Title I Program Facilitator to develop
lessons for the groups.
In the observations, I noted that Mrs. Villalobos used some cooperative learning
strategies with her groups. In one lesson, students were given sentence strips with events
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from a story written on them. Each member of the group was to read his or her sentence
strip to the group. The group would then decide the sequence of the events of the story
and arrange the strips accordingly. Finally, the group members would glue their strips
onto a large piece of construction paper and read the sequence aloud. The interaction
provided by this activity, with the students reading to one another and then to the teacher,
provided ample practice with the language as well as the reading skill of sequencing.
While Mrs. Villalobos used a cooperative strategy in the reading lesson, for the
most part, I observed that the seating arrangement of groups and group work were much
less structured than they had been for the formal cooperative lesson. Students would
frequently check with their group members if they didn’t understand a direction. In one
group, members often translated directions for a one of the partners in their group, who
was in the emergent stage of English acquisition, without her requesting it.
While Mrs. Villalobos had the students seated in groups of four or five, during the
math lesson I observed, the students did not work as groups. The lesson was directed at
the whole class and Mrs. Villalobos called on students to answer questions individually
and chorally. Groups were, however, awarded points for their responses. The grouping
strategy Mrs. Villalobos uses had both academic and classroom management
applications.
The second grade team at Angelitos Elementary has a unique system of grouping
students across the grade level. The five teachers plan units together, particularly in the
content areas and then group students across the grade level in a program they refer to as
“Extensions.” In the Extensions groups, students rotate through the five classrooms every
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other Friday morning and complete activities centered on a particular theme. These
activities are designed to use materials that are geared to various skill levels in reading,
writing and math. Students who have not developed language skills commensurate with
those of their peers are grouped together so that they can get focused instruction in those
skills based on the content. While I did not observe the Extensions program in action
during the data collection period, I had seen it previously and understood that many of the
emergent and early intermediate ELL students were in a group together during the
Extensions activities. In this way, they were able to get additional, focused ESL lessons
that would help them progress toward greater proficiency.

Strategies and Lesson Delivery
In conjunction with the rest of the second grade team, Mrs. Villalobos had a
dedicated ESL time for her ELL students every day, excluding Wednesdays, which are
short days due to teacher planning. She also incorporated into her lessons choral reading
and the ESL adaptations found in the adopted reading series into her lessons. While
conducting whole-class, directed lessons, she used hand gestures and modeling as well as
graphic organizers on the overhead projector to enhance comprehensible input.
Throughout her student teaching experience and in her first year of teaching, she cut
pictures from magazines and laminated them for use in vocabulary instruction. Mrs.
Villalobos utilized these pictures in language arts and content area lessons.
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Practice and Application
As mentioned earlier, Mrs. Villalobos used the graphic organizer of the house to
help students review the elements of a story they had read. Mrs. Villalobos had created a
model for the students to follow as she demonstrated the construction of the large origami
house. As the students worked to complete their models, she walked around the room to
make sure that all students were completing the task correctly. Once the house was made,
Mrs. Villalobos instructed the students on what the contents were to be. They wrote the
title of the story on the outside and the characters “inside” the door on the left. The plot
of the story went in the main section of the house and the setting was on the right side.
Mrs. Villalobos continued to walk from group to group watching how the students
completed their work, and helping individual students as needed. She also encouraged
those students who were finished to help others in their group. She said, “Don’t tell them
what to write, but ask them questions so that they will be able to tell you what they will
write.” The questioning that she modeled for the class on a regular basis helped the
students who were helping their peers know what to do.
During one observational period, Mrs. Villalobos had asked her students to write
in their journals things that they knew about the desert. The students were directed to
write at least four things that they knew. As she circled the room, Mrs. Villalobos
responded to students individually. She then called on individual students to share their
writing using cards she chose randomly from a basket of names. Finally the journals were
collected and Mrs. Villalobos would correct them at a later time. While she graded their
journals, she also accepted students writing in Spanish and invented spellings in English.
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From what I observed, it seemed that she was using the journal as a modified KWL to
gauge what students knew about the desert.
Mrs. Villalobos utilized a variety of instructional techniques in her teaching.
While many of these strategies are not specifically directed at her ELL students, all were
beneficial for those of her students who were acquiring English.

Review and Assessment
Mrs. Villalobos adapted assessments for her ELL students. She shared that she
often had ELL students retell stories by arranging the pictures from the stories in
sequence and telling her about the story orally. She was most concerned about how her
students would fare on the standardized tests they would take in April. She taught
specific test-taking strategies, such as “ruling out bad answers and look[ing] for key
words in those testings (sic).”
Beyond the retelling strategy, Mrs. Villalobos did not identify any other
adaptations she made to assess her ELL students. Adaptations to summative assessments
were not observed, and it appeared that her ELL students did the same assignments as her
English- speaking students did. Informal, formative assessments through questioning
techniques were used throughout the lessons I observed. As Mrs. Villalobos asked
questions of the students, she encouraged both individual and group responses. One
observation that is illustrative of her use of this technique was when her students were
completing their houses to describe the characters, setting and plot of a story. She asked,
“Who was in the story?” When the students responded, she asked, “What is Ibis?”
Students didn’t respond quickly, so she asked, “Was Ibis a dog, like Balto?” Students
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were then able to respond chorally in the negative, and then she called on an individual
student to tell her that Ibis was a whale. Mrs. Villalobos adjusted her questioning strategy
to accommodate the understanding of the students and create for them a scaffold to
access the information from the story they had read. While Mrs. Villalobos uses these
strategies with the class as a whole, they are also effective strategies for second language
learners.

Summary
The case study data provides a picture of the ways in which teachers attend to the
oral language development needs of their students. The data indicates that teachers have
similar knowledge of what to do to help ELL students develop oral language, although
some of the strategies are not in use. The case study data provides a more detailed
account of what teachers do to address the needs of their ELL students.
Overall, Ms. Muñoz has witnessed definite changes in the way she instructed and
assessed her students following the passage of Proposition 203. She found that reflecting
on her teaching and on the responses of her students has allowed her to make the
instructional changes she feels are necessary so that all of the ELL students in her class
will learn.
Although she hadn’t attended a SIOP session at the time of the study, Mrs.
Henderson’s education and experience allowed her to develop the strategies that help her
to address the linguistic needs of her ELL students. She created lessons that adapted
content area instruction to match the proficiency levels of her students through the use of
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cooperative learning, manipulatives, and adapting of text materials. At the time, she did
not use specific language objectives, but relied on her own resources and the adopted
texts to provide structure to her lessons for the whole class.
Mrs. Class attended the SIOP session conducted by the district during the
semester in which I was observing her. There are some strategies based on the SIOP
model that were present as she was teaching in the content areas. The most effective of
the strategies she used was planning with her grade level team to construct groupings
based on language proficiency for reading and ESL classes. Additionally, in her own
class with her homeroom students, she used manipulatives, demonstrations, and graphic
organizers to scaffold the instruction. In discussions with her students, she used
metacognitive strategies, choral and non-verbal whole-group responses to help students
understand the concepts of the lesson and to participate. She most frequently used
individualized instruction as the means by which to review and re-teach concepts
individual students did not understand. While Mrs. Class utilized some of the strategies
that were identified by Echevarria, Short and Vogt (2004), her instructional delivery did
not consistently address the needs of her ELL students.
Mrs. Villalobos used a wide variety of strategies to help her ELL students. Like
Mrs. Class, she worked with her team to create groups for ESL instruction so that
students would have the opportunity to work at their own proficiency level. Additionally,
the use of the Extensions program across the grade level provided skills practice and
activities matched to the students’ skill and language proficiency levels. Physically, the
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room was a print-rich environment, with labels on most of the classroom objects to help
pre-emergent students feel more comfortable in the classroom setting.
Mrs.Villalobos had her homeroom class for reading instruction, and used
cooperative grouping as one means of helping students to practice comprehension skills.
She also emphasized the key vocabulary in reading as well as in the content areas, so that
students had a context for the content area instruction. During instruction, Mrs.
Villalobos rephrased questions, reviewed directions and included graphic organizers to
help her ELL students follow the lesson. She also modified assessments to make sure that
all students understood the content while at the same time considering their English
proficiency in their products.
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Question 3
What have been the most difficult and the most successful experiences endorsed and nonendorsed teachers have had as a result of the implementation of Proposition 203?

Survey Data Findings
Data set 2 reflects the teachers’ understandings about the aspects of second
language learning that might create difficulties in academic settings. The teachers’
knowledge of the needs of students and difficulty in adjusting to those needs in a
heterogeneous class are reflected in the responses to the items. Additionally, the items
included in the data set mirror those areas of policy implementation that would enhance
the teacher’s capacity to work effectively with ELL students in an SEI setting. The items
were chosen because they parallel the perceptions individual teachers shared in the case
study portion of the project. Table 13 demonstrates the mean scores of the responses to
the questions related to the teachers’ perceptions of what is difficult and what makes SEI
teachers feel successful. Table 14 represents an analysis of the means of the sample.
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TABLE 13

Demographic Descriptive Statistics for the Total Sample of Teachers Related to Their
Perceptions of Difficult and Successful Experiences

Item from Likert Scale Survey

7. Students who are learning a
second language are ready to
start to learn content in the
target language as soon as they
can have conversations using
the target language.
12. My ELL students participate
in games with their Englishspeaking peers on the
playground.
13. My ELL students seem shy
around teachers and other adults
in the school.
16. I am uncomfortable with my
students speaking Spanish in
my presence.
19. In the last year, I have read
about how to help ELL
students.
20. In the last year, I have
attended workshops about how
to help ELL students.
21. I am able to get materials I
need to help ELL students.
22. I know who to ask if I need
help with my ELL students.

Experienced,
Endorsed
N= 5

Not
Experienced,
Endorsed
N=34

Not
Experienced
Not Endorsed
N=39

Experienced
Not Endorsed
N=29

Mean
Response

Mean
Response

Mean
Response

Mean
Response

2.80

2.48

3.14

2.87

4.60

4.41

4.31

4.15

3.20

2.62

2.71

3.05

1.80

1.65

2.03

2.10

4.20

4.36

4.48

4.33

3.80

4.27

4.28

3.82

3.60

4.03

4.24

4.10

4.00

4.33

4.48

4.26
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TABLE 14
Analysis of the Means of Total Sample of Teachers Related to Their Perceptions of
Difficult and Successful Experiences
Survey Items Related
to
Research Question 3

Groups 1 and 2
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 1 and 3
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 1 and 4
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 2 and 3
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 2 and 4
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 3 and 4
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed

t-Test for Equality of Means
t

df

Mean Difference

33

Significance (twotailed)
.710

.375

.414

5.895

.694

.5000

-1.640

56

.107

-1.4286

-1.623

49.553

.111

-1.4286

-.199

66

.843

-.1579

-.205

66.000

.838

-.1579

-1.090

31

.284

-1.9286

-1.474

7.936

.179

-1.9286

-.400

41

.691

-.6579

-.532

6.465

.613

-.6579

1.396

64

.167

1.2707

1.382

56.097

.172

1.2707

.5000

The analysis of the combined survey items related to the positive and negative
experiences teachers have had while teaching SEI indicates that whether experienced or
not, teachers are generally in agreement as to the elements of SEI instruction that are
difficult and those elements that make them feel successful. Understanding the
development of L2 is an important concept that affects the classroom participation of
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students. The teachers’ response to item 7 indicates that teachers know that oral language
development at the personal communication level will not help a student in his/her
academic development without support. The inexperienced, non-endorsed teachers were
neutral on this item, however consideration of the frequency distribution indicates that
2/3 of the teachers in this demographic group either disagree or are undecided about the
implications of oral language development in the academic content areas.
Teachers answered specific questions about the comfort level of the Spanishspeaking students in their classes. Teachers indicated that ELL students participate in
class with their English-speaking peers and are not shy around adults (item 12), although
more experienced teachers were more attuned to introverted behaviors of their ELL
students (item 13). Teachers support the students’ speech in L1, even though instruction
in given in English (item16). Teachers responded that Spanish was allowed for use
among students in their classes in spite of the fact that it is no longer used for instruction.
The responses to questions about their willingness to read and attend workshops related
to SEI instruction indicate that they are interested in training and have used it to improve
instruction. The inexperienced teachers were more likely to take advantage of trainings
than were the experienced teachers (item 20). From the analysis of the frequency of
responses, it would appear that all teachers responded positively to items related to the
support from the district in terms of personnel, material resources and trainings (items 20,
21, 22), although experienced, endorsed teachers were more frustrated by a perceived
dearth of material resources than were the other demographic groups.
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Results of the t-test, as shown in Table 14 show that for endorsed and nonendorsed teacher, there is no significant difference between those teachers who have
more experience and those who have less experience in their perceptions of the
difficulties and successes they have experienced while working with ELL students in the
SEI setting.
Case Study Data Findings
When considering the successes and difficulties in implementing SEI instruction,
the members of the cohort group had varied responses. The teachers who are endorsed
have had more positive experiences than the teachers who are not endorsed. Among all
the teachers, there were unique observations. The responses of each teacher will be
discussed individually within the scope of the research question.

Mrs. Muñoz
As an experienced, bilingually endorsed teacher, Mrs. Muñoz had fewer
difficulties than her peers. Her main concern was that teaching in a language that many of
her students do not understand is time consuming. This concern is similar to Mrs. Class’
concern over her students not progressing at the same pace and their English speaking
classmates, and whether they will “be ready” for the succeeding grade. Developing key
vocabulary, reviewing concepts and teaching students to read in an unfamiliar language
are also some of the obstacles Mrs. Muñoz has encountered in her SEI program.
Mrs. Muñoz also stated that there are few guidelines for what SEI teachers do in
their classes. At the time of the study, the Arizona State Department of Education had not
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released guidelines for ESL instruction nor had it developed a means of training teachers
to complete endorsements in SEI. Without these guidelines, Mrs. Muñoz said, there was
no way of creating a scope and sequence for SEI instruction. Mrs. Muñoz noted that the
lack of clarity of guidelines has a greater effect on her fellow teachers who are not
endorsed and who have ELL students for the first time in their classes.
Of the four teachers in the case study cohort, Mrs. Muñoz seemed to feel the most
comfortable with teaching in an SEI setting. She stated, “I feel like all the strategies I’m
using will benefit, you know, all the kids…I think I do a good job of it.” Like the second
and third grade, the Kindergarten teachers at Angelitos teamed together and grouped
students to meet the language needs of their classes. Working together has allowed all the
members of the team to share ideas and plan strategically to create lessons to benefit
students at all levels of language proficiency.

Mrs. Henderson
Mrs. Henderson experienced a unique set of circumstances that made her teaching
different from the rest of the teachers in the case study. As a result of the No Child Left
Behind legislation, Kolb Road School had been designated as a “failing” school. Because
of this designation, the school participated in the state’s Reading First initiative and was
required to implement a scripted reading program. The decision was made at the district
level to use the Voyager Program. The presence of this program created difficulties for
Mrs. Henderson not faced by her peers. Her main source of trouble was in the vocabulary
instruction offered by the program. The words were of a high academic level, but the
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script provided very little in the way of adjustments that could be made for ELL students.
Mrs. Henderson found herself frequently augmenting the scripted program through the
use of pictures and additional activities and small group instruction with her ELL
students. For example, one day Mrs. Henderson was reading a book to the students
related to their study of the Arctic. The book, Tacky the Penguin, contained several
words with which the students would be unfamiliar. Mrs. Henderson wrote the words on
the board and introduced their meanings before she began to read the book. As she read,
she asked students to raise their hands when they recognized one of the vocabulary
words. At one point, as she was reading, she read the word “puzzled” and stopped. She
asked the students what they thought the word meant and told them to use the picture as a
clue. One student said, “wondering,” and Mrs. Henderson responded, “Yes, he was
confused, puzzled, wondering.” The use of the picture clue, and giving students more
than one synonym for an unknown word are both identified best practices for developing
vocabulary for ELL students.
While these additional activities were outside of the scope of the scripted
program, Mrs. Henderson felt they were essential for her EL learners to understand the
content. The emphasis on decoding and phonetics also presented problems for her. Many
of the students did not understand the words, so even when decoding was possible, it did
not have an effect on their comprehension of the text.
The greatest difficulty Mrs. Henderson has found has been in teaching the
vocabulary. She felt that the students understanding of the vocabulary is key to their
success, and that she was constantly trying to think of ways to make vocabulary
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instruction engaging. While she created lists of vocabulary and definitions on the board,
this was not her most effective strategy. She also related that she “used mimics, or I use
my hands, you know, and pictures, visuals. If I don’t have a picture, and a word comes
up, I draw it or try to explain it.”
Mrs. Henderson is an endorsed bilingual teacher who has much experience
working with children, but limited experience as a classroom teacher. In spite of her lack
of experience, in the interview Mrs. Henderson could see the advantages her training has
brought her. She said, “I know what to do and I can help them [ELL students] more.” She
said that she knows many strategies that helped her in making the content of first grade
comprehensible. General teaching strategies she employs, such as cooperative activities
and frequent changes in grouping students provided comprehensible input and also
helped to keep her students involved in the lessons. During the observations, I noticed
that Mrs. Henderson frequently used various cooperative strategies to help students
practice the language and to demonstrate their knowledge of content concepts. She used a
“think-pair-share” strategy to develop the students’ background knowledge before
reading about a topic. This strategy consists of students thinking about a question for a
short period of time, pairing with a partner to discuss what they thought about, and then
one or both of the partners volunteering to share with the whole class one thing that they
heard. When students were practicing vocabulary, she used an inside-outside circle where
one student had the target vocabulary on a card and the partner to that student would tell
what the word meant. Mrs. Henderson, like Mrs. Muñoz, felt that her additional training
through the bilingual endorsement and the additional district- sponsored trainings she has

138

attended have helped her to prepare lessons to develop the English language skills of her
ELL students.

Mrs. Class
While implementation of SEI has been somewhat problematic for all teachers, the
teachers who are not endorsed seemed to have more to say about the pitfalls of sheltered
instruction. Mrs. Class identified trouble she had professionally and concerns she had for
her students. Professionally, she felt inadequately prepared to teach in an SEI setting
when the law went into effect. When asked what she thought was the most difficult
aspect of teaching SEI, she said,

“I think probably my lack of training for it. Once you’ve done that [oral language
development], but you still have that block, and you’re not getting any further
with them, or that doesn’t translate to the AIMS or Stanford…I feel like they’re
losing out at this certain age that they should be higher and they can be higher
(emphasis by the speaker) you know, and then to pass them on where they get
even more confused. I don’t have any background with the ELL’s and the…kids
who are higher have the bilingual teachers. The kids who don’t have the
background are the ones I’m giving service to. ”
The greatest frustration was that Mrs. Class felt unprepared to work with ELL
students. Because of the law, the system requires that those students who have a waiver
have teachers who are bilingual and who know the theory and practice of second
language acquisition. This results in the students who are less proficient being assigned to
classrooms where they are more likely to get a teacher who does not speak their home
language and who has had more limited opportunities to develop the skills necessary to
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meet the needs of second language learners. This situation is frustrating for many SEI
teachers.
Although Mrs. Class had participated in the SIOP training offered by the district,
implementing the strategies she has learned has been difficult. She felt that the SIOP
model was challenging to begin using without on-going support from district personnel.
Another area of need identified by Mrs. Class was that of addressing the academic
development of intermediate ELL students. These are students who are able to converse
in English fluently, but haven’t mastered the intricacies of reading and writing in English,
particularly in academic settings. She was concerned about “passing them [the ELL
students] on [to fourth grade] where they’ll be even more confused.” While the majority
of Mrs. Class’ ELL students were at the intermediate level of proficiency, she was
worried about their ability to “keep up” with their English-speaking peers. Through the
observation of Mrs. Class, I noted that her main strategy to address the needs of the
intermediate ELL’s in her class was to individualize instruction. During one observation,
while her students were working on a writing assignment, she met with two students,
both ELL’s, to conference about their stories. While all students had a graphic organizer
to help them to include all parts of a story, the ELL students received extra guidance
during the conferencing process. While Mrs. Class felt that this was the most effective
way to help her students with intermediate proficiency, she also admitted that it was
fatiguing to her as a teacher to constantly meet with students and to roam the room to
individualize instruction, but it has been the most effective means for her, she said, of
meeting the academic needs of her students.
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One of the professional difficulties faced by teachers as the new law is
implemented is that the structure of the law pairs the more highly trained teachers with
the more proficient students. Before students are 10 years of age, the waiver for which
their parents can apply is the Type 1 waiver. In order to qualify, students must
demonstrate oral language proficiency on a test designated by the state of Arizona. Thus
students who are more proficient can potentially be placed in a bilingual program, with a
bilingually endorsed teacher. Students placed in an SEI program are more likely to get a
teacher who has not studied the theory and strategies necessary for serving the needs of
ELL students. Mrs. Class felt that the implementation of the law has led to inequities for
teachers, as well as for students and their parents.
Mrs. Class saw few positives about teaching an SEI class. She stated that she felt
more successful the previous year when she had more students at lower proficiency
levels, and one could gauge their progress more easily. The year of the data collection,
she had students who were at higher levels of proficiency, but not able to qualify for a
waiver. The progress of her higher-level students was much more difficult to ascertain.
The only other positive aspect of the implementation of SEI at the third grade level was
the ability of the teachers at that grade level to team to meet the needs of their students.
The students were grouped by proficiency and skill level for language arts instruction,
thereby allowing the teachers to focus their efforts and plan more easily.
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Mrs. Villalobos
Mrs. Villalobos noted that students who had a higher level of proficiency and
literacy in their first language (L1) made an easier transition into their second language
(L2). Her biggest frustration with teaching SEI was that she felt that she really didn’t
know what she was doing and was frustrated with herself. She felt that her students could
sense her frustration and worried that they would think it was directed at them. She
agreed with Mrs. Class that the pressure to teach content and skills that would be
measured on the standardized test was great, and a significant negative aspect of teaching
SEI.
As for positive experiences, Mrs. Villalobos utilized the more experienced of her
endorsed peers in her building to help her to more effectively instruct her students. She
mixed her students with others across the grade level and teamed with a partner teacher
so that her students would get the appropriate level of ESL instruction. The other teacher,
who is endorsed and has over 15 years experience teaching ELL students, taught the less
proficient students for ESL time and Mrs. Villalobos taught the more proficient. She also
had the Title I Program Facilitator model lessons for her so that she could use strategies
that would be effective for language development. In the interview, she shared, “Cathy
came in and modeled some lessons for me. So did Janice. And I got some ideas from
Andrea. I just really pulled from all over the place.” She felt that this interaction with
mentors helped her teaching and made the instruction more effective for her ELL
students.
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Summary.
While the survey data indicated that no statistically significant variation occurred
among the teachers regarding the successes and difficulties they had had in teaching SEI,
data from the case study portion provides more specific examples of the concerns
teachers have and their interpretations of success. The endorsed, experienced teacher felt
successful in the use of strategies to meet her students’ needs, but was frustrated by the
lack of direction on a state level regarding implementation of the program. The endorsed,
inexperienced teacher had difficulties related to vocabulary development, which she
attributed to the use of a scripted program that does not consider the precise needs of ELL
students. She felt that her students made progress in learning oral English. The nonendorsed experienced teacher was the most frustrated, citing her lack of preparation to be
an SEI teacher as the most frustrating aspect of teaching SEI. She felt that her teaching
one-on-one style was beneficial to her students. The non-endorsed, inexperienced teacher
also felt inadequately prepared to teach ELL students, but was glad to have the advice of
her grade level team and other certified personnel in her building.
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Question 4
How do endorsed and non-endorsed teachers perceive their abilities to meet the academic
and social needs of the ELL students in the SEI classrooms?

Survey Data Findings
Teachers’ understanding of the necessary elements of instruction of a second
language affects their perceptions of their abilities to meet the academic and social needs
of the students in their classes. Additionally, teachers may note the social development of
ELL students and may use that information for instructional purposes. The items included
in table 15 show the district teachers’ understanding of their students as well as the
teachers’ abilities to use their own and other resources to meet the social and academic
needs of the students. Table 16 depicts the results of the t-test analysis of the means for
combinations of groups of teachers based on their endorsement and experience level.
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TABLE 15
Demographic Descriptive Statistics for the Total Sample of Teachers Related to Their
Perceptions of Their Abilities to Meet the Academic and Social Needs of Their Students

Item from Likert Scale Survey

Experienced,
Endorsed
N= 5

Not
Experienced,
Endorsed
N=34

Not
Experienced
Not Endorsed
N=39

Experienced
Not Endorsed
N=29

Mean
Response

Mean
Response

Mean
Response

Mean
Response

4.97

4.83

4.74

1.74

1.79

1.87

4.41

4.31

4.15

2.40

2.00

2.29

2.58

4.20

4.36

4.48

4.33

3.80

4.27

4.28

3.82

3.60

4.03

4.24

4.10

4.00

4.33

4.48

4.26

3.40

3.79

3.65

3.51

2.25

3.18

2.50

2.95

10. When teaching in a second
language, it is important to use
contextual clues such as tone of
voice, pictures, graphs, etc. to
4.60
enhance the students’ capacity to
understand
11. I have noticed that my ELL
students do not socialize with their
1.80
English-speaking peers.
12. My ELL students participate in
games with their English-speaking
peers on the playground.
4.60
18. I have difficulty knowing how
to make my ELL students
understand the content of my
lessons.
19. In the last year, I have read
about how to help ELL students.
20. In the last year, I have attended
workshops about how to help ELL
students.
21. I am able to get materials I
need to help ELL students.
22. I know who to ask if I need
help with my ELL students.
23. I use language assessment data
to help me to plan to meet the
needs of my ELL students.
25. I group my ELL students to
provide structured language
lessons separate from the rest of
my class.
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TABLE 16
Analysis of the Means for the Total Sample of Teachers Related to Their Perceptions of
Their Abilities to Meet the Academic and Social Needs of Their Students

Survey Items
Related to
Research Question
4

Groups 1 and 2
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 1 and 3
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 1 and 4
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 2 and 3
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 2 and 4
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 3 and 4
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed

t-Test for Equality of Means
t

df

Significance (twotailed)

Mean
Difference

1.632

32

.112

3.1167

1.630

3.842

.181

3.1167

.187

55

.852

.1815

.187

53.837

.853

.1815

1.235

66

.221

1.0509

1.227

60.793

.224

1.0509

-1.474

29

.151

-2.9352

-1.517

4.023

.204

-2.9352

-1.150

40

.257

-2.0658

-1.099

3.590

.340

-2.0658

.975

63

.333

.8694

.975

52.872

.341

.8694

The statistical data indicate that teachers in the primary grades are comparable in
their perceptions of their abilities to meet the social and academic needs of the ELL
students in their classes. There is little variability among teachers as to their perceptions
of their teaching abilities.
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Teachers state that they have knowledge about how to meet the oral language
development needs of the ELL’s in their classes. They note the importance of
contextualizing information and creating lessons that actively develop vocabulary skills
(item 10). Teachers also indicate that the social and academic needs of their students are
being met. Responses to items 11 and 12, which address the social aspects of students’
participation in school indicate that the teachers perceive students to be comfortable in
their classes. There is agreement across the categories of teachers that they feel confident
in their abilities to make content comprehensible.
As mentioned earlier, teachers improve their practice through reading and
professional development. Responses to item 19 and 20 show that teachers seek out
information to develop their instructional skills for their ELL’s. Although teachers know
how to use the assessment data to construct lessons, the data from the survey indicate that
teachers see little need to group students to provide direct language instruction at the
proficiency levels of the students (item 25).
In Table 16, we can see the levels of significance regarding the survey questions
related to the teachers’ perceptions of their own abilities to meet the needs of their ELL
students. The results indicate that, considering experience and endorsement status, there
is no difference in how teachers perceive their abilities to meet the academic and social
needs of their ELL students in an SEI class.
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Case Study Data Findings
Regarding their perceptions of their abilities to meet the academic and social
needs of the students in their classes, the differences among the cohort teachers began to
emerge. Teachers who have endorsements understand the language needs of their
students, know how to group students and for what purposes, and know strategies to meet
the social, linguistic, and academic needs of the students in their classes. Conversely, the
teachers who are not endorsed in a bilingual education or ESL are more frustrated with
their abilities and consider themselves to be less successful. We will consider each
teacher’s responses individually.

Mrs. Muñoz
Of the teachers in the cohort group, Mrs. Muñoz felt the most prepared to teach
ELL students. She felt that she was well trained and had a wealth of strategies to use to
help students develop their communicative skills in English. She stated, “I’m a trained
bilingual teacher, so I think I know what it is that they [the students] need…I really do
think I do a good job of it.” Mrs. Muñoz was confident in her teaching skills and used
lessons with a multitude of strategies to convey the concepts she is teaching. Another
factor that influenced Mrs. Muñoz’ perception of her teaching was her grade level. She
said that much of teaching Kindergarten is devoted to language acquisition and
vocabulary development, a distinct difference from other grades. At the higher levels, she
said, the pressure to pursue academic content creates more stress for both the ELL
students and the teachers who work with them.
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Although she is a trained and experienced teacher, before our interview, she was
unaware of some of the policies that have been developed since the law was passed. For
example, when the law first passed, teachers were not informed that they could use the
preview/review method to help ELL students understand the lessons. This method is a
means by which the teacher uses the first language of the students to briefly introduce a
new concept to a small group of students as needed. The lesson is then conducted in the
second language followed by a review in the L1 to assure that the students understood the
concept. As new policies are developed by the state and the district, it is important that
the information is communicated with the SEI teachers in the district.

Mrs. Henderson
Mrs. Henderson also felt well prepared to teach SEI as a result of her education.
While she had more limited experience than did Mrs. Muñoz, she felt confident in her
abilities to work with ELL students. She especially noted that she used flexible grouping
strategies and frequent student-to-student interaction to help her ELL students develop
English-speaking skills. She said, “I use a lot of them [cooperative learning strategies]
like inside-outside circle…they have a chance to interact.” She believed that her
classroom provided a safe environment for students to risk speaking in English. Through
cooperative learning activities, choral responses, and individualized help, the goal was to
create a low-risk environment where students could practice the language skills while
learning the content knowledge for first grade. She noted that at the end of the school
year, the majority of her students were communicating to her and to one another in
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English, in spite of the fact that they knew she knows Spanish. She attributed this to her
practice of responding in English when students ask a question in Spanish.
The main factor that concerned Mrs. Henderson was the implementation of the
Voyager reading program. Mrs. Henderson felt that the time the program took to teach
affected her ability to teach the content areas. In addition, the emphasis on above grade
level vocabulary and phonics skills made her feel less successful in meeting the language
needs of her ELL students. Because she saw little in the way of strategies to address the
needs of ELL students in reading, Mrs. Henderson spent a great deal of time augmenting
the lessons with strategies and materials that would help her ELL students to understand
the reading and apply the skills of the lessons. Like Mrs. Villalobos, she consulted with
her peers and looked for ideas from others to aid her students. She said, “I got a lot of
them [strategies for ELL students] from Betty. I was in her room for a long time as a
Special Ed. T.A.” The strategies she learned from working with teachers as a T. A.
helped her to create opportunities for comprehensible input as a teacher.
While she was secure in her ability to adapt the materials to meet the needs of the
students, the necessity of creating materials and adapting them frustrated her. She was
critical of the Voyager program because, she felt, it did not meet the needs of her ELL
students. Because the school was on a Reading First grant that required this program, all
she could do was create ways to supplement the program components so that they would
fit the language needs of her students.
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Mrs. Class
Mrs. Class felt relatively unsuccessful in meeting the needs of her ELL students.
She said that she felt “frustrated and like I’ve exhausted the resources I have [to teach
ELL students].” Mrs. Class felt more success with her students who were less proficient
because she could see the gains they made in their proficiency levels. There were only
two students who fit this category. The rest of her ELL students were at an intermediate
level of proficiency. She had a more difficult time responding to the needs of her more
proficient students. These students had very well developed social language skills, but
faltered on the academic tasks she assigned. Mrs. Class would like to get more training in
the academic uses of language so that she can help the more orally proficient students
make progress. She said, “At the higher levels, like with writing, I think that’s more of a
gray area, for helping them advance.” Across the district, students tend to have difficulty
making the transition to English reading and writing, the skills they most need to be
successful in the mainstream classroom. Based on the comments of this teacher, SEI
teachers are most insecure about teaching writing.
Mrs. Class admitted that she has felt self-conscious teaching ELL students
because she had been very successful in her mainstream class before Proposition 203
passed and not being as well prepared to teach ELL students frustrated her. In addition,
she felt that her ELL students were not as prepared to take the AIMS and Stanford 9 tests
as their peers were, because of their unfamiliarity with academic English and her inability
to advance their skills.
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Mrs. Class used individualized help as needed as her main means of helping her
ELL students. She walked around the class monitoring their work and helped students, as
they needed it. To a degree, given the population of her class, this style of teaching was
effective. It did, however, cause fatigue for the teacher. It also slowed the pace at which
she addressed the third grade curriculum, creating feelings of worry that her students
would not be adequately prepared for fourth grade. Although Mrs. Class became aware of
other strategies through the training in the use of the SIOP model, she needed more
modeling and practice in the use of the model to really affect how she worked with
students.

Mrs. Villalobos
While not as experienced as the rest of the cohort, or endorsed as a bilingual or
ESL teacher, Mrs. Villalobos considered herself moderately successful in her SEI class.
She was “proud of the students when they could participate” and gave them
encouragement when they took risks to speak English. She knew that some of her
students “really succeeded.” She was not specific as to how she measured students’
success. The main benefit experienced by Mrs. Villalobos was that she was able to work
on a team with more experienced peers who helped her to develop lessons that would
serve the language needs of her ELL students. Mrs. Villalobos admitted that she was
frustrated with her own inability to draw out those Spanish-speaking students in her class
who were particularly shy about speaking in English. She was also frustrated with trying
to plan writing lessons that would address the needs of all the proficiency levels of
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students in her class. Her biggest concern with her teaching of SEI was getting students
prepared for the standardized testing that took place in April. She was unsure of how to
prepare them since she knew that many of her less proficient students would not
understand the questions and the accommodations for them would be minimal.

Summary
The results of the survey data indicate that there is no difference among teachers
with regard to their perceived success with teaching ELL students in an SEI classroom.
The case study gives a clearer picture of the differences among teachers’ beliefs about
their abilities to meet the needs of their ELL students. The experienced, endorsed teacher
felt well prepared to address the academic and social needs of her students. Similarly, the
endorsed, inexperienced teacher believed that the strength of her program was in her
ability to adapt content to make it comprehensible to her students. The experienced, nonendorsed teacher felt somewhat effective, although her feelings of success are mitigated
by frustration over how to address the needs of students at an intermediate level of
proficiency. The inexperienced, non-endorsed teacher felt that she was able to reach her
students, but could not define what elements made the activities in her SEI classroom
successful.

153

Question 5
What are the material and staff development resources available to the teachers of ELL
students in SEI classes? How are the resources accessed by the teachers?

Survey Data Findings
The data sources included in set 4 include the knowledge-base questions about
second language acquisition as well as the resources that are available for SEI teachers at
the school and district levels. Table 17 illustrates the degree to which teachers know
about elements of language acquisition that occur during lessons and how much they
know about resources to support their teaching. Table 18 represents the analysis of the
mean used to determine the degree of significance related to the responses of the
teachers.
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TABLE 17

Demographic Descriptive Statistics Related to Teachers’ Perceptions of Material and
Staff Development Needs With Regard to SEI Instruction

Item from Likert Scale Survey

18. I have difficulty knowing
how to make my ELL
students understand the
content of my lessons.
19. In the last year, I have
read about how to help ELL
students.
20. In the last year, I have
attended workshops about
how to help ELL students.
21. I am able to get materials
I need to help ELL students.
22. I know who to ask if I
need help with my ELL
students.
23. I use language
assessment data to help me
to plan to meet the needs of
my ELL students.
24. My teaching assistant
frequently helps ELL
students in my class.

Experienced,
Endorsed
N= 5

Not Experienced,
Endorsed
N=34

Not Experienced
Not Endorsed
N=39

Experienced Not
Endorsed
N=29

Mean Response

Mean Response

Mean
Response

Mean
Response

2.40

2.00

2.29

2.58

4.20

4.36

4.48

4.33

3.80

4.27

4.28

3.82

3.60

4.03

4.24

4.10

4.00

4.33

4.48

4.26

3.40

3.79

3.65

3.51

4.20

3.70

3.88

3.59
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TABLE 18
Analysis of the Means Related to Teachers’ Perceptions of Material and Staff
Development Needs With Regard to SEI Instruction

Survey Items Related
to
Research Question 5

Groups 1 and 2
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 1 and 3
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 1 and 4
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 2 and 3
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 2 and 4
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Groups 3 and 4
Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed

t-Test for Equality of Means
t

df

Mean Difference

30

Significance (twotailed)
.672

.428

.815

20.971

.424

.6963

-1.362

50

.179

-1.3437

-1.363

49.725

.179

-1.3437

.263

61

.794

.2407

.264

56.686

.793

.2407

-1.258

28

.219

-2.0400

-2.336

21.213

.029

-2.0400

-.276

39

.784

-.4556

-.576

18.865

.571

-.4556

1.694

59

.096

1.5844

1.701

52.511

.095

1.5844

.6963

Considering the data as expressed by the frequencies of responses, it appears that
teachers are somewhat aware of the material, personnel, and staff development resources
available to them through the administration of the LAD program. T-tests were also
performed to determine the differences between the means of groups 1-4 for the items
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related to the research question about materials and resources (see Table 18). The results
of the t-test show that for comparison groups 1 and 2; 3 and 4; and 1 and 4, there were no
statistically significant differences in the means. For the comparison of the means
between groups 2 and 3, however, there was a statistically significant difference between
the means (p =.029, not assuming equal variances). Experienced teachers exhibit a
slightly higher awareness than new teachers, but that difference is not statistically
significant (p>.05). This variance could be due to the fact that experienced, endorsed
teachers had the most direct communication with the Language Acquisition Department
(LAD) prior to the passage of Proposition 203, and so they are more aware of the
resources available to them. Although new teachers, whether endorsed or not, have been
a primary target for training and coaching on the part of the LAD department, they have
little knowledge of the resources available to them to help them to effectively teach ELL
students.
Individually considering the key statements that relate to this research question,
we can see that teachers in the district know about a variety of ways to address the needs
of their ELL students. Teachers utilize district resources for training at a high rate, with a
total of 94 % of the total sample in agreement with item 19 and 81% having stated that
they participated in some kind of staff development related to the education of ELL
students in the previous year. Similarly, they are aware of the personnel who can help
with questions about curriculum and instruction as they attend to the linguistic
development of ELL students. In the sample, teachers from all categories indicated by
responses in the “agree” range, that they knew who in the district could advise them
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about teaching ELL students. Teachers reported that teaching assistants are utilized as
support for language learning, although some teachers commented on the survey that
teaching assistants were not available at their school for this purpose. Considering the
frequency distribution with regard to the use of teaching assistants, the group with the
greatest variability was the inexperienced, non-endorsed group.

Case Study Data Findings
At the time of the study, the State Department of Education had not initiated a
training program for teachers in SEI programs, nor had it developed regulations defining
the requirements for completing an endorsement in Sheltered English Instruction. The
district had begun to train teachers utilizing the expertise of trainers from within the
district and from without. District policy outlined the expectation for teachers to complete
100 hours of training within the first three years of implementation of ARS §15-751-755.
These trainings included sessions on strategies, program organization, and the Sheltered
Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) presented by the staff of the Language
Acquisition and Development Department, as well as training sessions provided by Maria
Montaño-Harmon, Jo Gusman, and Catherine Brown. These sessions emphasized
effective strategies to use for ESL and for sheltering content. The training provided by
Maria Montaño-Harmon consisted of a three-level course offered once a month during a
semester, beginning with a series of workshops devoted to ESL strategies. Trainings
provided by Jo Gusman and Catherine Brown were full-day sessions that incorporated
strategies as well as information on second language acquisition and proficiency levels.
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The teachers who participated in the cohort had varied experiences with the training and
implemented it differently. The teachers all discussed the need for further training both
for themselves and for other members of their respective faculties.
For the teachers who participated in the case study, the staff development and
materials for instruction offered by the district met with moderate success. The
implementation of the staff development and the materials provided by the district will be
examined in light of the following categories:
1. Effect on student learning/Personal impact
2. Clarity of guidelines
3. Peer interaction

These categories, developed by Fullan (1991) will help to organize the analysis
and will be considered separately.

Effect on student learning/Personal impact
The cohort teachers agreed that some of the trainings they had received were
helpful in meeting the needs of their ELL students. The discussion of the training
centered around the Maria Montaño-Harmon workshops offered by the district in
conjunction with the Career Ladder program. The strategies presented and the follow-up
that Dr. Montaño-Harmon incorporated into her trainings were essential for the continued
implementation of the strategies. Mrs. Muñoz, who had taken the training during her
second year of working for the district, had a similar experience. Mrs. Muñoz commented
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that “seeing her and hearing her talk about the strategies reinforced my own approach to
teaching.” The strategies of cooperative learning, visuals, pacing, and projects are all
strategies Mrs. Muñoz used in her classes on a regular basis. Two of the other cohort
teachers, Mrs. Henderson and Mrs. Villalobos, also took the Montaño-Harmon training.
Both agreed that the strategies they learned helped them to make the concepts they were
teaching clear to their students. Mrs. Villalobos, however, thought many of the strategies
were more applicable to instructing students at higher-grade levels. Her second graders
benefited from the cooperative learning strategies reviewed in the training, but there were
other activities that they could not do. She found that many of the strategies she used with
her students were Total Physical Response (TPR) activities geared at those with the
lowest levels of proficiency. Mrs. Class has not yet had the opportunity to take the
Montaño-Harmon course, however she participated in the SIOP training offered by the
district during the 2003-2004 school year. As mentioned earlier, Mrs. Class found the
training to be helpful in terms of creating the framework to organize instruction for ELL
students, however she also discussed the need for ongoing mentoring to insure that the
practices about which she had learned could be effectively implemented with her
students.
The cohort teachers had much to say about the support they receive from the
administration. They appreciated the work of the LAD department and have identified
some ways that training could be improved. They communicated in the interviews the
need for more frequent follow-up with teacher-mentors and to have a site-based program
that would support them in practicing what they learn in workshops. All of the cohort
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members agreed that more teachers need to take advantage of the multiple trainings
offered by the district. While approximately 200 teachers at various levels had taken the
SIOP course at the time of the study, there were sessions that were cancelled for lack of
attendance.
Three of the four teachers took advantage curricular materials found in the
district’s materials center. While the past two years saw an increased use of the material
resources available to teachers, the materials center remains, as Mrs. Muñoz stated, “The
best kept secret in the district!” Teachers of ELL students need to be made aware of the
resources they have at their disposal.
When bilingual education was the main program for meeting the needs of ELL
students, the district had an ESL adoption entitled Into English. Each of the bilingual
teachers had a kit in their room that included a teacher’s guide, posters, big books, tapes,
and small student books. When the law passed and SEI became the means of instruction
for ELL students, the adoption was needed by many more teachers at each grade level.
The schools were reluctant to buy additional materials because the adoption was nearing
its end, and another ESL adoption cycle would begin in 2004-2005. The limitations of
materials necessitated teachers working together to group students homogeneously for
ESL instruction. Some schools and grade levels were more willing to do this than others.
The teachers at both of the schools were amenable to grouping students with at least one
other teacher in order to provide ESL instruction, and they continued to use Into English
as well as other supplementary materials to augment their instruction.
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Clarity of Guidelines
Mrs. Muñoz spoke about the need for disseminating information to the schools as
it comes from the Arizona Department of Education (ADE) to the district. Initially, in the
year following the passage of Proposition 203, members of the LAD Department staff
went to schools to explain the procedures the district had developed and the implications
of the guidelines on the programs offered at each school. These meetings were held with
faculty and staff as well as with parents. During the 2003-2004 school year, there were no
such meetings as schools were expected to begin to educate their own staff and
communities.
Ongoing training needs and information are addressed through various means of
communication. The district has a policy of holding monthly administrators’ meetings.
During these meetings, the Director of the LAD Department has the opportunity to
discuss information that comes from ADE regarding program recommendations, forms,
and policies for implementing ARS §15-751-755, and to inform school administrators of
new district policies that are approved by the school board. Additionally, the LAD
Department has liaison teachers from each school who meet on a monthly basis and who
fulfill the function of retrieving program-specific information, but for the cohort teachers,
communication of policies and procedures may be delayed or not disseminated to the
school personnel. Continuing efforts need to be made to provide school sited with
trainings on reading the English assessment data and interpreting it so that it can be
useful in the classroom. The only teachers who were aware of this were Mrs. Muñoz and
Mrs. Henderson, who also served as their schools’ liaisons to the LAD Department.
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Additionally, LAD department staff met with liaisons as needed to clarify information.
More frequent communication and visits with school personnel are needed to make
teachers aware of the regulations that guide the programs for ELL students.
At a school level, three of the four teachers felt that the building administrator
needed to be more involved and supportive of the program. The need for planning time
and aid time was mentioned. Since many teachers are not taking advantage of training
opportunities within the district, perhaps the building administrators can make sure that
teachers are aware of the trainings that are available.

Peer Interaction
As the interviews progressed, it became apparent that teachers most often used
ideas they gathered from one another to meet the needs of their students. Additionally,
the new teachers tended to utilize the expertise of the Title I Program Facilitator in order
to gain more insight and to practice their teaching skills as they related to providing
meaningful lessons for their ELL students. Mrs. Class summed up her greatest need in
terms of addressing the education of ELL students by saying, “If I had mentoring in my
room, I know I could do it.” Both of the non-endorsed teachers both professed the need
for a mentor to give them ideas and to model effective lessons. The second grade teacher
sought out mentoring from the Program Facilitator, as well as from colleagues at her
grade level. The third grade teacher felt that the mentoring should come directly from the
LAD Department. Both felt that a purposeful mentoring program, if it could be developed
by the LAD department, would be the most beneficial to them as they continued to work
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with ELL students. They particularly felt the need of help to meet the academic needs of
their students at the intermediate level of proficiency.

Summary of Findings from all Questions
The statistical data gathered from teachers across the district indicate that they
have similar experiences to one another, regardless of their endorsement status or their
experience in the classroom. Endorsed and non-endorsed teachers are similar in the ways
in which they attend to the oral language needs of their ELL students and it is reflective
of their perception of what constitutes good teaching. The difficulties they experience as
a result of teaching in an SEI setting are consistent, with no statistical difference among
the stratified groups. The teachers are open to the language differences in their classes
and perceive themselves as attending to the social and academic needs of their ELL
students. The greatest area of need, as indicated by the survey, is to help teachers to learn
how to group their students for specific language instruction. Across the district, teachers
are not likely to group their ELL students for specific, structured language lessons. The
effect of this practice is that students may receive sheltered content instruction, but their
proficiency in English may be delayed by the limitations of their understanding of the
structural elements of English. Finally, teachers are aware of and use the resources
available to them in the district. In Chapter 5, we will examine the extent to which the
reactions of teachers from across the district align with those examined in the case study.
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5
DISCUSSION OF SURVEY AND CASE STUDY DATA

Discussion of Data Findings
Several findings surfaced as a result of the data collection through the case study
and the quantitative study. The findings from all of the data collected are summarized in
this chapter. Comparisons among the case study cohort teachers and between those
teachers and the general teaching population of the district will be discussed.
Through the first research question of the study, I examined the ways in which
endorsed teachers attend to the oral language development of ELL students in an SEI
class. Considering the data from the survey, teachers from across the district are generally
in agreement with the opinions expressed by Mrs. Muñoz and Mrs. Henderson as they
expressed them in the case study portion of the research. The responses on the survey
indicate that teachers who are endorsed know the theory behind second language
acquisition and incorporate multiple strategies to help their students learn content and
language. Like the teachers in the case study, teachers from across the district know about
the language test data they can use to help plan instruction, however teachers are not
likely to use that data to group students in ways that help them to address the particular
language needs of the students. This trend was unlike that reported by the case study
teachers, who group their students and share the responsibilities for ELL students with
other teachers in their grade levels.
Mrs. Muñoz and Mrs. Henderson had similar responses to the instructional
methodology required by ARS§15-751-755. Both use a variety of techniques to ensure
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that their students have comprehensible input in the content areas. These techniques are
dominated by vocabulary development strategies and questioning to develop oral
language. In terms of planning, both teachers consider the needs of the ELL students in
their rooms and provide additional resources to ensure understanding. The frequent
movement and pace of their lessons keeps students engaged without being overwhelming.
Although both teachers stated that they relied on grouping to aid in their instruction, the
grouping strategies for both seemed to contribute more toward classroom management
than it did to language acquisition. In the area of assessment, based on the interviews,
observations, and discussions with the individual teachers following the observations, it
seems that Mrs. Muñoz, the more experienced teacher, utilized her own forms of
assessment to a greater degree than did Mrs. Henderson.
In view of the outcomes of the case study of these teachers with regard to the
question at hand, there are four themes that emerge from an examination of the data.
Endorsed teachers attend to the oral language development of ELL students in three
significant ways. They:
1.

use multiple instructional techniques and strategies to ensure
understanding

2.

strategically teach content and essential vocabulary, and

3.

assess the progress of students with consideration for their
linguistic development in English

The fourth theme that can be concluded based on the qualitative data is that, while
teachers use some cooperative strategies, students do not frequently participate in
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structured cooperative group lessons. The quantitative data allows for the comparison of
the case study teachers to their peers throughout the district.
As in the initial question in the study, through the second question, I examined the
ways in which non-endorsed teachers address the needs of the ELL students in an SEI
class. With regard to question 2, the survey data indicate that there are few differences
among the teachers who are not endorsed. The teachers who are not endorsed have some
understanding of second language acquisition and are aware of the assessments that are
used by the district to help teachers to plan instruction. Like the endorsed teachers from
across the district, teachers in this group are more likely to teach English through the use
of heterogeneous grouping and content-based ESL instruction. They are less likely to
group their students for focused ESL instruction. This is some difference between the
teachers studied in the case study cohort and those participating in the survey.
Mrs. Class and Mrs. Villalobos both began teaching ELL students as a result of
the passage of Proposition 203. As a result of the abrupt changes to the program model
previously used in the district, many teachers throughout the district found themselves in
a similar situation to these two non-endorsed teachers. There are similarities and
differences between Mrs. Class’ and Mrs. Villalobos’ approaches to teaching ELL
students.
Mrs. Class and Mrs. Villalobos both utilized strategies that benefit ELL students.
During their instructional planning, they emphasized the pre-teaching of vocabulary and
the use of graphic organizers to help students to have a framework for their learning. In
terms of lesson delivery, both teachers used a multitude of questioning types to help their
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students progress in their understanding of content and both consistently monitored the
class, meeting with individual students to check for understanding. Grouping of students
was discussed by both teachers and could be observed in their lessons, although the use
of planned cooperative learning strategies was only observed in the second grade. Both
teachers worked with colleagues at their grade levels to group students from across the
grade to meet the ESL requirement of the SEI program. In many ways, Mrs. Class and
Mrs. Villalobos had similar means of addressing the language needs of their students,
however, there were also some distinct differences in the ways they addressed SEI.
While many of the teaching strategies and planning systems of these two teachers
resembled one another, there were also some significant differences in the manner in
which they served their ELL students. Mrs. Class tended to re-teach concepts in order to
assure that everyone in her class understood the content and included written directions
that she reviewed with the students before they attempted their individual tasks. Mrs.
Villalobos relied on step-by-step oral directions, modeling for the students and
monitoring their progress as they completed the tasks. Mrs. Villalobos was observed to
use cooperative learning as a means of reviewing material as well as giving students an
opportunity to practice their language. Mrs. Villalobos also used the ESL strategies
identified in the reading series. In the second grade, ELL students experienced a greater
amount of language development through the print-rich environment of the room. They
also had the advantage of the grade level Extensions program, where they could get
content-based lessons that were appropriate to their proficiency levels in English.
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There are four factors that contribute to the differences between the instructional
strategies used by the two non-endorsed teachers at Angelitos. The proficiency levels of
the students, the teaching style of the teacher, pressures brought on by standardized
testing, and the length of teaching experience all contribute to the differences I found
between these two teachers.
The proficiency levels of the students have a significant effect on the planning
and implementation of the program at the two different levels. For the third grade teacher,
there were fewer ELL students, and, considering the results of their LAS tests, only one
student scored at the pre-emergent stage of language acquisition. In contrast, there was a
ratio of 13/24 ELL to non-ELL students in Mrs. Villalobos’ second grade; compared to
9/24 in Mrs. Class’ third grade and more of the second graders were at the lower
proficiency levels as measured by the LAS. Perhaps the difference in teaching emphasis
is accounted for in the fact that in second grade, the ESL and the reading components
separated by the grade level team, whereas in third grade ESL was integrated into the
language arts period. Almost all the third grade ELL students needed to develop their
proficiency in reading and writing, but they had achieved proficient scores on the oral
component of the test.
Teachers’ various styles mean that students will experience different approaches
to SEI. Mrs. Class has developed a teaching style that incorporates re-teaching to a
greater extent than does Mrs. Villalobos. Mrs. Class provided scaffolding as a separate
element following the lesson, where Mrs. Villalobos scaffolded the content at the
beginning of the lesson and subsequently provided less support as the lesson proceeded.
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Each teacher’s long-term planning also affected the scaffolding that took place. Mrs.
Class stated, and was observed to have begun the year with a great deal of support, but
“weaned” the students away from the support as the year progressed. With her second
graders, Mrs. Villalobos continued to provide additional support through to the end of the
school year.
The pressure of making students ready for standardized testing is the third major
factor contributing to the differences between these two non-endorsed teachers.
Throughout the district, I have heard many intermediate grade teachers comment on the
pressure to prepare their students for the yearly testing in April. ELL students are
required to take these tests in English, and so many teachers, including Mrs. Class, find it
necessary to teach exclusively in English and to move through the curriculum at a pace
that will allow them to “cover” all the material that will be tested. I will discuss the
ramifications of this phenomenon more in the final conclusions.
Finally, the length of time and the professional experiences of these teachers may
have an effect on how they address the needs of their ELL students. Mrs. Villalobos did
her student teaching during the first year of implementation of ARS 15-751-755. Her first
full-time teaching job was in an SEI classroom and she took over from a teacher who was
bilingually endorsed. As a new teacher, she has had the opportunity of support from the
Program Facilitator at her building as well as her colleagues at her grade level. While
Mrs. Class has had more experience than has Mrs. Villalobos, much of her experience
has been in mainstream classes. Teaching in and SEI setting is problematic because she
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has had to adjust to many students with a need different from those she has experienced
in the past.
While both teachers have developed teaching strategies to benefit their ELL
students, the transition to teaching in an SEI setting has been less challenging for the
endorsed teachers than it has been for these non-endorsed teachers. Strategies that ensure
comprehensible input are used in the endorsed teachers’ rooms with more consistency
than they are in the classrooms of the non-endorsed teachers. Teachers who have had the
experience of meeting the needs of ELL students are better equipped to respond to those
needs, even in a classroom where English is the sole language of instruction. One
additional theme that surfaced in the case study of the non-endorsed teachers was that
these teachers sought out help from their peers to guide their instruction. This conclusion
was supported by the quantitative data, with non-endorsed teachers expressing similar
opinions on items 19-22 of the survey.
Question 3 of the study addressed the successes and difficulties teachers have had
while implementing the SEI program. The quantitative data show that teachers who are
not endorsed are only slightly more likely to be uncomfortable with languages other than
English being spoken in their classes. They also have more difficulty knowing how to
meet the needs of their ELL students. All teachers are aware, however, of how use
assessment data to help plan instruction. Teachers report that they use their teacher
assistant time they have in the classroom to assist ELL students, but those most likely to
group students are the endorsed teachers who also have more than five years experience
in the classroom. One issue that teachers in the case study cohort expressed was the
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success they felt with the students’ progress toward English. All four teachers felt that
overall, their students made progress in learning English. This factor was not included in
the survey, so there is not statistical data to support the qualitative conclusion for at a
district level.
While the endorsed teachers in the case study experienced fewer areas of
difficulty than did the non-endorsed teachers, it is evident from the case study that the
implementation of SEI has been problematic for all teachers. Table 19 shows the
similarities and differences in the perceptions of endorsed and non-endorsed teachers.
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Successes

TABLE 19
Difficulties and Successful Experiences of Case Study Participants
Endorsed Teachers
• Students are comfortable in the
SEI class
• Confident about training and
strategies used
• Knowledge of materials
• Can speak Spanish when
needed
•

Difficulties

•

Non-Endorsed Teachers
• Students are comfortable in
the SEI class
• Teachers able to take
advantage of training
opportunities and get help
from colleagues
• Knowledge of materials
• Accepting of students’ L1
Frustration with regulations not
• Feeling unprepared to teach
matched to teacher’s philosophy
ELL students
of teaching for ELL students
• Equity issued with district
policies
Difficulty meeting the needs of
more proficient, but still not
• Difficulty meeting the needs
fluent students
of more proficient, but still
not fluent students
• Concerned about standardized
testing

The structure of the program, with the proficiency requirement for the Type 1
waiver, combined with a district population and policy that requires more teachers in the
SEI program than there are in bilingual programs has led to the current situation, where
most SEI teachers are not appropriately endorsed and have not had experience with
teaching ELL students. This has had an effect on morale for the non-endorsed teachers
who feel less prepared to work with ELL students while their endorsed co-workers tend
to have students who are more proficient in their classes.
Endorsed teachers are not without their own difficulties, as they believe that the
language of instruction should be linked to the first language of the student. The minimal
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use of L1 as defined by the law, is not specific and leads teachers to feel uncomfortable
using L1 for instruction at all.
Both groups of teachers agree that the most difficult circumstance is that of the
student who is orally proficient, but continues to need assistance in reading and writing.
The strategies and resources available to help these students have been limited, which has
been a source of frustration for all the teachers in the cohort. Additionally, teaching in
preparation for standardized testing conducted exclusively in English creates obstacles
for endorsed and non-endorsed teachers alike.
The degree to which teachers felt successful in meeting the needs of ELL students
was the focus of question 4. Teachers who participated in the survey and the cohort
teachers from the case study acknowledged some difficulty with meeting the needs of
their ELL students. At the same time, they reported that they had attended some kind of
training or had read to improve their skills in sheltering instruction. Although comments
were unsolicited, one teacher wrote that, “Teaching reading and writing is the most
difficult thing,” echoing the struggles of the teachers in the cohort group.
All four of the cohort group teachers experienced some degree of frustration with
teaching in an SEI setting. Of the four, the best prepared and the most confident was Mrs.
Muñoz, the teacher with a great deal of experience and an endorsement in bilingual
education. The three other teachers were somewhat confident of their abilities due to their
training in general teaching strategies, but they also experienced frustration in planning
and delivering instruction to students who were orally proficient, but continued to need
assistance in developing academic proficiency in reading, writing, and the content areas.
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All of the teachers identified vocabulary development as one of their strongest
characteristics in working with ELL students. The teachers at the higher grade levels
found the teaching of writing and working with the intermediate ELL students more
challenging because the trainings they have had focus mainly on pre-emergent and
emergent English learners. Three of the four teachers worked in teams that supported
them in their teaching experiences and provided extra help for ELL students.
The final question of the study related to the teachers’ perceptions about the
support they receive to implement a successful SEI program. Teachers in the cohort
group are most concerned about the implementation of SEI at their building level. They
expressed a need to have ongoing support in the form of mentoring from the LAD
Department as well as support from their building administrator. While the endorsed
teachers were aware of the material resources available both at their buildings and at the
Instructional Resource Center, the non-endorsed teachers were not aware of the materials
they could use to supplement their instruction, nor did they visit the resource center to
find materials they could use with their ELL students. Similarly, teachers from across the
district were not using the materials available to them. Teachers report that they are
aware of the district and school resources that are available. They also tend to use their
teaching assistants to aid the ELL students one-on-one. In the cohort group, Mrs.
Villalobos expressed how she sought out help from the teachers on her team and
personnel in her building. While teachers who participated in the quantitative data
collection knew who to ask for help, the data did not support the fact that they did ask for
assistance.
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Conclusions
The purpose of this study was to determine the positive and negative affects that
Proposition 203 has had on the practice of teachers who are working with ELL students
in one Arizona school district. Based on the research conducted in this study, several
conclusions can be reached. From the teachers’ perceptions, we can extrapolate the issues
surrounding the implementation of Proposition 203 at a state level, at a district level, at a
school level, and at a classroom level. The findings with regard to each of these levels
will be considered separately.

State level
The State Department of Education has maintained a strict interpretation of
ARS §15-751-755. In the area of classroom practice, the interpretation has been exacting,
with enforcement through monitoring by ADE personnel. Implementation of other parts
of the law however, have been lax. The state outlined a program for the endorsement of
SEI teachers in 2004. Teachers will be required to have fifteen clock-hours before August
30 of 2006 to earn a provisional SEI endorsement. To earn a full endorsement, they must
accumulate an additional 45 clock-hours in specifically outlined topic areas, before
August of 2009. ADE must approve the presenters and the training provided. This
training is minimal, compared to extensive training involved for other endorsements and
to be considered “highly qualified” under NCLB regulations.
In addition to teacher training, during the 2004-2005 school year, ADE initiated a
new language test for all districts. The Stanford English Proficiency Test (SELP) was
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implemented. Revisions to testing policies and reclassification of ELL students also
occurred following the implementation of the new law. Students were previously required
to have a proficient score on the language test, a 36 percentile on the reading portion of
the Stanford 9 test, and passing grades in order to be reclassified. State policy has also
changed so that the only qualifier for reclassification of an ELL student is passing the
language proficiency test. These changes create variables that affect the research about
the success of SEI as a program as compared to bilingual education. The uneven
interpretation of the law mirrors what Gándara (2000) discovered in her study of the
implementation of Proposition 227 in California. Like California, multiple reform efforts
and inconsistent application of the maw at the state level has perpetuated a negative
reaction to the new law and a sense of surveillance on the part of teachers and
administrators that affects implementation of the SEI program.

District level
As in California and Massachusetts, districts have responded with some
variability to the ARS §15-751-755. The findings of researchers who have studied
programs in California following the passage of Proposition 227 indicate that districts
implemented programs in varied ways, sometimes with schools within the same district
implementing programs that are vastly different from one another (Palmer and Garcia,
2000). Similarly, the district where the teachers in this study continue to work attempted
to maintain a bilingual program while implementing an SEI program. The
implementation of ARS §15-751-755 has caused some difficulty at the district level while
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also bringing to light the needs of EL students. One issue that teachers revealed was that
pressures at the district level to garner high test scores had an effect on the
implementation of SEI programs. Another complication for administrators at the district
level was the need to simultaneously adhere to federal and state mandates, which, at
times, contradicted one another. For example, the state requires all testing to be
conducted in English, including AIMS and Kindergarten benchmarks. Title III at the
federal level allows a three-year grace period before ELL students are required to take
state and standardized tests in English. At the beginning of implementation of the new
law, districts were left to interpret the law to suit the needs of their students. The state
developed regulations that were inconsistent with the adopted policies of the district. For
example, during the first year of implementation of the law, the district determined that a
60 on the oral LAS was sufficient to grant a waiver for the student. Later, the state
mandated that a student would need to achieve a level 4 with a score of 75 or better in
order to be approved for a waiver. These inconsistencies ultimately had an affect on how
the program was implemented at the classroom level.
The district also found some positive results from the law. As more teachers have
had the experience of working with ELL students, they have come to understand better
the needs of language minority students who make up a large percentage of the district’s
population. Trainings provided by the district have helped teachers to improve their
practice, leading to more awareness of effective teaching strategies. The district resources
have been utilized to gather materials and to hire personnel to assist with the successful
implementation of a program that would address the needs of ELL students at all grade
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levels. Teachers continue to need to be made aware of the resources available to them
through frequent communication with the program staff and the school’s individual LAD
department liaisons. The resource center of the district is used extensively by some
teachers and not at all by others. While the district attempted to maintain quality English
language programs, the school site is where the implementation of SEI has the most
relevance and can be successful or flounder.

School Level
The schools in the study operated under different guidelines. Angelitos is a school
with an SEI strand, but it also continues to implement a TLA program. The TLA program
consists of mainly first through fifth grades, although the kindergarten teachers have
modified the SEI strand to incorporate first language instruction for those students who
qualify for a waiver. Kolb Road School is strictly SEI and instruction of ELL students is
further complicated by the implementation of a scripted reading program with little
modification for ELL students, unless the teacher knows the strategies to ensure
comprehensible input for his/her students. Maxwell-Jolly (2000) found that much of the
implementation at the school level depended on the support or opposition of the principal
and the leadership team at the school. At Angelitos, the implementation of SEI and TLA
within the same school indicates that the staff is committed to maintaining both programs
to educate ELL students. Another benefit to the implementation of SEI at the school level
is that it has created the necessity of teams of teachers working together to benefit
students. Most of the teachers in the case study group discussed the teaming they have
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done to support ELL students. Additionally, teachers in the quantitative group agreed that
they utilized help from their peers to more effectively teach ELL students.
Teachers identified two main needs to improve their practice. Both groups of
teachers identified the need for the district to continue to provide ongoing training. In
addition, teachers would like to see the training supported by a mentoring program so that
teachers can refine the skills they learn through the training.

Classroom level
This study focused on the classroom level of implementation of
ARS § 15-751-755. Similar to the conclusions about the district and school levels,
teachers have experienced both positive and negative effects as they begin to work with
ELL students in the SEI setting. These effects can be seen in the teachers’ professional
experiences and also in the classroom practices they employ.
On a professional level, teachers had fewer positive experiences than negative
ones. The findings indicate that the tenets of the new law frustrate teachers, regardless of
their experience level or endorsement status. In the third year of implementation, teachers
still were feeling uncertain about the regulations derived from the law. Three of the case
study teachers felt that lack of guidance from the building administrator made the
implementation of the program more challenging. Also on a professional level, teachers
who were new to working with ELL students felt professionally unprepared for working
with a population of students that was new to them. One of the non-endorsed teachers,
who speaks little Spanish, also was frustrated by her inability to communicate with the
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parents of several of her students. One of the main complaints expressed by the teachers
in the school with the bilingual strand was the unequal distribution of more proficient
students. Students who had higher oral proficiency in English qualify for waivers, leaving
the less proficient students in SEI classes where they are more likely to get a teacher who
has not had the professional preparation to work with ELL students. This finding mirrors
that of Gándara, Rumberger, Maxwell-Jolly and Callahan (2003), as they found that
language minority students are often matched with teachers who lack the strategies to
serve ELLs effectively. Even the experienced, endorsed teacher shared her frustration
with inconsistencies in professional understanding of the law. She was unaware that
certain techniques were “allowed” to be used in SEI classrooms.
The teachers expressed frustrations at the curricular level as well. One of the most
prevalent problems was the lack of time to incorporate ESL and sheltered instruction with
all the other curriculum needs of the school. Identification of effective strategies, such as
those found in the research of Echevarria, Short and Vogt (2000, 2004) and Facella,
Rampino and Shea (2005) could help teachers to plan better lessons for their ELL
students. The teachers in the case study group differed with the general teaching
population on this point. Teachers in the case study group worked collaboratively to
provide ESL instruction for the ELL students as a grade level team. Teachers in the
district-wide sample did not report grouping for explicit English instruction in any
manner.
Teachers also felt that moving more slowly with material so that ELL students
could understand it would mean that they students would not be adequately prepared for
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the next grade level or for the standardized testing that happens in the spring. Although
teachers are involved in the assessment of the students, the case study data indicates that
teachers do not consider the language assessments in planning for instruction. The survey
data supports this conclusion, as teachers responses fall into the neutral position on the
Likert scale. Similar to the district and school level challenges, testing ELL students in
English is problematic for SEI teachers. The need to adapt assessments of all types is
time consuming and confusing for teachers who had previously not has the experience of
working with ELLs.
Teachers felt they needed to have more guidance and practice using strategies that
would meet the needs of the students with higher levels of proficiency, so that the
students could be reclassified and ready to do mainstream academic work. A case study
teacher indicated that she would like to have a mentor in order for her to meet the needs
of her more orally proficient students, who are still having difficulty in reading and
writing. While teachers from across the district agreed that they could identify those staff
members in their buildings and at the district level who could provide support with issues
related to teaching in an SEI setting, and that they have had training in strategies, many
teachers do not seek out materials or personnel that can help. Inexperienced teachers and
teachers who are experienced and endorsed are the most likely to seek out material or
personnel resources.
Finally, the teacher at Kolb Road School was frustrated by the use of the scripted
reading program that did not meet the needs of her students. As more schools begin to
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utilize programs such as this for reading instruction, the problem of creating
comprehensible input for ELL students subjected to them will be compounded.
While they have identified many challenges in working under the new law,
teachers have also experienced some positive effects of SEI instruction. Teachers in the
cohort group felt positively about teaming with colleagues to meet the needs of their
students and to share ideas with one another. Teachers are able to use assessment and
anecdotal information to know more about the needs of their students. In all four
classrooms, teachers were observed to use shared background experiences to frame the
learning for their students and to build community in their classrooms. Three of the
teachers were observed to adapt content and assessments to meet their ELL students’
needs.
While the experienced, endorsed teacher seemed the most confident in her
abilities, all four of the teachers felt that they were doing the best job they could with
their students, given their professional knowledge about ESL and Sheltered instructional
methods. They felt that, for the most part, their students were making progress. They felt
that their classrooms were a place where students could work together and would be
comfortable, leading to a low affective filter (Krashen, 1984) and therefore, more
opportunities to practice and learn language.
In the observations, I noted that teachers have a variety of strategies at their
disposal to use with ELL students to lead them to higher levels of proficiency. The
simultaneous implementation of multiple reform efforts creates anxiety and uncertainty
about the most effective ways to educate ELL students. The result is that teachers, in
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content lessons, tend to focus on the low-level vocabulary development and fail to create
opportunities for students to reach higher levels of academic language and performance.
Teachers have indicated the need for more information and mentoring to help them to
create more effective lessons for their students. Of particular interest to teachers is the
development of lessons to help students with intermediate proficiency in English build
academic fluency so that they may be successful on standardized tests and other measures
of academic achievement. While this was a common theme in the responses, there has
been little to demonstrate that the strategies shared in staff development sessions have
been implemented. If teachers, whether they are endorsed or not, experienced or not, can
consistently use the strategies they have learned to make content comprehensible, the
ELL students at Angelitos and Kolb Road schools will be able to reach high levels of
English proficiency and academic achievement.

Implications for the School District
The purpose of the study was to explore the experiences of teachers in Sheltered
English Immersion classes as they respond to the effects of the new law governing the
instruction of English Language Learners. Through the research questions, the following
conclusions can be drawn:
1. Implementation of instructional strategies in SEI classes varies, regardless of
the endorsement status or experience of the teacher
2. Teachers more easily address the needs of less proficient students than they do
intermediate level students

184

3. Teachers use of data and resources to support their instruction of ELL students
has been uneven
4. The influence of multiple reform efforts has had a confounding effect on the
implementation of SEI at both the administrative and classroom levels.

These conclusions have implications for policy implementation. Given that
districts and schools have developed policies to address the requirements of the law, and
simultaneously, the needs of the local school population, the district continues to modify
its policies related to SEI. The implications for district policy and program
implementation related to each conclusion will be considered separately.

Implementation of instructional strategies in SEI classes varies
The case study data indicates that teachers who are endorsed in bilingual
education or English as a Second Language have had a slightly easier transition to
teaching in an SEI setting; however, the interpretation of the new law at the state level
has made implementation challenging for all teachers. Endorsed teachers use multiple
techniques to help students acquire English. There is specific attention to vocabulary
development, and teachers adjust their assessments of students to fit with their
proficiency levels. The implementation of SEI by non-endorsed teachers has been more
varied. While non-endorsed teachers also develop vocabulary, their use of strategies
geared toward language development varies more than that of endorsed teachers. The
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non-endorsed teachers in the case study group had very different teaching styles, and
utilized broadly different means to shelter instruction.
The quantitative data supports the case study finding that teachers are familiar
with the instructional and grouping strategies that help ELL students to develop English
skills. To meet the needs of ELL students, teachers use what they know to be good
teaching strategies for the general population. These strategies include heterogeneously
grouping students for content area instruction, using context clues, expression, pictures
and graphs to enhance the students’ capacity to understand. While teachers know the
means by which to shelter content instruction, there were differential responses to the
grouping of students for focused ESL instruction. Three of the four teachers who
participated in the case study collaborated with other teachers at their grade level to group
students by proficiency level; however the results of the survey do not support this
phenomenon. The survey data indicate that teachers from across the district did not group
students by proficiency level for ESL instruction. The lack of grouping makes ESL
instruction challenging for both teacher and student, and leaves open the question of
whether teachers are providing focused instruction in English based on the proficiency
levels of their students.
Teachers have expressed the need for consistent mentoring following training.
Teachers have stated that they would feel more successful with their ELL students if they
could see specific strategies in action and have mentors give teachers ideas for ways
instruction of ELL students could be improved, particularly for students with
intermediate proficiency. For the district, the results of the qualitative and quantitative
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data indicate a need for continued staff development. While teachers use some strategies
that help all students, the development of training in specific strategies for building
second language proficiency will help teachers to avoid reliance on grouping ELL
students with more proficient peers in the content areas as the primary means for building
English skills. The district will need to examine the ways in which teachers incorporate
English instruction into their curriculum without focused ESL time. The district has
recently hired two master teachers who go to classrooms to model lessons and consult
with teachers about the strategies they are using to develop their students’ English
proficiency. Further study of this program will assess its effect on teaching practice.

Teachers more easily address the needs of less proficient students than those of
intermediate level students

The case study data indicates that teachers have adapted their practice regarding
the degree to which they serve ELL students who are at the pre-emergent and emergent
stages of language development. Teachers most often identified vocabulary development
as their main goal for ELL students. The case study teachers identified the instruction of
intermediate level ELL students as one of the most difficult aspects of working in an SEI
class. Teachers need specific training for language development for students who are
orally proficient, but have not achieved academic language proficiency in reading and
writing. The district has provided training through the SIOP model and through trainings
with consultants from outside the district, which will help teachers to develop lessons for
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all levels, but, again, the continued practice through the mentoring provided by the LAD
department must be consistent.

Teachers use of data and resources has been uneven
The data in both the case study and survey indicate that teachers do not
consistently use the data available to them to make instructional decisions for their ELL
students. The dissemination of data, materials and training opportunities has taken place
through meetings with principals and school liaison personnel. Multiple means of
communication of policies and data that affect the program implementation need to be
implemented. The presence of program specialists and mentor teachers in the schools will
help teaching staff to be informed of data about ELL students and encourage teachers to
use the data to make instructional decisions.

The influence of multiple reform efforts has had a confounding effect on the
implementation of SEI at both the administrative and classroom levels

In the years since the passage of Proposition 203, multiple reform efforts have
been instituted at the federal, state, and district levels. This has had a confounding effect
on the implementation of the SEI program. The case study teachers reported feeling
unsupported by administration in terms of guidance through these reforms. One example
of this perceived absence of support is that teachers have expressed frustration at the lack
of time to teach ESL while also implementing new adoptions in the content areas,
mandated assessments and test preparation. The emphasis on standardized testing and
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school performance goals required by the No Child Left Behind Act has left teachers
feeling the pressure to prepare students for tests that are conducted in English. Teachers
at the third grade level also feel that moving quickly through the curriculum so that
students will be ready for fourth grade has made ESL and sheltered instruction more
challenging. Finally, the maintenance of a bilingual program as well as SEI in the school
where most of the case study teachers work has led to an unequal distribution of ELL
students, with the less proficient students attending classes with teachers who are less
prepared to serve their linguistic needs, resulting in resentment of the administration and
the TLA program.
Given the reform efforts now in place, and the pressures of teaching and assessing
students who are learning English, the responsibility of the district is to use the staff
development program to make clear the common characteristics among various programs
and reform elements. Teachers need to be made aware of the ways in which the goals of
various reform efforts overlap, so that they can create more flexibility in scheduling and
planning for differentiated instruction. While the district has little power over the
assessment policies enacted at the state level, it would do well to provide training for
teachers on ways in which they can modify assessment of ELL students to accurately
measure the students’ content knowledge while considering his/her level of language
proficiency. When considering text adoptions and intervention materials, the district and
school administrations must take into account the unique needs of ELL students. Finally,
the administration at the school level will need to help teachers to plan for instruction of
ELL students by supporting grade level grouping at the end of each school year and
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monitoring the waiver process for students who qualify. If this can be done, placement of
teachers can be modified so that there is a more equal distribution of students at all
proficiency levels.

Implications for further study
This study helped to identify some preliminary themes related to how teachers in
SEI programs are attempting to address the needs of ELL students in the wake of the
passage of Proposition 203. The continued monitoring of how teachers implement SEI
programs is essential to program planning. While this study yielded some broad premises,
consideration of differences among grade levels will give a clearer picture of the
experiences of SEI teachers. It was noted in the qualitative section that teachers at the
lower grade levels feel considerably less pressure as a result of multiple reform efforts
currently in place in the schools. Further data collection in this area is needed so that
modifications to programs and staff development may be made to specifically target the
complexities of higher grade levels.
Another potential area of study related to the perceptions of SEI teachers is in
how they plan for students who are still ELL, but are at the intermediate levels of fluency.
These students have been identified by some teachers as “kids on the bubble.” In other
words, they are students who need to develop reading and writing fluency in order to be
considered Fluent English Proficient (FEP) by the state, and therefore need less support
in terms of language development. Teachers have noted that there is a critical need for
strategies and techniques to get intermediate students to full fluency.
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The study had limitations that were unforeseen at the beginning. The areas of the
qualitative study developed organically as themes began to emerge, but I simultaneously
distributed the questionnaires to collect quantitative data. I found during the analysis that
some of my quantitative data did not match the elements I had found in my qualitative
study. If I were to replicate this study, I would complete the qualitative section first, find
the themes, and then create a questionnaire to match the items more closely with the
themes of the qualitative plan. For example, I found that the teachers in the cohort
developed vocabulary strategically, but there were no items on the questionnaire
specifically related to vocabulary development.
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APPENDIX A
QUESTIONNAIRE
Julia Lindberg
Dissertation: Views From Sheltered English Immersion Teachers in the Post Proposition
203 Era

Questionnaire
The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine if you are able to participate in a
research study on teacher’s perceptions of successes and problems in teaching English
Language Learner (ELL) students in an SEI setting, and/or to gather information from
across the district regarding the aforementioned successes and problems. The information
you provide in this questionnaire will remain strictly confidential and will be known only
by the researcher, the participants in the case study and members of the researcher’s
dissertation committee. If you are selected to participate, your name will be changed for
the purposes of this study and any subsequent studies that result from the data collected.
This will protect your privacy. The study will be of no monetary cost to you, although
you will be asked to participate in meetings to discuss your experiences both in interview
settings and in meetings with the other participants in the study. Participation in the study
is voluntary and you are free to excuse yourself from it at any time. Completion of this
questionnaire implies that you are willing to participate in the study. Data collected from
across the district will be analyzed and used as a general baseline for the case study data.
Thank you for your time.

PART 1
1.
2.
3.
4.

My name is ______________________
My preferred pseudonym is _______________________
I have ______ years of teaching experience.
I have ______ years of experience working with non-English speaking
populations.
5. I have an endorsement in ________________________
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6. Some of the things I know about second language acquisition are:

7. Some of the strategies related to second language instruction that I know are:

8. I am an SEI teacher this year because:

9. Some methods of ESL instruction are:

10. Non-English Speakers may have strengths in the following areas:

11. I was an SEI teacher last year

I was not an SEI teacher last year
(skip questions 12 and 13)

12. What was difficult about teaching in an SEI setting was

13. What I plan to do differently this year is

193

PART 2
Please respond to the following statements using the scale below. Circle the
number that corresponds to the answer that most closely fits your opinion.
1 Strongly disagree

2 Disagree

3 Undecided

4 Agree

5 Strongly
agree

1. Non- English speakers can learn at the same rate as their English-speaking peers.
1
2.

2

3

4

5

Good ESL strategies are good teaching strategies for the general population.
1

2

3

4

5

3. Discourse patterns are different among ethnicities and races.
1

2

3

4

5

4. English-speaking students can be grouped with non-English-speaking students as
a means of developing English proficiency for the non-English speakers.
1

2

3

4

5

5. When learning a new language, it is common to have a “silent period” where the
student may not speak the second language, but s/he understands what is being
said.
1

2

3

4

5

6. Students who are learning a second language should read at a level below their
reading level in the first language.
1

2

3

4

5

7. Students who are learning a second language are ready to start to learn content in
the target language as soon as they can have conversations using the target
language.
1

2

3

4

5
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8. Knowledge of the grammatical structures and vocabulary in the first language can
inhibit learning in the second language.
1

2

3

4

5

9. There are skills in Spanish that do not transfer to English grammatical and
spelling structures.
1

2

3

4

5

10. When teaching in a second language, it is important to use contextual clues such
as tone of voice, pictures, graphs, etc. to enhance the students’ capacity to
understand.
1

2

3

4

5

11. I have noticed that my ELL students do not socialize with their English-speaking
peers.
1

2

3

4

5

12. My ELL students participate in games with their English-speaking peers on the
playground.
1

2

3

4

5

13. My ELL students seem shy around teachers and other adults in the school.
1

2

3

4

5

14. I notice that my ELL students converse in the classroom in Spanish.
1

2

3

4

5

15. I notice that my ELL students converse in Spanish on the playground.
1

2

3

4

5

16. I am uncomfortable with my students speaking Spanish in my presence.
1

2

3

4

5

4

5

17. I do not allow Spanish in my classroom.
1

2

3
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18. I have difficulty knowing how to make my ELL students understand the content
of my lessons.
1

2

3

4

5

19. In the last year, I have read about how to help ELL students.
1

2

3

4

5

20. In the last year, I have attended workshops about how to help ELL students.
1

2

3

4

5

21. I am able to get materials I need to help ELL students.
1

2

3

4

22. I know who to ask if I need help with my ELL students.
1
2
3
4

5

5

23. I use language assessment data to help me to plan to meet the needs of my ELL
students.
1

2

3

4

5

24. My teaching assistant frequently helps ELL students in my class.
1

2

3

4

5

25. I group my ELL students to provide structured language lessons separate from the
rest of my class.
1

2

3

4

5
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PART 3
Questions and Concerns:
These are my questions/concerns about working with non-English speaking students:

Here are some things I am planning to try to help those students in my class who are
ELL’s.
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APPENDIX B
CONSENT FORM AND DISCLAIMER FORM
Subject’s Consent Form
I am being asked to read the following material to ensure that I am informed of the nature
of this research study and of how I will participate in it, if I consent to do so. Signing this
form will indicate that I have been informed and that I give my consent. Federal
regulations require written informed prior to participation in this research study so that I
can know the nature of the risks of my participation and can decide to participate or not
participate in a free and informed manner.
Title of Study: Teachers’ Perceptions of Their Own Efficacy in Teaching Non-English
Speaking Students in the Post-Proposition 203 Era
Purpose: I am being invited to participate voluntarily in the above-titled research project.
The purpose of the study is to investigate the attitudes and perceptions of bilingually
endorsed teachers and non-bilingually endorsed teachers regarding Sheltered English
Immersion.
Selection Criteria:
I am being invited to participate because I have worked as a teacher in a sheltered English
immersion classroom during the 2002-2003 school year. I have filled out a voluntary
survey regarding the study and I have elected to participate in a case study of four
teachers all teaching in sheltered English classes.
Procedures:
If I agree to participate, I will be asked to consent to the following: interviews, group
discussions, classroom observations and examinations of my students’ work.
Risks:
There are no physical risks to participation in this study. I understand that I may
experience unease at being observed while I am in their classrooms. I may also bear a
psychological risk by discussing with other teachers what happens in my class. I
understand that there are procedures in place to protect me from these risks.
Benefits:
If I agree to participate in the study, I understand that the benefits to me will include the
discussion of the strategies I can incorporate in my Sheltered English instruction, and
definitions of the programmatic and staff development needs of the district for which I
work.

198

Confidentiality:
I understand that my confidentiality will be maintained through the use of a pseudonym
that will be known only to me and to the researcher. The other informants of the group
will hold the group discussions of which I will take part in confidence. The researcher has
informed me that notes will be taken in a notebook during classroom observations and
that my answers to the questions on the questionnaires are recorded only on paper. The
interviews and group discussions in which I participate will be recorded on an audiotape
and transcribed using a computer. Email correspondence will be saved to disc and deleted
from the researcher’s and participants’ computers. The data will be secured on disc and
not saved on the hard drive of the researcher’s home computer. When not in use, all discs
and notebooks related to the study will be secured in a home safe so they will not be
easily accessible to those not participating in the project. By signing this consent form, I
also agree to keep the comments made by the other informants of the group confidential.

Participation Costs and Subject Compensation:
I understand that there are no monetary costs to the informants commensurate with
participation in this study. I have been informed that my time will be required to meet
with the researcher for interviews and with the other participants for group discussions
about my experiences in the classroom.
Contacts:
I can obtain further information from the principal investigator, Julia M. Lindberg, PhD.
Candidate, at (520) 790-5688. If I have questions regarding my rights as a research
subject, I may call the Human Subjects Committee Office at (520) 626-6721.
Authorization. I may ask questions at any time and I am free to withdraw from the project
at any time without causing bad feelings. The investigator may end my participation in
this project for reasons that would be explained. New information developed during the
course of the study, which may affect my willingness to continue in this research project,
will be given to me as it becomes available. This consent form will be filed in an area
designated by the Human Subjects Committee with access restricted to the principal
investigator, Julia M. Lindberg, or and authorized representative of the Language
Reading and Culture Department of the college of Education. I do not give up my legal
rights by signing this form. A copy of the signed consent form will be given to me.

Subject’s signature

Date
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Investigator’s Affidavit:
I have carefully explained the nature of the above project. I hereby certify that to the best
of my knowledge the person who is signing this consent form clearly understands the
nature, demands, benefits, and risks involved in his/her participation and his/her signature
is legally valid. A medical problem or language or educational barrier has not precluded
this understanding.
Signature of Investigator
Revised November 24,2002

Date
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APPENDIX C
PROJECTED SCRIPT FOR INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
AND FIELD NOTE COLLECTION FORM

Research Questions 1 and 2:
When your students do not understand the language you are using in a lesson, what do
you do?
How have you adapted Reading and language instruction for the ELL students in your
class?
How do you modify assessment for the ELL students in your class?
How are students grouped? In what ways does the grouping affect language learning?
What staff development activities or classes have you taken to help you to teach nonEnglish speaking students?

Research Question 3:
How has SEI affected your planning?
How has SEI affected your instructional delivery?
How has SEI affected your assessment of students?
What do you do to ensure that ELL students understand what you are teaching?

Research Question 4:
How do your ELL students interact with the English dominant students in your class?
How so your ELL students participate in whole group settings? In small groups?

Research Question 5:
What staff development activities or classes have you taken to help you to teach nonEnglish speaking students?
How has SEI affected your assessment of students?
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Teacher:
Date/Time:
Research Questions
4.

How do bilingually
endorsed teachers
attend to the oral
language
development needs
of the ELL students
in their SEI
classrooms?

5.

How do the nonendorsed teachers
attend to the oral
language
development needs
of the ELL students
in their SEI
classrooms?

6.

What have been the
most difficult and
the most successful
experiences
endorsed and nonendorsed teachers
have had as a result
of the
implementation of
Proposition 203?

7.

How do endorsed
and non-endorsed
teachers perceive
their abilities to meet
the academic and
social needs of the
ELL students in the
SEI classrooms?

8.

What are the
resources available
to the teachers of
ELL students in SEI
classes? How are the
resources accessed
by the teachers?

Subject:

Observation
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APPENDIX D
BOARD POLICY FROM THE DISTRICT WHERE THESTUDY TAKES PLACE

I-285

PROPOSED

IGBF

Language Education

1.

Students shall have the opportunity to develop command of the English
Language and to be provided at their local school with an English public
education, and, as permitted by law, to develop skills in the use of other
languages. English Language Learners (“ELLs”) shall be education through
Structured English Immersion (“SEI”). Students whose parents have requested
and received approval for waivers from SEI, may be taught through bilingual
education techniques or other generally approved methodologies.

2.

Two-Language Acquisition (“TLA”), which includes Dual Language
Instruction, is considered an effective form of bilingual education and shall be
implemented, wherever possible, as part of the curriculum for students with an
approved waiver from SEI. The goal of TLA is to promote individual student
achievement, to provide students full access to the curriculum, to ensure
students the rapid acquisition of basic English skills and to secure students the
opportunity to acquire and demonstrate mastery of at least two languages, one
of which will be English.

3.

The superintendent of schools shall issue administrative regulations, from
time to time, containing procedures for the identification, assessment,
placement, reassessment, and reclassification of ELLs and develop
implementation procedures for continuous and appropriate assessment of the
effectiveness of all educational programs and activities governed by this
policy.

Revised: February 13, 2001
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APPENDIX E
QUANTITATIVE DATA TABLES
Not
Experienced,
Endorsed

Experienced,
Endorsed

Experienced
, Not
Endorsed

Mean
Response

Mean
Response

Mean
Response

Not
Experien
ced, Not
Endorsed
Mean
Response

1.Non-English speakers can learn at the same
rate as their English speaking peers

3.25

2.82

3.50

2.66

2.Good ESL strategies are good teaching
strategies for the general population.

4.20

4.85

4.69

4.44

3. Discourse patterns are different among
ethnicities and races.

4.25

4.14

4.12

3.47

4.20

4.41

4.55

4.26

4.80

4.47

4.48

4.28

3.00

2.56

2.75

2.71

2.80

2.48

3.14

2.87

3.40

2.62

2.21

2.87

4.20

3.82

3.57

3.84

4.60

4.97

4.83

4.74

Question

4. English-speaking students can be grouped
with non-English-speaking students as a
means of developing English proficiency for
the non-English speakers.
5. When learning a new language, it is
common to have a “silent period” where the
student may not speak the second language,
but s/he understands what is being said.
6. Students who are learning a second
language should read at a level below their
reading level in the first language
7. Students who are learning a second
language are ready to start to learn content in
the target language as soon as they can have
conversations using the target language.
8. Knowledge of the grammatical structures
and vocabulary in the first language can
inhibit learning in the second language.
9. There are skills in Spanish that do not
transfer to English grammatical and spelling
structures.
10. When teaching in a second language, it is
important to use contextual clues such as
tone of voice, pictures, graphs, etc. to
enhance the students’ capacity to understand

204

11. I have noticed that my ELL students do
not socialize with their English-speaking
peers.
12. My ELL students participate in games
with their English-speaking peers on the
playground.
13. My ELL students seem shy around
teachers and other adults in the school.
14. I notice that my ELL students converse in
the classroom in Spanish.
15. I notice that my ELL students converse in
Spanish on the playground.

1.80

1.74

1.79

1.87

4.60

4.41

4.31

4.15

3.20

2.62

2.71

3.05

4.20

3.68

3.41

4.11

4.00

3.79

3.86

4.21

1.80

1.65

2.03

2.10

1.40

1.32

1.50

1.92

2.40

2.00

2.29

2.58

4.20

4.36

4.48

4.33

3.80

4.27

4.28

3.82

3.60

4.03

4.24

4.10

4.00

4.33

4.48

4.26

3.40

3.79

3.65

3.51

4.20

3.70

3.88

3.59

2.25

3.18

2.50

2.95

16. I am uncomfortable with my students
speaking Spanish in my presence.
17. I do not allow Spanish in my classroom.
18. I have difficulty knowing how to make
my ELL students understand the content of
my lessons.
19. In the last year, I have read about how to
help ELL students.
20. In the last year, I have attended
workshops about how to help ELL students.
21. I am able to get materials I need to help
ELL students.
22. I know who to ask if I need help with my
ELL students.
23. I use language assessment data to help me
to plan to meet the needs of my ELL
students.
24. My teaching assistant frequently helps
ELL students in my class.
25. I group my ELL students to provide
structured language lessons separate from the
rest of my class.
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APPENDIX F
PROPOSITION 203
PROPOSITION 203
OFFICIAL TITLE
AN INITIATIVE MEASURE
TITLE 15, CHAPTER 7, ARTICLE 3.1, ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES, IS
REPEALED. SEC. 3. TITLE 15, CHAPTER 7, ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES,
IS AMENDED BY ADDING A NEW ARTICLE 3.1, ENGLISH LANGUAGE
EDUCATION FOR CHILDREN IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS
TEXT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT
Sec. 1. Findings and Declarations
The People of Arizona find and declare:
1. The English language is the national public language of the United States
of America and of the state of Arizona. It is spoken by the vast majority of
Arizona residents, and is also the leading world language for science,
technology, and international business, thereby being the language of economic
opportunity; and
2. Immigrant parents are eager to have their children acquire a good
knowledge of English, thereby allowing them to fully participate in the American
Dream of economic and social advancement; and
3. The government and the public schools of Arizona have a moral obligation
and a constitutional duty to provide all of Arizona's children, regardless of their
ethnicity or national origins, with the skills necessary to become productive
members of our society. Of these skills, literacy in the English language is among
the most important.
4. The public schools of Arizona currently do an inadequate job of educating
immigrant children, wasting financial resources on costly experimental language
programs whose failure over the past two decades is demonstrated by the
current high drop-out rates and low English literacy levels of many immigrant
children.
5. Young immigrant children can easily acquire full fluency in a new language,
such as English, if they are heavily exposed to that language in the classroom at
an early age.
6. Therefore it is resolved that: all children in Arizona public schools shall be
taught English as rapidly and effectively as possible.
7. Under circumstances in which portions of this statute are subject to
conflicting interpretations, these Findings and Declarations shall be assumed to
contain the governing intent of the statute.
Sec. 2. Repeal
Title 15, chapter 7, article 3.1, Arizona Revised Statutes, is repealed.
Sec. 3. Title 15, chapter 7, Arizona Revised Statutes, is amended by adding a
new article 3.1, to read:
ARTICLE 3.1. ENGLISH LANGUAGE EDUCATION FOR CHILDREN IN
PUBLIC SCHOOLS
SECTION 15-751. DEFINITIONS
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IN THIS ARTICLE,
1. "BILINGUAL EDUCATION/NATIVE LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION" MEANS
A LANGUAGE ACQUISITION PROCESS FOR STUDENTS IN WHICH MUCH
OR ALL INSTRUCTION, TEXTBOOKS, OR TEACHING MATERIALS ARE IN
THE CHILD'S NATIVE LANGUAGE OTHER THAN ENGLISH.
2. "ENGLISH LANGUAGE CLASSROOM" MEANS A CLASSROOM IN
WHICH ENGLISH IS THE LANGUAGE OF INSTRUCTION USED BY THE
TEACHING PERSONNEL, AND IN WHICH SUCH TEACHING PERSONNEL
POSSESS A GOOD KNOWLEDGE OF THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE. ENGLISH
LANGUAGE CLASSROOMS ENCOMPASS BOTH ENGLISH LANGUAGE
MAINSTREAM CLASSROOMS AND SHELTERED ENGLISH IMMERSION
CLASSROOMS
3. "ENGLISH LANGUAGE MAINSTREAM CLASSROOM" MEANS A
CLASSROOM IN WHICH THE STUDENTS EITHER ARE NATIVE ENGLISH
LANGUAGE SPEAKERS OR ALREADY HAVE ACQUIRED REASONABLE
FLUENCY IN ENGLISH.
4. "ENGLISH LEARNER" OR "LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENT"
MEANS A CHILD WHO DOES NOT SPEAK ENGLISH OR WHOSE NATIVE
LANGUAGE IS NOT ENGLISH, AND WHO IS NOT CURRENTLY ABLE TO
PERFORM ORDINARY CLASSROOM WORK IN ENGLISH.
5. "SHELTERED ENGLISH IMMERSION" OR "STRUCTURED ENGLISH
IMMERSION" MEANS AN ENGLISH LANGUAGE ACQUISITION PROCESS
FOR YOUNG CHILDREN IN WHICH NEARLY ALL CLASSROOM
INSTRUCTION IS IN ENGLISH BUT WITH THE CURRICULUM AND
PRESENTATION DESIGNED FOR CHILDREN WHO ARE LEARNING THE
LANGUAGE. BOOKS AND INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS ARE IN ENGLISH
AND ALL READING, WRITING, AND SUBJECT MATTER ARE TAUGHT IN
ENGLISH. ALTHOUGH TEACHERS MAY USE A MINIMAL AMOUNT OF THE
CHILD'S NATIVE LANGUAGE WHEN NECESSARY, NO SUBJECT MATTER
SHALL BE TAUGHT IN ANY LANGUAGE OTHER THAN ENGLISH, AND
CHILDREN IN THIS PROGRAM LEARN TO READ AND WRITE SOLELY IN
ENGLISH. THIS EDUCATIONAL METHODOLOGY REPRESENTS THE
STANDARD DEFINITION OF "SHELTERED ENGLISH" OR "STRUCTURED
ENGLISH" FOUND IN EDUCATIONAL LITERATURE.
SECTION 15-752. ENGLISH LANGUAGE EDUCATION
SUBJECT TO THE EXCEPTIONS PROVIDED IN SECTION 15-753, ALL
CHILDREN IN ARIZONA PUBLIC SCHOOLS SHALL BE TAUGHT ENGLISH BY
BEING TAUGHT IN ENGLISH AND ALL CHILDREN SHALL BE PLACED IN
ENGLISH LANGUAGE CLASSROOMS. CHILDREN WHO ARE ENGLISH
LEARNERS SHALL BE EDUCATED THROUGH SHELTERED ENGLISH
IMMERSION DURING A TEMPORARY TRANSITION PERIOD NOT
NORMALLY INTENDED TO EXCEED ONE YEAR. LOCAL SCHOOLS SHALL
BE PERMITTED BUT NOT REQUIRED TO PLACE IN THE SAME
CLASSROOM ENGLISH LEARNERS OF DIFFERENT AGES BUT WHOSE
DEGREE OF ENGLISH PROFICIENCY IS SIMILAR. LOCAL SCHOOLS SHALL
BE ENCOURAGED TO MIX TOGETHER IN THE SAME CLASSROOM
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ENGLISH LEARNERS FROM DIFFERENT NATIVE-LANGUAGE GROUPS BUT
WITH THE SAME DEGREE OF ENGLISH FLUENCY. ONCE ENGLISH
LEARNERS HAVE ACQUIRED A GOOD WORKING KNOWLEDGE OF
ENGLISH AND ARE ABLE TO DO REGULAR SCHOOL WORK IN ENGLISH,
THEY SHALL NO LONGER BE CLASSIFIED AS ENGLISH LEARNERS AND
SHALL BE TRANSFERRED TO ENGLISH LANGUAGE MAINSTREAM
CLASSROOMS. AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE, CURRENT PER CAPITA
SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FOR ENGLISH LEARNERS SHALL BE
MAINTAINED. FOREIGN LANGUAGE CLASSES FOR CHILDREN WHO
ALREADY KNOW ENGLISH SHALL BE COMPLETELY UNAFFECTED, AS
SHALL SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS FOR PHYSICALLY- OR
MENTALLY-IMPAIRED STUDENTS.
SECTION 15-753. PARENTAL WAIVERS
A. THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 15-752 MAY BE WAIVED WITH
THE PRIOR WRITTEN INFORMED CONSENT, TO BE PROVIDED ANNUALLY,
OF THE CHILD'S PARENTS OR LEGAL GUARDIAN UNDER THE
CIRCUMSTANCES SPECIFIED IN THIS SECTION. SUCH INFORMED
CONSENT SHALL REQUIRE THAT SAID PARENTS OR LEGAL GUARDIAN
PERSONALLY VISIT THE SCHOOL TO APPLY FOR THE WAIVER AND THAT
THEY THERE BE PROVIDED A FULL DESCRIPTION OF THE EDUCATIONAL
MATERIALS TO BE USED IN THE DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM
CHOICES AND ALL THE EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES AVAILABLE TO
THE CHILD. IF A PARENTAL WAIVER HAS
BEEN GRANTED, THE AFFECTED CHILD SHALL BE TRANSFERRED TO
CLASSES TEACHING ENGLISH AND OTHER SUBJECTS THROUGH
BILINGUAL EDUCATION TECHNIQUES OR OTHER GENERALLY
RECOGNIZED EDUCATIONAL METHODOLOGIES PERMITTED BY LAW.
INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS IN WHICH 20 STUDENTS OR MORE OF A GIVEN
GRADE LEVEL RECEIVE A WAIVER SHALL BE REQUIRED TO OFFER SUCH A
CLASS; IN ALL OTHER CASES, SUCH STUDENTS MUST BE PERMITTED TO
TRANSFER TO A PUBLIC SCHOOL IN WHICH SUCH A CLASS IS OFFERED.
B. THE CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH A PARENTAL EXCEPTION WAIVER
MAY BE APPLIED FOR UNDER THIS SECTION ARE AS FOLLOWS:
1. CHILDREN WHO ALREADY KNOW ENGLISH: THE CHILD ALREADY
POSSESSES GOOD ENGLISH LANGUAGE SKILLS, AS MEASURED BY ORAL
EVALUATION OR STANDARDIZED TESTS OF ENGLISH VOCABULARY
COMPREHENSION, READING, AND WRITING, IN WHICH THE CHILD SCORES
APPROXIMATELY AT OR ABOVE THE STATE AVERAGE FOR HIS GRADE
LEVEL OR AT OR ABOVE THE 5TH GRADE AVERAGE, WHICHEVER IS
LOWER; OR
2. OLDER CHILDREN: THE CHILD IS AGE 10 YEARS OR OLDER, AND IT IS
THE INFORMED BELIEF OF THE SCHOOL PRINCIPAL AND EDUCATIONAL
STAFF THAT AN ALTERNATE COURSE OF EDUCATIONAL STUDY WOULD BE
BETTER SUITED TO THE CHILD'S OVERALL EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS AND
RAPID ACQUISITION OF BASIC ENGLISH LANGUAGE SKILLS; OR

208

3. CHILDREN WITH SPECIAL INDIVIDUAL NEEDS: THE CHILD ALREADY
HAS BEEN PLACED FOR A PERIOD OF NOT LESS THAN THIRTY CALENDAR
DAYS DURING THAT SCHOOL YEAR IN AN ENGLISH LANGUAGE
CLASSROOM AND IT IS SUBSEQUENTLY THE INFORMED BELIEF OF THE
SCHOOL PRINCIPAL AND EDUCATIONAL STAFF THAT THE CHILD HAS
SUCH SPECIAL AND INDIVIDUAL PHYSICAL OR PSYCHOLOGICAL NEEDS,
ABOVE AND BEYOND THE CHILD'S LACK OF ENGLISH PROFICIENCY, THAT
AN ALTERNATE COURSE OF EDUCATIONAL STUDY WOULD BE BETTER
SUITED TO THE CHILD'S OVERALL EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND
RAPID ACQUISITION OF ENGLISH. A WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF NO LESS
THAN 250 WORDS DOCUMENTING THESE SPECIAL INDIVIDUAL NEEDS FOR
THE SPECIFIC CHILD MUST BE PROVIDED AND PERMANENTLY ADDED TO
THE CHILD'S OFFICIAL SCHOOL RECORDS, AND THE WAIVER APPLICATION
MUST CONTAIN THE ORIGINAL AUTHORIZING SIGNATURES OF BOTH THE
SCHOOL PRINCIPAL AND THE LOCAL SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS. ANY
SUCH DECISION TO ISSUE SUCH AN INDIVIDUAL WAIVER IS TO BE MADE
SUBJECT TO THE EXAMINATION AND APPROVAL OF THE LOCAL SCHOOL
SUPERINTENDENT, UNDER GUIDELINES ESTABLISHED BY AND SUBJECT TO
THE REVIEW OF THE LOCAL GOVERNING BOARD AND ULTIMATELY THE
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION. TEACHERS AND LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS
MAY REJECT WAIVER REQUESTS WITHOUT EXPLANATION OR LEGAL
CONSEQUENCE, THE EXISTENCE OF SUCH SPECIAL INDIVIDUAL NEEDS
SHALL NOT COMPEL ISSUANCE OF A WAIVER, AND THE PARENTS SHALL
BE FULLY INFORMED OF THEIR RIGHT TO REFUSE TO AGREE TO A
WAIVER.
SECTION 15-754. LEGAL STANDING AND PARENTAL ENFORCEMENT
AS DETAILED IN SECTIONS 15-752 AND 15-753, ALL ARIZONA SCHOOL
CHILDREN HAVE THE RIGHT TO BE PROVIDED AT THEIR LOCAL SCHOOL
WITH AN ENGLISH LANGUAGE PUBLIC EDUCATION. THE PARENT OR
LEGAL GUARDIAN OF ANY ARIZONA SCHOOL CHILD SHALL HAVE LEGAL
STANDING TO SUE FOR ENFORCEMENT OF THE PROVISIONS OF THIS
STATUTE, AND IF SUCCESSFUL SHALL BE AWARDED NORMAL AND
CUSTOMARY ATTORNEY'S FEES AND ACTUAL AND COMPENSATORY
DAMAGES, BUT NOT PUNITIVE OR CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES. ANY
SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER OR OTHER ELECTED OFFICIAL OR
ADMINISTRATOR WHO WILLFULLY AND REPEATEDLY REFUSES TO
IMPLEMENT THE TERMS OF THIS STATUTE MAY BE HELD PERSONALLY
LIABLE FOR FEES AND ACTUAL AND COMPENSATORY DAMAGES BY THE
CHILD'S PARENTS OR LEGAL GUARDIAN, AND CANNOT BE SUBSEQUENTLY
INDEMNIFIED FOR SUCH ASSESSED DAMAGES BY ANY PUBLIC OR PRIVATE
THIRD PARTY. ANY INDIVIDUAL FOUND SO LIABLE SHALL BE
IMMEDIATELY REMOVED FROM OFFICE, AND SHALL BE BARRED FROM
HOLDING ANY POSITION OF AUTHORITY ANYWHERE WITHIN THE
ARIZONA PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM FOR AN ADDITIONAL PERIOD OF FIVE
YEARS.
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SECTION 15-755. STANDARDIZED TESTING FOR MONITORING
EDUCATION PROGRESS
IN ORDER TO ENSURE THAT THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS OF ALL
ARIZONA STUDENTS IN ACADEMIC SUBJECTS AND IN LEARNING ENGLISH
IS PROPERLY MONITORED, A STANDARDIZED, NATIONALLY-NORMED
WRITTEN TEST OF ACADEMIC SUBJECT MATTER GIVEN IN ENGLISH SHALL
BE ADMINISTERED AT LEAST ONCE EACH YEAR TO ALL ARIZONA PUBLIC
SCHOOLCHILDREN IN GRADES 2 AND HIGHER. ONLY STUDENTS
CLASSIFIED AS SEVERELY LEARNING DISABLED MAY BE EXEMPTED FROM
THIS TEST. THE PARTICULAR TEST TO BE USED SHALL BE SELECTED BY
THE OFFICE OF THE STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION,
AND IT IS INTENDED THAT THE TEST SHALL GENERALLY REMAIN THE
SAME FROM YEAR TO YEAR. THE NATIONAL PERCENTILE SCORES OF
STUDENTS SHALL BE CONFIDENTIALLY PROVIDED TO INDIVIDUAL
PARENTS, AND THE AGGREGATED PERCENTILE SCORES AND
DISTRIBUTIONAL DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS AND SCHOOL
DISTRICTS SHALL BE MADE PUBLICLY AVAILABLE ON AN INTERNET WEB
SITE; THE SCORES FOR STUDENTS CLASSIFIED AS "LIMITED-ENGLISH"
SHALL BE SEPARATELY SUB-AGGREGATED AND MADE PUBLICLY
AVAILABLE THERE AS WELL. ALTHOUGH ADMINISTRATION OF THIS TEST
IS REQUIRED SOLELY FOR MONITORING EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS,
ARIZONA PUBLIC OFFICIALS AND ADMINISTRATORS MAY UTILIZE THESE
TEST SCORES FOR OTHER PURPOSES AS WELL IF THEY SO CHOOSE.
Sec. 4. Severability
If a provision of this act or its application to any person or circumstances is held
invalid, the invalidity does not affect other provisions or applications of the act that can
be given effect without the invalid provision or application, and to this end the provisions
of this act are severable.
Sec. 5. Application
The provisions of this act cannot be waived, modified, or set aside by any elected or
appointed official or administrator, except as through the amendment process provided
for in the Arizona constitution.
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