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intervention on middle school mainstream teachers of English language learners

 The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of a professional development 

intervention conducted with mainstream middle school teachers of English language learners 

(ELLs) in a North Texas school district. Teacher change was examined in the context of this 

intervention. Three groups of teachers participated in this study. Group 1 (n= 4) consisted of 

teachers returning to the intervention for a second year. Group 2 (n= 12) consisted of teachers 

new to the intervention. Group 3 (n = 16) served as the control group and consisted of teachers 

who were not part of the intervention.  Mixed methods were utilized, including a self-assessment 

questionnaire, an observation tool, and data from the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills 

(TAKS) test.  Statistically significant differences were found between teachers in Group 1 and 

teachers in Group 2 in the perception of self-efficacy. Statistically significant differences were 

also found for Group 1 and Group 2 teachers between the beginning and the end of the year. 

Group 3 teachers experienced a decrease in their perception of self-efficacy between the 

beginning and the end of the year. A statistically significant difference in the use of interaction 

was found across time for teachers in Group 1 and Group 2. The interaction of ELLs decreased 

between the beginning and the end of the year for teachers in Group 3. The use of modifications 

increased significantly for teachers in Group 1 and Group 2 and remained stable for teachers in 

Group 3 between the beginning and the end of the year. In the area of high expectations, no 

statistically significant difference was found between intervention teachers and the control group 

across time. An analysis of data for the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test 
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revealed a statistically significant difference in the percentage of All Students Commended for 

the writing test and in the percentage of All Students Met Standard in the social studies test  

between intervention and non-intervention classrooms.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

With the rapidly increasing number of English language learners (ELLs) in the schools of 

America, the implications for teaching and learning are numerous. First, teaching linguistically 

diverse students can be a challenge for educators who may not have the necessary expertise in 

this area. Many teachers feel inadequately prepared for addressing linguistic, academic and 

cultural differences when teaching ELLs (Rothenberg & Fisher, 2007). Additionally, the 

demands of accountability through standardized tests fail to take into consideration the time 

needed to acquire academic language (Cummins, 1979; Reiss, 2005) and, instead, students are 

required to test after a short time in the United States. As a result, many ELLs fail to pass the 

state test required to graduate and many just simply drop out of school (Capps, Fix, Murray, Ost, 

Passel, & Herwantoro, 2005; Faltis & Coulter, 2007). 

Participation in mainstream classrooms is beneficial to ELLs because these settings 

provide opportunity for academic interactions and language learning embedded into the content. 

ELLs are not a homogenous group; instead, they come from diverse backgrounds, cultures, 

languages and socioeconomic classes (Gibbons, 2002). They can no longer be considered a 

group outside of the mainstream; as linguistic and cultural diversity increases, ELLs are the 

mainstream. They must, however, have sufficient and effective scaffolding in order to thrive in 

the mainstream classroom. Their previous language experience must be taken into account; “they 

need access to an ongoing language-focused program across the whole curriculum” (Gibbons, 

2002, p. 5).  
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Echevarria, Vogt and Short (2004) suggest that ELLs face the double task of having to 

learn content at the same time that they are learning English. They do not have the luxury of 

waiting for content instruction until they are fluent in the second language. To do that would 

further widen the achievement gap between ELLs and their English-speaking peers, as the latter 

would progress while the former would remain isolated from content while learning language. 

Instead, language must be a central focus across the curriculum. 

 Placing students in mainstream classrooms is not sufficient, however, to ensure learning. 

Language and content must be integrated in a purposeful manner through much planning and 

monitoring (Gibbons, 2002). In order to accomplish this goal, content teachers and English as a 

second language (ESL) teachers must work together in collaboration (Jenkins, Nigolian, 

O’Brien, O’Dowd & Walsleben, 2007). Faced with an increasing number of ELLs in their 

classes, content area teachers often find themselves unsure of how to instruct these students and 

many assume that teaching them is the responsibility of the ESL teacher. Much of the time, the 

two groups of teachers are kept separate and the responsibilities of each are considered in 

isolation rather than encouraged as a collaborative effort (Jenkins et al., 2007).  This 

collaboration is essential as the ESL teacher can bring the linguistic expertise on language 

acquisition and culture while the content teacher can share the cognitive knowledge of the 

discipline as well as grade-level content standards and expectations. In addition, the content 

teacher should have a clear understanding of the process of second language acquisition, the 

different stages and indicators of language proficiency, the acquisition of social and academic 

language and the differences between the two, and have an understanding of how the student’s 

first language can aid in the acquisition of the second language (Jenkins et al., 2007).  
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If ELLs are to succeed in mainstream classrooms, then mainstream teachers must be 

competent in scaffolding instruction to stimulate language acquisition while learning content. 

The ability to do so remains a challenge for many content teachers (Gibbons, 2002; Faltis & 

Coulter, 2007). Minicucci and Olsen (1992) describe features of high schools where ELLs are at 

risk of dropping out and where they academically perform below average. In these high schools, 

the responsibility for ELLs is not shared by all and there is a lack of school-wide response to the 

needs of ELLs. Teachers with ESL certification but without content experience teach content and 

content teachers without ESL training teach ELLs.  

Tomlinson (1999) believes that merely placing ELLs in mainstream classrooms is not 

sufficient for academic success. Scaffolding that provides language support during instructional 

tasks is necessary. Thomas and Collier (1999) describe three predictors of academic success for 

ELLs. Providing students with support in English as well as in their first language throughout the 

content areas appears to be a strong predictor of success. Teaching the curriculum in two 

languages also leads to academic success. Additionally, the climate of the school, an 

environment that welcomes ELLs and values their culture and language while maintaining high 

expectations, increases the likelihood of success for ELLs.  These predictors have shown to be 

more important than any other variables, including gender and socioeconomic status. 

The greatest challenge for ELLs is at the secondary level. Middle and high school 

students face a more rigorous curriculum than the typical curriculum in elementary schools 

(Freeman & Freeman, 2002). With a need for a more advanced academic vocabulary and with 

less time to learn the language before graduation, secondary students have to acquire English as 

they acquire content (Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 2004). Often, they are placed in English as a 

second language (ESL) classes and are mainstreamed into regular content classes. For many, 
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there is simply not enough time or academic support to achieve academic proficiency (Faltis & 

Coulter, 2007). 

In an increasing fashion, the vital role of the mainstream teachers who teach ELLs 

becomes evident. For example, for many ELLs, the only opportunity to expand academic 

language is through opportunities for content-area conversations (Fisher, Frey & Rothenberg, 

2008). Knowing how to address the needs of ELLs in mainstream classrooms can signify for 

many teachers a change in beliefs, attitudes, knowledge and skills (Thompson, Warren & Carter, 

2004). It is the teacher, not the methods, that makes a difference in the classroom (Yoon, 2007; 

Hattie, 2003).  

Teacher change has been linked to effective professional development (Boyle, While & 

Boyle, 2004). Levine and Marcus (2007) suggest that instead of giving teachers a program to 

follow, districts should invest in developing teachers as professionals following trajectories of 

learning. These trajectories are embedded in the professional work that teachers are already 

doing with their students, with other colleagues and with the curriculum and the direction of the 

trajectories of learning for each teacher cannot be predicted. 

Flecknoe (2005) states that “those who wish to manage improving schools should 

concentrate perhaps less on organizational change that affects structure and more on building the 

capacity that exposes teachers to such forces for change. This sort of change must arise from the 

desire of teachers to improve…” (p. 440).  

Based on the needs for increased effectiveness in the instruction of ELLs in mainstream 

classrooms, and expanding on the concept of teacher change, this study addresses both areas. 

The study examines teacher change in the context of mainstream teachers of ELLs when the 

teachers participate in a professional development intervention. 
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Statement of the Problem 

Many content teachers need additional support to effectively teach ELLs. While strong in 

their content expertise, they may lack knowledge of language acquisition, cultural differences, 

and strategies to make content more comprehensible to ELLs, while at the same time 

accelerating ELLs’ English proficiency (Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 2004). In order to effectively 

address the needs of ELLs, innovative forms of professional development must be accessible to 

mainstream teachers, specifically the mainstream teachers who teach at the secondary level and 

who serve large numbers of ELLs. The present study examines teacher change in the context of a 

professional development intervention aimed to improve instruction for ELLs in mainstream 

classrooms. An understanding is needed as to the extent to which this intervention contributed to 

change for the mainstream teachers who participated. Change is examined as it influences 

teachers’ perception of self-efficacy as well as the level of implementation and the effectiveness 

of implementation of strategies for the instruction of ELLs. Additionally, it is necessary to 

investigate the level of success for students in intervention classrooms, as measured through the 

state achievement test. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine a professional development intervention where 

two groups of mainstream content area teachers participated. The effectiveness of the 

intervention was determined, based on the change it produced in the teachers who participated. 

The two groups of intervention teachers were compared with a third group of teachers not 

participating in the intervention, who served as a control group. The purpose was to determine if 

the perceptions of teachers about their efficacy as teachers of ELLs changed during the course of 

the year. An additional goal was to assess evidence of teacher change through the observations of 
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teachers that I conducted and based on an increase in the effective implementation of strategies 

for the teaching of ELLs. Additionally, the academic achievement of ELLs and other students in 

intervention classrooms was examined to determine if differences existed between achievement 

on the state test for students in intervention classrooms as compared to students in non-

intervention classrooms. 

The study participants were drawn from two middle school campuses in a North Texas 

school district. Group 1 had participated in the intervention during the previous year and was 

returning for a second year. Group 2 was new to the intervention during the year the present 

study was conducted. Group 3 served as the control group and consisted of teachers from the 

same middle school campuses who were not part of the intervention. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions provided the basis for this study: 

1. Is there a difference in the perception of mainstream teachers about their efficacy as teachers 

of ELLs before and after participating in the intervention as reported on the self-assessment? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference between the self-assessment of Group 1 and Group 2 

teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year? 

(b) What, if any, is the difference between the self-assessment of Group 1 and Group 2 

teachers as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year? 

2. Is there a difference in the implementation of ESL strategies among the groups of 

mainstream teachers as measured by the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference in the implementation of ESL strategies between Group 

1 and Group 2 teachers for the four observations conducted during the intervention year? 
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b) What, if any, is the difference in the implementation of ESL strategies between Groups 

1 and 2 as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year?  

3. Is there a difference in the effective use of ESL strategies among groups of teachers as 

measured by the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Group 1 

and Group 2 teachers for the four observations conducted during the intervention year? 

(b) What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Groups 1 

and 2 teachers as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention 

year? 

4. Is there a difference in the achievement of students in the Texas Assessment of Knowledge 

and Skills (TAKS) test for students in intervention classrooms as compared to students in 

non-intervention classrooms? 

(a)  What, if any, is the difference in the percentage of All Students Met Standard and the 

percentage of All Students Commended in the classrooms of intervention teachers as compared 

to classrooms of non-intervention teachers? 

(b)  What, if any, is the difference in the percentage of LEP Met Standard and the 

percentage of LEP Commended in the classrooms of intervention teachers as compared to 

classrooms of non-intervention teachers? 

The study addressed the following research hypotheses based on the research questions: 

1. There will be an increase in the perception of self-efficacy for Groups 1 and 2 teachers after 

participating in the intervention, with Group 1 exhibiting a higher perception of self-efficacy 

than Group 2 because of their extended time in the intervention. The increase in the 

perception of self-efficacy for Group 3 will be lower than that of Groups 1 and 2. 
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2. There will be an increase in the percentage of implementation of ESL strategies for Groups 1 

and 2 teachers after participating in the intervention, with Group 1 exhibiting a higher 

percentage of implementation than Group 2 because of their extended time in the 

intervention. The increase in the percentage of implementation for Group 3 will be lower 

than that of Groups 1 and 2. 

3. There will be an increase in the effective use of ESL strategies for Groups 1 and 2 teachers 

after participating in the intervention, with Group 1 exhibiting a higher level of effectiveness 

than Group 2 because of their extended time in the intervention. The increase in the effective 

use of ESL strategies for Group 3 will be lower than that of Groups 1 and 2. 

4. All students, including LEP, in the classrooms of intervention teachers will have a higher 

percentage of Met Standard and Commended performance in the writing, reading, 

mathematics and social studies TAKS tests than students in classrooms of non-intervention 

teachers. 

Significance of the Study 

This study compares three groups of teachers, namely, teachers who participated in the 

professional development intervention for two years, teachers new to the intervention, and 

teachers who were not part of the intervention. The study provides information as to whether or 

not extended time in this intervention makes a difference. Did teachers perceive themselves as 

better teachers of ELLs after one year of professional development? How did the teachers who 

did not participate in the intervention perceive their own ability to teach ELLs? Did the self-

perceptions for all three groups change during the year?  

Similarly, the study provides a comparison of the implementation of ESL strategies 

learned during professional development sessions and during coaching between the two 
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intervention groups and between the intervention groups and the non-intervention group. Did the 

instruction as measured by the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool indicate a 

difference in implementation of strategies between Group 1 teachers and Group 2 teachers? This 

comparison provides a greater understanding of how the length of time in the professional 

development intervention impacted the implementation of effective strategies. Did non-

intervention teachers implement ESL strategies and if so, did the implementation increase during 

the year? 

This study contributes to the body of research by investigating the impact that length of 

time in an intervention has on participants and by examining the effect of a professional 

development specifically designed for secondary mainstream teachers of ELLs. In doing so, it 

adds to the growing body of research on the teaching of ELLs, thus impacting the instructional 

opportunities for this growing segment of the student population in the United States. Moreover, 

the study contributes to the body of research on teacher change. Change in perceptions of self-

efficacy in the teaching of ELLs, observed change in implementation and effectiveness of ESL 

strategies, and additionally, teacher behaviors indicating change are explored and compared 

among the three groups of teachers. 

Limitations of the Study 

Since purposeful sampling took place instead of random sampling, the generalization of 

findings may be limited. The teachers participating in the study were selected by their principals. 

The selection process varied, with some principals selecting teachers who were most available 

(those with the least extra-curricular responsibilities), others selecting teachers who they 

perceived as having leadership potential, and other principals requesting volunteers to participate 

in the intervention. Some of the teachers in Group 2 were nominated by peers from Group 1. 
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These teachers from Group 1 considered the opportunity to work with some of their team 

members as a positive aspect of the intervention and set out to recruit them. Others volunteered 

because of the positive comments they had heard about the intervention through word of mouth. 

Still others were selected by their principals, using the same criteria as the year before. The only 

stipulation from the investigator was that teachers participating in the intervention could not be 

first year teachers, as new teachers often struggle to survive during the first year (Hall & Hord, 

1987) and do not need additional responsibilities.  

Teachers who were asked to participate because they had no other extra-curricular 

responsibilities may have been resentful of this task or not willing to commit much time or 

effort. Those selected because of perceived leadership potential may, in fact, have been leaders 

who thrived with this opportunity to network with other colleagues and to implement new 

strategies. The Group 2 teachers who volunteered for the intervention may have been risk-takers 

with a higher level of commitment than that of those asked to participate. It appears then that 

teacher selection may contain other variables that could affect the effectiveness of 

implementation and its impact on student achievement. 

Another limitation is in regard to the number of teachers in each group. Group 1 

contained only four teachers due to the fact that the intervention started at a small scale the first 

year. Group 2 had 12 teachers and Group 3 had 16 teachers. The small numbers limit the 

generalization of findings. Finally, the role of the researcher may be a limitation. As the 

researcher in the present study, I was employed as a central office administrator, and during the 

study served as one of the professional development presenters and as coach for the intervention 

teachers. The role of the researcher will be discussed in more detail in Chapter III. 

 



 11

Assumptions 

For the present study, several assumptions occur. First, it is assumed that implementation 

of effective ESL strategies is not grade-level specific; therefore, grouping teachers across the 

grade levels (6th, 7th, and 8th grades) should not impact the results. It is also assumed that teacher 

effectiveness in implementing ESL strategies is not dependent on class periods or time of day. 

This assumption allowed for observations to not always take place during the same class period, 

although an effort was made to stay consistent as much as time and schedules would allow. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined as they are used in this study:  

English as a second language (ESL). In an ESL setting, English language learners are 

instructed in specifics of the English language. In an ESL classroom, the curriculum is delivered 

in English with little or no use of the native language. The focus is on language rather than 

content. ESL is usually taught during specific school periods. 

English language learners (ELLs). Individuals whose first language is not English. 

Typically, these learners are enrolled in an elementary or secondary school and experience 

difficulty in reading, writing, speaking or understanding English, which may negatively impact 

their performance on state tests and achievement in the classroom. The term is used 

interchangeably with limited English proficient (LEP), although English language learner has a 

more positive connotation. 

ESL strategies. Instructional practices aimed at increasing comprehension of content for 

English learners while at the same time facilitating English language acquisition. Examples of 

ESL strategies include the use of visuals during direct instruction, increased wait time, small 

group interaction, and use of graphic organizers (Haynes, 2007; Reiss, 2005) 
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Group 1. Mainstream teachers participating in the intervention since the first year and 

returning for a second year during the time that the present study was conducted. 

Group 2. Mainstream teachers added to the intervention the second year. These teachers 

were new to the intervention during the time that the present study was conducted. 

Group 3. Mainstream teachers who did not participate in the intervention and who served 

as a control group. These teachers were from the same two middle schools as the intervention 

teachers and from similar content areas. 

Intervention. In this study, the intervention refers to the targeted professional 

development provided for mainstream teachers, including training sessions and coaching. 

Limited English proficient (LEP). Another term for English Language Learner but which 

entails a philosophy of deficit (limited English) rather than a positive gain (language learner). 

Limited English proficient (LEP) continues to be the term used to refer to English learners for 

standardized testing labeling. 

Mainstream classes.  Sometimes referred to as regular education classes, mainstream 

classes are those designed for native or fluent speakers of English. For this study, mainstream 

classes are classrooms in the four core subject areas of English language arts, mathematics, 

science and social studies. 

Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool. An observation instrument used when 

observing teachers during instruction to evaluate the effectiveness and frequency of the ESL 

strategies implemented.  I developed and validated the specific tool used in this study. 

Mainstream teachers. Teachers in mainstream (not ESL) classrooms and are also referred 

to as content teachers. 
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Self-assessment (Appendix A).  In this study, self-assessment refers to a questionnaire 

developed by me that each teacher in the study completed. The questionnaire included questions 

asking teachers to rate themselves as teachers of ELLs at the beginning and end of the school 

year. The purpose of this tool was to analyze the perceptions of teachers as to their self-efficacy 

in the teaching of ELLs. 

Self-efficacy. Teachers’ beliefs that they possess the skills and knowledge necessary to 

ensure successful outcomes for their students (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). 

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS). This is the standardized achievement 

test for students in the state of Texas. It is based on the state standards that determine what 

students are expected to learn at each grade level. The results of the TAKS are used for school 

accountability purposes.   

Summary 

The present study examined two groups of middle school teachers participating in a 

professional development intervention. Teacher perception of self-efficacy in the teaching of 

ELLs from September to May of the school year was analyzed. Observations conducted in the 

classrooms of these teachers contributed to a broader view of the process of change and 

expanded on the teachers’ perception of self-efficacy. Teachers in the intervention were 

compared against a similar group of teachers who did not participate in the intervention.  

Teacher change in the present study was encased in the context of effective instruction 

for ELLs, because educating ELLs is the responsibility of every teacher. No longer is the ESL 

teacher the only one responsible for students learning English. Mainstream content teachers have 

the obligation to ensure that ELLs learn the language as they learn the content (Echevarria, Vogt 

& Short, 2004; Jenkins et al., 2007). To achieve this goal, a professional development 
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intervention that included training and coaching was initiated with a selected group of secondary 

mainstream teachers. 

The study focused on three groups of teachers, those in the intervention for two years, 

those new to the intervention, and a control group who was not part of the intervention.  By 

conducting classroom observations, administering a self-assessment questionnaire and 

examining student test data, the effectiveness of the intervention was analyzed.  

I assumed that the two groups of mainstream teachers who participated in the professional 

development intervention would experience change, and that this change would involve a 

transformation of their perception of self-efficacy as teachers of ELLs. I also assumed that 

teachers in the intervention would increase their implementation of ESL strategies and would 

demonstrate increased effectiveness in the implementation of these strategies. Additionally, I 

believed that the achievement of students in intervention classrooms would be positively 

influenced by teacher participation in the intervention. Finally, I expected that some difference 

would be found between teachers in Group 1 and teachers in Group 2 because of the differences 

in time in the intervention. I assumed that teachers in Group 3, the control group, would 

experience less change than Group 1 and Group 2 teachers in the areas discussed. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Over the last decade, the population of English language learners (ELLs) in the United 

States has increased rapidly. Even with the majority of the immigrant population concentrated in 

the states of California, Texas, New York, Florida, Illinois, and New Jersey, other states have 

experienced tremendous growth in the school population of ELLs, among them Nevada (354%), 

Nebraska (350%), and South Dakota (364%), in pre-K through 8th grade. In Grades 6-12, 

Nebraska leads (233%), followed by Nevada (224%) and Oregon (177%) (Capps, Fix, Murray, 

Ost, Passel, & Herwantoro, 2005). 

  As a heterogeneous group, ELLs differ in linguistic ability, background, educational 

attainment and cultural experiences. Most ELLs are not immigrants but are born in the U.S. 

(Hernandez, Denton & Macartney, 2008). Growing up in homes where a language other than 

English is most frequently spoken, many times students arrive at school with limited English 

proficiency. Spanish is the first language of about 77% of ELLs, although other languages such 

as Chinese, Vietnamese and Korean are the native languages for at least 3% of the population 

(Capps et al., 2005). All of these students will need ELL-friendly classrooms where their 

linguistic and instructional needs are addressed by teachers who understand second language 

acquisition and who practice the instructional strategies needed to reach ELLs. 

Increasingly, ELLs are placed in mainstream classrooms for most or all of the day. This 

placement is particularly true in middle school and high school settings where students may 

attend an English as a second language (ESL) class for one class period and receive content 

instruction in mainstream classrooms during the remainder of the day (Jenkins, Nigolian, 

O’Brien, O’Dowd & Walsleben, 2007).  
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ELLs who arrive in the U.S. in middle or high school present a challenge, especially 

when they arrive with limited formal schooling. These students have only a few years to close 

the achievement gap before the time of exit exams leading to graduation (Freeman & Freeman, 

2002). Some of these older ELLs can be classified with what Ogbu (2000) refers to as 

“involuntary minorities.” These are people who have been brought to the United States against 

their will (in the case of middle and high school students, perhaps by their family) and who, as a 

result, develop certain behaviors that go opposite to the mainstream culture. In the context of 

schooling, older ELLs may exhibit behaviors where they reject any school norms that they 

perceive to be characteristic of the White American population. Rejection of the values of the 

mainstream culture can take the form of rebellion against learning English or against doing well 

in school (Ogbu, 2000).  

 The practice of instruction of ELLs in mainstream classrooms can bring about positive 

opportunities for growth for students or can widen the separation between native English 

speakers and ELLs. Much depends on the quality of the mainstream teachers and the knowledge 

these teachers possess concerning effective instruction for ELLs (Gersten, 1999; Fillmore & 

Snow, 2000; Walqui, 2001).Throughout the nation, however, the most qualified teachers are 

teaching students in affluent schools, while the inner-city students and the ELLs are taught by 

teachers with the least expertise and qualifications (Lu, Shen & Poppink, 2007).  Kozol (1991) 

argues for a restructuring of this practice so that students who need the high quality teachers the 

most may have access to them. Many mainstream teachers need support and professional 

development in effective instruction for ELLs. Teacher change can be an end result of effective 

professional development when it entails change in beliefs, practices and behaviors (Hill & 

Lindquist, 2008). 
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This literature review addresses the area of teachers’ perceptions of self-efficacy. 

Examining self-efficacy in a broad sense provides a background for the focus of the present 

study on the perceived self-efficacy of mainstream teachers of ELLs. Additionally, a review of 

the literature on teacher beliefs and attitudes toward their students, and how these beliefs and 

attitudes are evidenced in instruction, offers an understanding of teacher expectations toward 

ELLs. Professional development, including professional development for mainstream teachers, is 

analyzed and its impact on ELLs is discussed through several examples of effective 

interventions. Studies on performance feedback are included, focusing on the importance of 

observations followed by feedback. Teacher change as a result of professional development is 

explored by reviewing the literature on this subject and by focusing on the context of the 

processes involved in change. Additionally, teacher change is reviewed based on how this 

change can impact practice when content teachers work with ELLs.    

Teacher Self-Efficacy 

How teachers perceive their own teaching efficacy can determine how they meet the 

challenges of instruction. Teachers’ perception and belief in their ability to advance learning for 

students influences the learning environments that they provide for their students and the 

academic success that their students achieve (Bandura, 1993). The teacher, more than any other 

influence, has the greatest impact on the achievement of students (Hattie, 2003). In view of these 

facts, an understanding of teacher self-efficacy and of factors leading to high efficacy seems 

vital. 

Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1986) suggests that personal accomplishments require 

not only skills but also a belief of self-efficacy in order to utilize the skills. Self-efficacy 

increases motivation and goal setting, a reason why teachers with a low self-efficacy show less 
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commitment to teaching and spend less time on academic issues than do those with a higher self-

efficacy. The environment of the classroom is in part a result of teachers’ beliefs and perceptions 

about their teaching efficacy. Teachers with high self-efficacy view challenges as opportunities 

to master rather than as obstacles to avoid (Bandura, 1993). 

Gibson and Dembo (1984) define self-efficacy as teachers’ beliefs that they possess the 

skills and knowledge necessary to ensure successful outcomes for their students. Teachers’ 

perceptions of self-efficacy have been found to be consistently linked to student achievement, 

meaning that student performance increases when teachers believe that the learning of their 

students is dependent on effective teaching and the teachers believe that they are capable of 

delivering such effective instruction. Teachers with high self-efficacy persist with struggling 

learners more than teachers with low self-efficacy (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Wenglinsky (2002) 

suggests that there is a stronger correlation between teacher quality and student success than the 

correlation between socio-economic status and achievement. 

The context in which self-efficacy judgments are made is of importance. Since self-

efficacy is a result of the person’s perception of efficacy in the performance of specific tasks, the 

context in which these perceptions occur must be considered (Henson, 2002). Changing teachers’ 

beliefs about their self-efficacy is difficult unless it is done in the context of long-term 

professional development where teachers reflect critically about their classrooms and engage in 

active instructional improvement. When considering appropriate methodology for studying self-

efficacy, Henson (2002) suggests that in addition to the commonly used qualitative methods, 

empirical methods of measuring self-efficacy should be considered. 
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Beliefs and Attitudes 

Teacher beliefs and attitudes can manifest themselves through low expectations toward 

ELLs and these expectations are communicated during daily interactions (Thompson & Warren, 

2004). When teachers have high expectations for students, they expect better performance from 

them and are more likely to praise their performance. Teachers are also more likely to settle for 

poor performance and to provide minimal opportunities for participation and interaction to 

students when they have low expectations toward them (Brophy & Good, 1970). Sometimes, the 

behavior accompanying low expectations is a result of the good intention of not wanting to put 

undue stress on students perceived to be low achievers. This message can be detrimental and 

self-fulfilling to students (Parsley & Corcoran, 2003). Rist (1970) studied the effect of low 

expectations on students and found that as time goes by, students in such situations gradually 

make fewer efforts to perform and eventually withdraw psychologically. Beliefs and attitudes 

toward ELLs can determine how teachers address instruction, how much they are willing to 

modify lessons and to include ESL strategies in the lesson, and how much they feel that the 

achievement of ELLs is a responsibility of mainstream teachers instead of solely the 

responsibility of the ESL teacher (Thompson, Warren & Carter, 2004). 

The majority of secondary mainstream mathematics teachers in a study by Bol and Berry 

(2005) attributed the achievement gap in mathematics between minorities and Whites to student 

characteristics. They believed that the motivation, support from family, interest level, and 

intellectual ability of the students were the primary reasons for the achievement gap between 

these groups of students. On the other hand, district supervisors and university professors were 

significantly more likely to view the causes of the achievement gap as instructional issues in 

curriculum and instruction. I concluded that the fact that these mainstream teachers placed the 
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blame for low achievement on students’ characteristics is of concern, as this belief will reduce 

the likelihood of teachers modifying instruction for the students. Some teachers in the study, 

however, suggested professional development as a way to lower the achievement gap (Bol & 

Berry, 2005). Campbell, Adams and Davis (2007) propose that teachers must be aware of 

students’ linguistic needs during mathematics instruction. They should make instructional 

modifications, based on the changing demographics of their classroom, to address the linguistic, 

cultural, and socioeconomic needs of their ELLs. Mainstream mathematics teachers of ELLs 

have often graduated from an educational system similar to the one where they teach. As a result, 

they have not had the opportunity to reflect on the culturally specific way in which they teach 

and the materials they use and how these affect the ELLs in their classroom. Awareness of 

students’ linguistic needs in mathematics instruction is vital for the success of ELLs. Infusing 

language in the instruction of mathematical content is essential to support the learning of all 

students.  

A case study conducted with mainstream teachers indicates that teacher perception 

toward having ELLs in their classroom centers around concern as to whether or not the needed 

modifications are equitable. Giving ELLs additional time to complete assignments was 

considered acceptable because of their linguistic needs. Altering the curriculum to simplify it or 

to reduce the amount of work was not considered an equitable practice (Reeves, 2006). 

In order to learn if beliefs about second language learning differ between mainstream 

teachers and ESL teachers, Mantero and McVicker (2006) surveyed teachers in both groups. 

Results indicated that ESL teachers had a more positive perception toward ELLs than did the 

mainstream teachers. However, mainstream teachers with at least three hours of graduate work in 

courses specifically related to ELLs had a more positive perception than those who did not. 
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Similarly, mainstream teachers with prior experiences with ELLs had a more positive perception 

toward them. Positive perception toward ELLs increased as the hours of professional 

development in working with ELLs increased. This was true for both groups of teachers.  

In a study by Youngs and Youngs (2001), six categories of predictors were utilized in an 

effort to explain the reasons for mainstream teacher attitudes toward ELLs. Based on existing 

ESL research, the six categories focused on (a) educational experiences, (b) previous ESL 

training, (c) cultural awareness through personal contact with other cultures, (d) previous contact 

with ELLs, (e) characteristics of the demographics to which the teachers belonged, and (f) 

teacher personality. The researchers found the attitudes of the mainstream teachers to be, for the 

most part, neutral to slightly positive toward having ELLs in their classrooms. To explain this 

attitude, each of the six possible predictors was analyzed. The results indicated that positive 

attitudes toward ELLs are more common if the teacher has one or more of the following 

characteristics: 1)the teacher has taken a foreign language or a multicultural course; 2) the 

teacher teaches humanities, social studies or science instead of applied disciplines; 3) the teacher 

has at least some ESL training; 4) the teacher has lived or taught in another country; 5) the 

teacher has had interaction with ESL students; and 6) the teacher is female. This model provided 

a basis to better understand the attitudes of mainstream teachers who teach ELLs. 

Similarly, Clair (1995) conducted a year-long qualitative study of three mainstream 

teachers’ beliefs, self-reported practices and professional development.  Results indicated that 

the three teachers preferred to be given materials that they could use with their ELLs instead of 

participating in professional development on ESL instruction. The author suggests that this is a 

reflection of the influx of technical conceptions in teaching that promote the idea that the 

curriculum is given to the teacher instead of constructed by the teacher as a professional. The 
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“hidden message” (p. 192) is that teachers are the technicians who implement the curriculum 

given to them without questions or decisions. The accountability of standardized tests also serves 

to de-skill teachers and results in teaching to the test. Once again, teachers are following 

someone else’s curriculum and looking for a quick fix. Clair (1995) concluded that rather than 

looking for easy solutions (materials, step-by-step plans), mainstream teachers of ELLs should 

reflect on their practice and on the instructional needs of their second language learners. 

Additionally, the teachers in the study showed lack of understanding of second language 

acquisition with their belief that “good teaching is good teaching” (p. 193). They failed to see 

how teacher learning about second language development could be beneficial for their ELLs 

(Clair, 1995). 

Teachers can offer or limit opportunities to their ELLs in literacy classrooms. In a study 

by Yoon (2007), conducted in two middle school classrooms in western New York, the 

researcher observed how the participation of ELLs in two language arts classrooms varied, 

depending on how they were approached by the teacher. One teacher used only materials that 

addressed U.S. culture, thus unintentionally excluding the ELLs. In the second classroom, the 

teacher included the students in literacy activities emphasizing multicultural materials. ELLs in 

this classroom participated actively and collaborated with native English speakers. In the first 

classroom, ELLs were quiet, isolated and passive. Students were influenced by the way the 

teacher acted toward them. Acceptance or exclusion of ELLs by the teacher also had an effect on 

how the other students treated them.  The mainstream students held a “hidden power” (p. 216) 

over the ELLs and did not want to work with them. Yoon (2007) concluded that mainstream 

reading teachers, not the methods, are the most important factors in promoting participation of 

ELLs.  
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Thompson and Warren (2004) studied the characteristics of high school teachers who 

blame students and parents for the low achievement of students. The researchers found several 

predictors of teachers likely to blame students. First, teachers who blamed students for low 

achievement often also blamed the parents of the students. These teachers also believed that most 

of the other teachers in their department were excellent educators. Teachers who blamed students 

for low achievement were more likely to acknowledge that they would not want their own 

children treated the way they treated their students. Interestingly, these teachers usually had a 

graduate degree. They usually stated that they had relevant lessons and expressed the opinion 

that all students have talents. These teachers, however, were not likely to let their students work 

collaboratively with others. Thompson and Warren (2004) suggest that, based on the results of 

this study, there is an evident need for change at the teacher level rather than just concentrating 

on systemic change. They believe that the study shows a need for additional professional 

development for teachers. This professional development needs to center on improving 

instruction and in changing negative beliefs toward some students. 

Professional Development 

Key findings from a recent report on professional learning and teacher development 

(Wei, Darling-Hammond, Andree, Richardson & Orphanos, 2009) provide insight into what 

constitutes effective professional development. Among the findings is the fact that effective 

professional development is “intensive, ongoing, and connected to practice; focus[ed] on the 

teaching and learning of specific academic content; is connected to other school initiatives; and 

builds strong working relationships among teachers” (p. 5). When teachers collaborate in 

promotional learning, the instructional change flows from the individual classroom to impact the 

whole school (Wei et al., 2009). Most professional development in the United States is of short 
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duration, even though research indicates that for change to occur and for students’ learning to be 

impacted, professional development in a specific area should last about 50 hours. About 9 out of 

10 teachers have participated in short-term conferences and workshops for their professional 

development. Observations in other teachers’ classrooms decreased from 34 % to 22 % between 

2000 and 2004. Secondary teachers are less likely to participate in professional development than 

do elementary teachers. Teachers in the United States are not receiving the necessary training for 

teaching ELLs. Over two-thirds of the teachers have never participated in such professional 

development (Wei et al., 2009). Darling-Hammond (2005) analyzed the participation of teachers 

in professional development in the United States with the professional development involvement 

of teachers in other countries. Results indicate that, compared to other countries, teachers in the 

United States engage in professional development little to no time.  

Effective professional development programs are characterized by engaging participants 

in active learning, delivering the instruction through group participation and maintaining a focus 

on content knowledge. These programs are coherent and depart from the traditional approach 

towards a reform-based form of planning and delivery (Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss & Shapley, 

2007). Of more than 1,300 studies addressing how professional development impacts student 

achievement in science, mathematics and English/language arts and reading, only nine met the 

rigorous standards of the What Works Clearinghouse. These nine studies were the focus of the 

report by Yoon et al. (2007). All nine studies were conducted at the elementary level and were 

approximately equally distributed between lower grades and upper elementary grades. The 

findings were consistent across all nine studies, indicating that the achievement of control group 

students would have been an average of 21 percentile points higher if their teacher had received 

consistent and effective professional development. Additionally, the six studies showing teacher 
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participation in more than 14 hours of professional development exhibited a significant and 

positive effect on student achievement resulting from professional development. On the other 

hand, the three studies involving 5-14 hours of professional development “showed no 

statistically significant effects on student achievement” (p. iv). The nine studies examined 

involved summer institutes or workshops and in all but one, follow-up sessions were provided to 

support the main training. Professional development was provided by the authors/researchers of 

the study directly to the teachers without utilizing a training of trainer model. Yoon et al. (2007) 

concluded that additional studies are needed to determine the direct effect of professional 

development on teachers and the indirect effect on students. They also recommend that quasi-

experimental study designs include baseline data for both the treatment and the comparison 

groups.  

When examining how professional development affects student achievement, three 

components become apparent. First, teacher knowledge and skills are enhanced through effective 

professional development. In turn, these improved knowledge and skills improve the teacher’s 

ability to teach. Finally, higher quality teaching will result in higher achievement for students. 

The researchers conclude that all three steps must be in place for student achievement to occur. 

For example, teacher participation in professional development will not influence student 

performance if the teacher fails to implement the new strategies learned (Yoon et al., 2007). 

Coaching, as a follow-up to training sessions, has been an increasingly popular 

component of professional development over the last two decades and many models of teacher 

education now promote the need for some type of coaching as an addition to inservice training 

(West & Staub, 2003; Joyce & Showers, 1982, 1984, Showers & Joyce, 1996). Coaching models 

advocate for follow-up to take place in teachers’ classrooms when teachers participate in new 
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professional development. The purpose of coaching is to facilitate the implementation of 

professional development by helping teachers incorporate newly learned skills into their 

teaching. Coaching should include modeling, feedback and focused observations (Guskey, 2000; 

Showers & Joyce, 1996). 

The effectiveness of coaching has received conflicting reviews with some studies 

showing that teachers who have a coach are more likely to implement the new teaching practices 

more appropriately than those without the benefit of coaching (Showers & Joyce, 1996; Knight, 

2004). Other studies have found that coaching does not increase teacher effectiveness (Veenman, 

Denessen, Gerrits & Kenter, 2001) The knowledge and coaching expertise of the coach may be a 

factor in teachers benefiting from instructional coaching (Wei et al., 2009).  

Performance Feedback 

 Observations of classroom instruction are common in schools. Often, the purpose of these 

observations is teacher evaluation; at times the observations may be part of a coaching program 

to provide instructional support to teachers. Feedback is an essential component of teacher 

observations (Marshall & Young, 2009), especially when it involves opportunities for reflection. 

Performance feedback, defined as a systematic method to communicate to people their present 

level of performance, is an effective strategy for providing teachers with the support and 

professional development necessary to engage in effective practices while letting go of 

inefficient practices (Colvin, Flannery, Sugai & Monegan, 2008).  

 In a case study, Colvin et al. (2008) found that when observers provided performance 

feedback and engaged the teacher in the development of an action plan following observations, 

the teacher was able to change practices and the new practices resulted in much improvement 

that took place in the level of engagement and behavior of the students in the classroom. Bandura 
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(1993) proposed that performance feedback where the focus is on the progress achieved 

highlights the capabilities of the person receiving the feedback. When the performance feedback 

focuses on weaknesses, the deficiencies of the person are highlighted. The way in which 

performance and progress are discussed can have a strong effect on the person’s self-efficacy. 

Teacher Change 

First and second order change relate to the implications of a change for all involved (Hill 

& Lindquist, 2008). Effective professional development connotes change as teachers implement 

and redesign their instruction. First order change refers to extending or adapting something that 

is already in place and is aligned with personal values and existing knowledge that the individual 

possesses. Second order change is inconsistent with the personal values of the individual and 

new knowledge and skills are required in order to implement the change. For many mainstream 

teachers, learning about language acquisition and teaching language development requires a 

second order change as new knowledge and skills are required. Additionally, for many, this kind 

of teaching is incongruent with personal values and norms. Hence, second order change is more 

difficult and reduces the comfort level of those involved, as they may feel dissonance and loss of 

voice. Second order change can best be addressed through team collaboration and dialogue 

“including being the first to open their classroom to peer observations…” (p. 32). It is essential 

for the leaders to gather feedback to monitor progress and to plan for future direction. Evaluation 

and monitoring of the implementation of ESL strategies into the mainstream classroom are 

important. Are all staff members addressing the needs of ELLs through language and content? Is 

instruction culturally, academically and socially appropriate for ELLs? Is there a system in place 

to support teachers’ reflection and analysis of their own practice? Hill and Lindquist (2008) 

propose that the implementation must be systemic if change is to take place. Campus 
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administrators, central office staff, and teachers work together in systemic change related to the 

intended goal and progress is monitored through walkthroughs, through the school’s 

improvement plan and with ongoing instructional support. 

Gaining an understanding of how teachers process change internally is important. Senger 

(1991) conducted a year-long study examining the beliefs of teachers during change and 

analyzing the metacognition of the change process. She observed that the change process 

differed from teacher to teacher and that change was a recursive process because teachers 

fluctuated between experimenting with the new ideas and their traditional habits of teaching. 

This was not a linear progression in stages but recursive between the reform ideas and their 

traditional practices and beliefs. Experimentation was described by teachers as a lingering 

preoccupation about a belief they were considering. The knowledge teachers constructed from 

trying the new ideas consistently presented them with a choice to accept or reject the change. In 

doing so, they could adjust the mental image of the innovation and keep trying things their way 

or they could accept the change into their belief system. The data showed that “the integration of 

a new belief did not occur suddenly or as a single event – that is from new information directly 

to new belief – but rather as a complex and thoughtful process over time” (p. 214). Formal 

beliefs were challenged and this led sometimes to struggle and disequilibrium and reorganization 

of old beliefs. Some of the new beliefs were not fully integrated. The change process included 

teachers’ visual images of what the innovation could be like, along with experimentation of the 

new ideas learned. This process led to the formation of new beliefs and practice. Deeply 

embedded values such as the value of education, what is best for students, etc., did not change as 

much as beliefs about instructional practice, such as curriculum innovations. Imaging 
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(visualizing what the innovation could look like in one’s own classroom), experimenting, and 

reflecting were essential to the change process (Senger, 1991).  

Boyle, Lamprianou and Boyle (2005) report on the second year of a longitudinal study 

that examined how professional development influenced the effectiveness of primary and 

secondary teachers in England. About 76% of those participating in longer professional 

development (which included observing other teachers and sharing ideas) reported change in at 

least one component of their practice as a result of the professional development. The most 

common longer-lasting professional development activities were observation of other teachers 

and sharing practice, but the most effective ones were found to be coaching and research inquiry. 

Most of the teachers who participated in the longer-lasting activities reported a change to at least 

one component of their teaching. 

Spillane (1999) studied teachers’ efforts to reconstruct their teaching in response to 

instructional reforms. Teachers who changed their practice were compared against those who did 

not and the reason for the change was explained. Zones of enactment played a decisive role in 

teacher implementation of instructional reform. Zones of enactment are defined as “the space 

where reform initiatives are encountered by the world of practitioners…delineating that zone in 

which teachers notice, construe, construct and operationalize the instructional ideas advocated by 

reformers” (p. 144). Results indicated that  the greater the extent to which zones of enactment go 

beyond the teachers’ individual classrooms and include conversations and practice with 

colleagues and other experts, the higher the likelihood that teachers will change the core of their 

teaching. Zones of enactment must be social, not individualistic.   

Additionally, Spillane (1999) observed that the school district in which the study was 

conducted provided extensive support to teachers to maintain the reform. This support came in 
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the form of “human, social and material resources” (p. 164). In this way, the district was a factor 

in constructing the teachers’ zone of enactment. However, not all the teachers changed their 

practice. The researcher concluded that it is not how much the district supports the reform but the 

“nature” of the effort on the part of the district. Even though district efforts are important, 

individual teachers must also take initiative by seeking out their colleagues for ideas and 

assistance. Professional development opportunities in the form of workshops were part of the 

attempt to reform instruction. The teachers who did not change their practice participated in one-

time workshops that did not offer ongoing support and where they were passive listeners. 

Change also depended on teachers’ personal resources. This personal component was the most 

important influence in the change process. Other influences, such as policy and professional 

demands, do not decide what teachers will learn because their influence is mediated through the 

beliefs and dispositions of each teacher (Spillane, 1999). 

Professional Development Interventions with Teachers of ELLs 

            As the numbers of ELLs in schools increase, research on professional development with a 

focus on mainstream teachers is also increasing. Several studies over the last ten years have 

looked at the results of interventions designed to expand the knowledge of content teachers 

regarding the instruction of ELLs. Additionally, some of these interventions have examined the 

collaboration between content teachers and ESL teachers.  

Fisher (2002) conducted a study at an inner-city high school in San Diego with a 46% 

ELL population and one of the lowest performing high schools in the area. The first step in the 

process of increasing student achievement at the school was “to identify specific teaching 

strategies which would be applicable to all content areas” (p. 47). Observing the implementation 

of the strategies in teachers’ classrooms was deemed more important than using test scores to 
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assess the success of the intervention. The rationale behind this decision was based on the fact 

that instructional strategies could be monitored regularly while test scores were only available at 

the end of the year. Seven strategies were selected for the first year of the intervention, including 

writing to learn, reading aloud, the use of graphic organizers, reciprocal teaching, vocabulary 

development, concept mapping and structured note-taking. Teachers participated in a fifteen-

hour course for graduate credit and attended inservice training once a month. They also served as 

presenters in areas of their expertise. An implementation plan was created at the end of each 

training session. Mentor teachers led peer observations focused on classroom implementation of 

the strategies learned. The observations were not evaluative. Instead, they served as a support 

system and were not shared with administrators. However, campus administrators were 

instrumental in ensuring accountability for implementation of the professional development 

strategies. They participated in the monthly seminars and were provided with guidelines for 

conducting observations that focused on the same professional development strategies. Teachers 

were observed a minimum of two times during the school year and administrators looked for 

evidence that the strategies were being implemented. The intervention focused on change at the 

classroom level, beginning with the teacher (Fisher, 2002).  By the end of the intervention year, 

reading scores on the state test had increased by an overall 12% and the average reading score 

increased from a grade-level equivalency of 4.3 years to 5.4 years. For the first time in 15 years, 

the school met state accountability targets. Fisher (2002) concludes that by placing the focus on 

observing the teachers and providing the needed support did more for student achievement than 

simply looking at test results.  

It is difficult to imagine that waiting for our usual annual student achievement outcome 

measures would have resulted in improvements similar to those we have accomplished. 
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At Washington, more was done than measuring student progress. We focused on teachers 

and what teachers do in the classroom. (p. 51) 

Christou, Menon and Philippou (2004) conducted a study with primary school teachers in 

Cyprus. The purpose was to identify and explore their concerns toward a new mathematics 

curriculum and a new textbook. Two research questions guided the study. The first one focused 

on identifying the type of concerns that teachers had about the innovation (the new curriculum 

and textbook). The second research question investigated whether or not there was a significant 

difference in the concerns of teachers based on years involved with the innovation and on years 

of teaching experience. They found that years involved in the innovation was not a critical factor 

as related to concerns, but that years of teaching experience was a most important factor in 

explaining these concerns.  

In a study by York-Barr, Ghere and Sommerness (2007), ESL teachers and mainstream 

teachers collaborated with each other in the planning and delivery of instruction and reflected 

together on such instruction. These ongoing opportunities for collaboration between the two 

groups of teachers resulted in a substantial increase in ELL achievement. When looking at the 

key factors that contributed to the success of the collaboration, several factors emerged. First, 

before the collaboration started, ELL teachers had been dissatisfied with the isolated nature of 

teaching ELLs, which normally entailed social and instructional separation from mainstream 

teachers. This dissonance with the status quo encouraged openness to the change. Second, central 

office provided extra staff support in addition to mandating the change. Teachers were given 

information and examples of how to promote the collaborative model but were given freedom to 

design their own. Most importantly, learning conversations between the team members provided 

the intellectual and interpersonal challenge and support to influence change. The collaboration 
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between teachers with different areas of expertise added coherence, which, in turn, increased 

ELL learning in mainstream classrooms (York-Barr, Ghere & Sommerness, 2007).  

Summary 

Teacher change was explored in this chapter in the context of an intervention to improve 

the instruction of ELLs by mainstream teachers. The literature review included research about 

changes in perception of self-efficacy in the teaching of ELLs, because according to Gibson and 

Dembo (1984), teachers’ perception of self-efficacy has been found to be consistently linked to 

student achievement. A review of research examining mainstream teachers’ beliefs and attitudes 

toward ELLs was also included, indicating that these beliefs and attitudes can influence the 

instruction that ELLs receive and that positive attitudes toward ELLs tends to increase as a result 

of participation in professional development. Professional development research was reviewed, 

including some studies on professional development interventions for teachers of ELLs. The 

importance of observations followed by performance feedback was explored and teacher change 

at the classroom level and at the school level was discussed. 
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CHAPTER III 
 

METHODOLOGY 

This study utilizes a mixed methods research design. Mixed methods research is a 

procedure where both quantitative and qualitative data are collected and analyzed in order to 

provide a better understanding of the research problem. Triangulation, a mixed methods design, 

was used in this study. In triangulation, quantitative and qualitative data are equally prioritized, 

are collected simultaneously throughout the study, and can provide a more complete picture of 

the research problem by allowing generalization of the quantitative data and context-specific 

focus through the qualitative data (Creswell, 2005). 

This study aims to answer the following research questions: 

1. Is there a difference in the perception of mainstream teachers about their efficacy as teachers 

of English language learners (ELLs) before and after participating in the present intervention 

as reported on the self-assessment? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference between the self-assessment of Group 1 and Group 2 

teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year? 

(b) What, if any, is the difference between the self-assessment of Group 1 and Group 2 

teachers as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year? 

2. Is there a difference in the implementation of English as a second language (ESL) strategies 

among the groups of mainstream teachers as measured by the Mainstream ELL Instruction 

Observation Tool? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference in the implementation of ESL strategies between Group 

1 and Group 2 teachers for the four observations conducted during the intervention year? 
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(b) What, if any, is the difference in the implementation of ESL strategies between Group 

1 and Group 2 teachers as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the 

intervention year? 

3. Is there a difference in the effective use of ESL strategies among groups of teachers as 

measured by the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Group 1 

and Group 2 teachers for the four observations conducted during the intervention year? 

(b) What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Group 1 

and Group 2 teachers as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the year? 

4. Is there a difference in the academic achievement of students in the Texas Assessment of 

Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test for students in intervention classrooms as compared to 

students in non-intervention classrooms? (a) What, if any, is the difference in the percentage 

of All Students Met Standards and the percentage of All Students Commended in the 

classrooms of intervention teachers as compared to classrooms of non-intervention teachers? 

(b) What, if any, is the difference in the percentage of Limited English Proficient (LEP) 

Met Standard and the percentage of LEP Commended in the classrooms of intervention teachers 

as compared to classrooms of non-intervention teachers?  

The need for both quantitative and qualitative data was evident in the present study. The 

quantitative aspect provided generalized knowledge as to the differences in effective use and 

implementation of strategies between the three groups of teachers. This knowledge was first 

based on teacher scores on the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool. This instrument 

compared the implementation and effective use of strategies between Group 1 and 2 and between 

Groups 1 and 2 as compared to Group 3.  Additional knowledge was gained from analyzing the 



 36

percentage of All Students Met Standard and of LEP Met Standard and the percentage of All 

Students Commended and of LEP Commended on the TAKS tests and comparing the results 

between classrooms of intervention teachers and classrooms of non-intervention teachers. 

 Qualitatively, through a self-assessment questionnaire, an understanding was gained as 

to how teachers in each of the groups perceived their self-efficacy in the teaching of ELLs at the 

beginning and at the end of the school year, which corresponds to the beginning and end of the 

present study. Additionally, through the self-assessment, information was obtained about the 

beliefs and attitudes of teachers in each group toward teaching ELLs. 

Research Participants 

The present study was conducted as an extension of a pilot program initiated at a school 

district in the North Texas area for the purpose of increasing the effectiveness of mainstream 

teachers working with ELLs. An additional and equally important goal was to create model 

classrooms where other teachers could observe effective instruction for ELLs in action.  

The district consists of 27 elementary schools, 6 middle schools, 5 high schools, and 5 

special program centers. Total student enrollment is about 26,000 students. ELLs (or LEP) and 

previous ELLs (or previous LEP) comprise approximately 47% of the student population. 

Previous ELLs are students who have exited the ESL program after meeting exit guidelines and 

who are monitored for two years following the exit from the program to ensure that they are 

succeeding academically without the ESL support. As noted in Chapter I, the terms LEP and 

ELLs are used interchangeably, but LEP (Limited English Proficient) is the label used by state 

and federal agencies to refer to English language learners (ELLs). The pilot study, initiated 

during the 2007-2008 school year, consisted of an intensive professional development 

intervention targeting mainstream teachers in secondary campuses with the largest number of 
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ELLs. One middle school and one high school served as the implementation sites during the first 

year of the pilot program and were selected because of their increasing ELL (or LEP) 

populations. During the 2008-2009 school year, the second year of the intervention, one more 

middle school and one more high school were added to the intervention, again because of their 

increasing numbers of ELLs. The present study extended the pilot program and took place during 

the second year of the intervention, focusing only on the middle school participants. As the 

researcher conducting this study, I collected all the data. 

Table 1 shows the number of LEP students for each of the two campuses in the study.  

Table 1 
 
LEP Population of the Two Middle Schools Sites 
 Total 

Enrollment 
LEP Previous LEP 

Campus A 967 186 227 
Campus B 988 180 181 
 
Table 1 illustrates the number of students labeled as LEP during the year that the present study 

took place as well as students labeled as previous LEP.   

Four teachers from the first year of the pilot program, referred to as Group 1, and 12 

teachers who were added the second year, referred to as Group 2, participated in the intervention. 

The Group 1 teachers continued in the program, with the intervention, during the second year, 

the year of this study. All four of the Group 1 teachers and four of the Group 2 teachers were 

from the same middle school campus. The remaining eight teachers from Group 2 were from the 

middle school added during the second year of the pilot program. Table 2 shows the distribution 

of Group 1 and 2 teachers based on subject area. 
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Table 2 
 
Number of Teachers by Group and Subject 
Campus Group Language Arts Mathematics Science Social 

Studies 
A 1 1 1 1 1 
 2 1 1 1 1 
B 2 2 2 2 2 
  

  Due to the similarities in the demographics of the two schools, all Group 1 and all 

Group 2 teachers were combined for the present study. Hence, although the four teachers from 

Group 1 are from the same school, Group 2 consists of 12 teachers from both schools combined, 

for a total of 16 intervention teachers.   

At the beginning of the 2008-2009 school year, I met with the assistant superintendent 

and the principals from the two campuses to discuss the intervention. The principal from Campus 

A was already familiar with the concept because of campus participation the prior year. Since 

Campus B was new to the intervention, an orientation to the intervention was provided for the 

principal of this campus.  After discussing the training schedule for the year, the principals were 

asked to select the teachers for the second year of the intervention. The Campus A principal was 

asked to keep all four teachers from the first year and add four more teachers, one from each of 

the core areas. The Campus B principal was asked to select eight teachers by nominating two 

teachers for each of the four core subject areas. All the teachers were selected by their respective 

principal on the basis of leadership potential, availability, and/or need for additional professional 

development.  The teachers varied in years of experience, although most had completed one to 

five years of teaching. My only requirement was that teachers in the intervention had to have 

taught for at least a year. Since a teacher new to the profession has many new things to learn, 

participation in the intervention might be somewhat overwhelming. Appendix B shows the 

characteristics of the research participants for Groups 1 and 2. 
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Group 3 served as a control group and provided a comparison between teachers 

participating in the intervention and teachers outside the intervention. A limitation cited in some 

studies addressing teacher beliefs and attitudes in regard to subgroups has been the lack of a 

control group (Hart & Lee, 2003; Slavin, 2002). By having a control group, a valid comparison 

between groups of teachers is more likely to occur.   

Group 3 consisted of 16 middle school teachers who were not part of the professional 

development intervention. These teachers taught the same core subjects as the intervention 

teachers and were also employed at the same two campuses as the intervention teachers. 

Originally, 30 teachers volunteered to be part of the control group after I visited each department 

and discussed the study. The first set of data collected for Group 3 included the 30 teachers. 

However, a match was deemed necessary in order to have the same number of teachers in Group 

3 as in Groups 1 and 2 combined. The match also served the purpose of having three groups with 

similar characteristics.  Appendix B shows the characteristics of teachers in Group 3. 

Instruments 

Self-Assessment Questionnaire 

A self-assessment questionnaire (Appendix A) which I developed, was used to 

investigate how teachers perceived their self-efficacy as teachers of ELLs, to examine teachers’ 

beliefs and attitudes toward teaching ELLs, and to gain understanding as to the steps teachers 

were taking towards increasing their efficacy as teachers of ELLs. This instrument was field-

tested prior to its utilization with the teachers in the present study. The field-testing process 

involved giving the self-assessment to a similar group of teachers who teach mainstream classes 

and who have ELLs in their classrooms. The field test included the questions plus an opportunity 

to provide feedback on each of the questions with respect to clarity and validity. It also provided 
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opportunity for comments on possible changes needed. Based on the responses from this group 

of teachers and from feedback from the doctoral committee chair, the self-assessment 

questionnaire was revised.   The goal was to develop a valid and reliable instrument for use in 

the present study. The questionnaire consisted of seven questions at the beginning of the year for 

intervention and control group teachers. At the end of the year, five questions were added to the 

original self-assessment for intervention teachers about their involvement in the intervention 

during the year. The control group teachers were asked to complete the additional questions, 

except for the ones that specifically applied to participation in the intervention. 

Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool 

The Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool, which I developed, was used to 

record the observations conducted in each classroom throughout the year. I found it necessary to 

develop a tool to use for observations because of the limited availability of instruments 

developed for this purpose. An observation protocol has been developed for sheltered classrooms 

(Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 2004). Sheltered classrooms are those where all the students are 

ELLs (Weinhouse, 1986). This protocol is known as the sheltered instruction observation 

protocol (SIOP) model. The SIOP model (Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 2004) utilizes eight specific 

components around which instruction is designed for sheltered instruction and the instruction is 

evaluated through the observation protocol. Since the intervention in the present study utilized a 

variety of ESL strategies and was not limited to SIOP strategies, and because the intervention 

took place in mainstream classrooms rather than sheltered classrooms, the need existed to 

develop an instrument to observe implementation and effectiveness of ELL strategies in the 

classrooms of the participants. 
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 The Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool was used in the district during the 

2007-2008 school year. This instrument was used by administrators and teachers during 

classroom walk-throughs to observe specific behaviors from the teacher and the students during 

the lesson. The observations served to provide feedback and expanded the opportunities for 

teachers to learn from each other.  Teachers’ and administrators’ familiarity with the Mainstream 

ELL Instruction Observation Tool was a factor in choosing this instrument for the study. The 

ESL Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool for observations was developed by taking 

into account theories of language acquisition (Cummins, 1980; Krashen & Terrell, 1983; Long & 

Porter, 1985) and best practices for the instruction of ELLs (Thomas & Collier, 1997; Freeman 

& Freeman, 1998; Samway & McKeon, 2007; Bravo, Hiebert & Pearson, 2005; Samway, 2006; 

Hill & Flynn, 2006; Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007; Molineaux, 2007; Haynes, 2007).  

Originally, the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool consisted of 21 items for 

observation within the following instructional categories: comprehensibility during teacher-

directed instruction (8 items), frequency and effectiveness of student interaction (3 items), 

evidence of success for ELLs (3 items), and teacher demonstration of high expectations toward 

ELLs (4 items). Each item consisted of a six-point Likert scale and included the options of not 

observed, seldom observed, sometimes observed, often observed, repeatedly observed but with 

some gaps, and consistently observed. 

In order to ascertain and possibly increase the internal reliability of the instrument, an 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted. Internal reliability and consistency refers to 

the fact that items on a test or measurement tool should be highly correlated with each other in 

order for the scores to be reliable; when items are highly interrelated, it is predicted that they are 

consistently assessing the same construct (Henson, 2001).  In measuring internal consistency, the 
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Cronbach’s alpha explains the intercorrelation between the items; alpha will increase as the 

correlation increases. With a perfect correlation between items, alpha = 1; without any 

correlation between items, alpha = 0 (Henson, 2001). An important consideration during EFA is 

to determine how many factors (constructs) will be retained (Henson, 2002). 

Table 3 shows the constructs as indicated by the factor analysis and the corresponding 

Cronbach’s alpha for each. Henson (2001) suggests that for tests that consist of more than one 

construct, the internal consistency should be determined for each construct individually. For each 

of the three constructs in Table 3, a large internal consistency coefficient was found. According 

to Nunnally (1967), in the early stages of research, a reliability coefficient of .50 or .60 is 

sufficient. For most research studies, .80 is a good internal consistency estimate. As shown in 

Table 3, all the Cronbach alphas for the present study are above the .80 mark proposed by 

Nunnally.  Based on the wording for each of these items on the ESL protocol and on the themes 

represented by each set of items, each construct was assigned an identifying category.  

Items 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 12, 13 and 14 were removed from the Mainstream ELL Instruction 

Observation Tool because the Cronbach’s alpha increased in the absence of these items. This 

increase was an indication that these questions did not contribute to the internal reliability and 

consistency of the instrument. With the items removed, the remaining items showed a high 

correlation within each of the three constructs. Table 3 notes the item numbers composing each 

construct, the Cronbach’s alpha for each and the category assigned to each construct. 

Table 3  
 
Results of Factor Analysis 
Factor (construct) – Item numbers Cronbach’s alpha Category 
2, 7, 17, 21 .826 Modifications 
9, 10, 11 .849 Interaction 
15, 16, 18, 19, 20 .853 High Expectations 
Overall Cronbach’s Alpha .825  
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The overall Cronbach’s alpha of the instrument after eliminating these items is .825. 

Eliminating the items was necessary because their loading was below the minimum cutoff of 

0.32 (Cantrell, Young & Moore, 2003).  The alpha with the remaining items is within the area of 

high reliability, according to Nunnally (1967) and Henson (2001). 

State Standardized Test 

The effect of professional development on student achievement has been a topic of 

discussion and some research indicates a relationship between the two, although finding a 

correlation between student achievement and teacher professional development has often proven 

to be difficult (Yoon, Lee, Scarloss & Shapley, 2007). For the present study, student 

achievement was measured through the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test, 

which is the state standardized test. TAKS is administered for Grades 6, 7, and 8 in the areas of 

reading and mathematics. In Grade 7, students also take a writing TAKS test. In Grade 8, TAKS 

is also administered in the areas of science and social studies. The TAKS was used to ascertain 

possible differences between the percentage of all students meeting standards (passing) and the 

percentage of all students commended (highest achievement) in the classrooms of intervention 

teachers as compared to students in classrooms of non-intervention teachers. The percentage of 

LEP meeting standards and LEP commended was also compared. The LEP numbers were 

included in the state report within the group of all students as well as were disaggregated for 

reporting purposes.  Due to the small sample size, it was necessary to combine teachers in Group 

1 and 2 for this measure and to compare the percentages in these classrooms with those in 

classrooms of non-intervention teachers. Again, because of sample size, the group of non-

intervention teachers for this measure consisted of all teachers in both of the middle school 

campuses, testing in the same subject area. Group 3 was included with the rest of non-
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intervention teachers.  The four science teachers in the intervention taught at the 6th and 7th grade 

levels. Since science TAKS is only administered in the 8th grade, it was not possible to compare 

the percentages of students meeting standard or commended in intervention classrooms with the 

students meeting standards or commended in non-intervention classrooms. None of the 

intervention teachers taught in the only grade level (8th) where science TAKS is administered. 

Procedure 

 The intervention consisted of nine all-day professional development sessions as well as 

ongoing classroom work with the teachers. Ultimately, the goal of the intervention was to create 

and develop model classrooms for ELL instruction. Central office administrators hoped that by 

investing time and resources into this group of teachers and by providing an intensive, research-

based professional development intervention, these teachers’ classrooms would serve as models 

for other teachers in district to visit and observe quality ELL instruction.  The professional 

development sessions were divided as follows: 

Day 1: Introduction to the intervention, team building, overview of theories of second 

language acquisition, and selected ESL strategies. During this first day, teachers were trained on 

the use of the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool, focusing on what an ELL-friendly 

classroom would look like based on the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool. 

Day 2: Overview of the sheltered instruction observation protocol –SIOP model 

(Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 2004) and team building time. (Days 1 and 2 were scheduled to take 

place in two consecutive days) 

Days 3 and 4: Guided language acquisition design – G.L.A.D. training (Bretchel, 2001) 

presented by outside consultants from Project G.L.A.D (Orange County Department of 

Education). This training consisted of professional development combining academic language 



 45

acquisition and literacy. The use of visuals was emphasized with multiple opportunities and 

strategies for incorporating visuals into the content unit. The training was presented in two 

consecutive days and it was based on a balance of theory and interactive strategies for ELL 

instruction. 

Day 5: This session took place at the beginning of the second semester and built on the 

previous learning while adding other strategies based on the needs observed through classroom 

observations and also based on teacher feedback. 

Days 6-9: Project G.L.A.D. demonstration days (Bretchel, 2001). The four-days consisted 

of demonstration of the Project G.L.A.D. model in which the teachers had participated during the 

fall semester. It took place at one of the campuses and the lessons were conducted in a science 

and in a language arts class. 

At the beginning of the year, teachers in Group 1 had an opportunity to observe for a day 

in other Group 1 classrooms. During the fall semester, Group 2 teachers visited the classrooms of 

some of the Group 1 teachers for a day to observe the strategies in action. The visits were 

scheduled based on teacher availability and also based on classrooms where the strategies were 

effectively implemented. This selection of classrooms was done in order to ensure visits to 

classrooms where strategies were effectively implemented (based on my observations  prior to 

the teacher visits). In addition, some of the other teachers at each of the two campuses 

participated in observations in classrooms of Group 1 and Group 2 teachers during the spring 

semester. This observation was scheduled by the principals at my request. I accompanied 

teachers during observations and each of the fall and spring observations was preceded by a 

focus session with a discussion of what to look for during the visits. The Mainstream ELL 

Instruction Observation Tool was reviewed and teachers used it to guide their observations.  
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Teacher observations were immediately followed by a debriefing session where teachers 

discussed examples of effective ELL instruction observed, based on the Mainstream ELL 

Instruction Observation Tool. The written feedback completed by the teachers while observing 

their colleagues was later given to the teachers observed.  

Additionally, modeling of lessons and coaching took place in an ongoing basis during the 

school year. Modeling was provided at teachers’ requests and followed by dialogue. Coaching 

took place at teachers’ requests and also after each of the observations that were conducted using 

the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool. Performance feedback was provided as soon 

as possible after the observations in order to reinforce effective practices and to develop an 

action plan leading to change in areas of need (Colvin, Flannery, Sugai & Monegan, 2008). I 

stayed in touch with the teachers throughout the year via email. Additionally, I visited the two 

campuses as much as possible throughout the year to maintain a relationship with the faculty and 

administrators.  

Data Collection  

In September 2008, all Group 1 and Group 2 teachers completed the first self-assessment, 

prior to the beginning of the professional development sessions for the year. Group 3 teachers 

completed the self-assessment in late September/early October, after the recruitment efforts had 

taken place for the control group teachers. All three groups completed the last self-assessment at 

the end of the school year in May, 2009.  

Although teachers in Groups 1 and 2 were observed on an ongoing basis throughout the 

year, in the context of brief visits and coaching, formal observations where I used the 

Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool as the instrument to record observations were 

conducted four times during the school year, in September 2008, December 2008, March 2009, 
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and May 2009. Group 3 teachers were observed once in the fall (September/October) and once in 

May, close to the end of the school year.  In each case, I observed in the classroom for 

approximately 45 minutes. Although the teachers were aware of the general window of time for 

the observations, they did not know the exact date or class period when the observation would 

take place.  Therefore, the possibility of lessons planned for the benefit of the observer was 

decreased. 

Results from the TAKS test for writing, reading, mathematics, and social studies were 

collected for all students and for ELLs in the classrooms of Group 1 and Group 2 teachers, as 

well as in the classrooms of the Group 3 teachers and of other non-intervention teachers in the 

two campuses whose students took the reading, writing, mathematics and social studies tests.  

The percentage of all students meeting expectations and the percentage of all students 

commended, as well as the percentage of LEP meeting expectations and the percentage of LEP 

commended on writing, reading, mathematics and social studies TAKS test were compared 

between intervention and non-intervention teachers. 

Role of the Researcher 

 The role of the researcher in the present study is of importance for the understanding of 

the framework for data collection. For the three years preceding the start of the study, I served as 

the ESL coordinator for the North Texas district where the study took place.  In this capacity, I 

worked primarily with ESL teachers by providing professional development and serving as 

district supervisor. During the fourth year with the district, I was asked by upper district 

administration to begin a pilot program at two of the secondary campuses where mainstream 

teachers with large numbers of ELLs could engage in professional development about ESL 

strategies. Due to the success of the pilot (based on teachers’ evaluations and teacher interest in 
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continuing the pilot), the next year I was asked to focus solely on expanding the pilot 

intervention to include more teachers in the district, with the goal of establishing model 

classrooms where other mainstream teachers in the district could go and watch the 

implementation of ESL strategies. It was during this second year that the present study was 

conducted. Teachers participating in the intervention were given the option to participate in the 

study after appropriate IRB approval was obtained. All intervention teachers agreed to 

participate. Next, I gave the opportunity to other teachers at the intervention campuses to serve 

as part of the control group. Finding volunteers from the middle school campuses was relatively 

easy; however, not many high school teachers volunteered. As a result, the present study was 

conducted focusing only on middle school teachers. 

 Throughout the entire time of the study, but specifically during data collection, I made 

every effort to ensure that teachers did not feel obligated to continue in the study because it was 

being conducted by a district administrator. Lines often overlapped between the job and the 

study. For example, observations, coaching and feedback were part of the job for me and for the 

teachers. However, allowing the results of their observations to be used for data collection and 

analysis for the present study was ultimately the option of each individual teacher. Throughout 

the year, the one component that made the difference was the relationship that developed 

between researcher and teachers. This relationship involved trust, mutual respect and 

collaboration in the goal of reaching ELLs. Once the relationship was built, all that seemed to 

matter was getting the job done. Obviously, teachers always had the option to abandon 

participation in the study while remaining in the district intervention. Finally, as part of my 

district responsibilities, professional development sessions and coaching were conducted by me 

and/or by other personnel under my supervision. I conducted all the observations that took place 
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for the purpose of this study. This is an important fact to keep in mind to gain a better 

understanding of the overall framework of the present study.  

Data Analysis 

The data from the teacher self-assessment and the Mainstream ELL Instruction 

Observation Tool were analyzed using each research question as a frame of reference. TAKS 

percentages for writing, reading, mathematics and social studies were also examined.  Data 

analysis procedures for each research question are explained below. 

Research Question 1: Is there a difference in the perception of mainstream teachers 

about their efficacy as teachers of ELLs before and after participating in the present intervention 

as reported on the self-assessment? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference between the self-assessment of Group 1 and Group 2 

teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year? 

(b) What, if any, is the difference between the self-assessment of Groups 1 and 2 teachers 

as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year? 

For the first question in the self-assessment (Appendix A), consisting of a Likert scale 

where teachers rated their perceived self-efficacy in teaching ELLs, the means were reported 

based on the self-rating score given by each teacher. Means were compared between Groups 1 

and 2 at the beginning and end of the year. The means of Groups 1 and 2 combined were 

compared against the means for Group 3, also at the beginning and end of the year. In addition, a 

one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to compare differences within each 

group across time and to compare differences between Groups 1 and 2 and between Group 1 and 

2 combined as compared to Group 3 at the beginning and end of the year. I coded the rest of the 

self-assessment, which consisted of open-ended questions answered in narrative form, by hand, 
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using a beginning list of codes, revising the codes as new ones emerged from the responses, and 

determining emerging patterns (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).  

Research Question 2: Is there a difference in the implementation of ESL strategies among 

groups of mainstream teachers as measured by the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation 

Tool? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference in the implementation of ESL strategies between Group 

1 and Group 2 for the four observations conducted during the intervention year? 

(b) What, if any, is the difference in the implementation of ESL strategies between Groups 

1 and 2 as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year? 

 To answer this research question, a frequency chart was developed to show instances of 

no implementation indicated by a score of zero in the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation 

Tool. Frequency of implementation as represented by the scores of 0-5 was recorded for each of 

the observations conducted and more specifically for each construct. Results were compared 

between Group 1 and 2 and between Groups 1 and 2 combined compared to Group 3 at the 

beginning and end of the year. 

Research Question 3: Is there a difference in the effective use of ESL strategies among 

groups of teachers as measured by the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Group 1 

and Group 2 at the beginning, middle and end of the year? 

(b) What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Groups 1 

and 2 as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the year? 

 A repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted to compare the effective use of strategies 

for each construct between Group 1 and Group 2 across time based on the four observations 
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conducted during the year (September, December, March and May). In addition, Groups 1 and 2 

combined were compared against Group 3 at the beginning and at the end of the year for each 

construct by conducting a repeated-measures ANOVA. 

Research Question 4: Is there a difference in the academic achievement in the Texas 

Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test for students in intervention classrooms as 

compared to students in non-intervention classrooms the classrooms between the three groups of 

teachers as demonstrated by the percentages of ELLs meeting expectations and achieving a 

commended rate on TAKS? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference in the percentage of All Students Met Standards and the 

percentage of All Students Commended in the classrooms of intervention teachers as compared 

to classrooms of non-intervention teachers? 

(b) What, if any, is the difference in the percentage of LEP Met Standard and the 

percentage of LEP Commended in the classrooms of intervention teachers as compared to 

classrooms of non-intervention teachers?  

For this question, repeated-measures ANOVA were calculated in order to compare TAKS 

percentages in reading, writing, mathematics and social studies for All Students Met Standard 

and for All Students Commended between intervention and non-intervention teachers. 

Additional repeated-measures ANOVA were conducted to compare the percentage of LEP Met 

Standard and the percentage of LEP Commended between intervention and non-intervention 

teachers. 

Summary 

The present study utilized mixed methods as a research design and included triangulation 

as part of the design. Triangulation assigns equal value to quantitative and qualitative data and 
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these data are collected simultaneously (Cresswell, 2005). A professional development 

intervention was developed and included training sessions, observations with feedback, and 

ongoing coaching in the classrooms. Three groups of teachers participated in the present study. 

Group 1 consisted of four teachers who had been part of the intervention the year prior to the 

study. Group 2 teachers were new to the intervention and this group consisted of 12 teachers. As 

a control group, Group 3 consisted of 16 teachers who had not participated in the intervention. 

All teachers in the present study were mainstream middle school teachers in Grades 6, 7, or 8 

who taught ELLs as well as native English speakers together throughout the day. 

As the researcher in the present study, I served as a central district administrator. 

Balancing the responsibilities of the intervention from a job perspective as well as part of the 

study was a delicate task and every effort was made to ensure that teachers did not feel obligated 

to participate in the study since the intervention was part of their job. Earning the trust of the 

teachers was a vital goal which was accomplished.  

A self-assessment questionnaire was administered to teachers to investigate their 

perception of self-efficacy as teachers of ELLs. In addition, I conducted observations in the 

classrooms using the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool. This instrument rated 

teachers’ behaviors in the constructs of modifications, interactions and high expectations. 

Finally, results from the state standardized test, TAKS, were analyzed in the areas of writing, 

reading, mathematics and social studies, comparing results for students in intervention 

classrooms with students in non-intervention classrooms. Results of the data are analyzed and 

described in Chapter IV. 
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CHAPTER IV 
 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to examine the effect that a professional development 

intervention for mainstream teachers of English language learners (ELLs) had on how effectively 

these teachers implemented the strategies learned. The study was also focused on how these 

teachers perceived themselves in their efficacy as teachers of ELLs. Finally, the Texas 

Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test achievement for all students, including ELLs, 

in the classrooms of intervention teachers was explored. Throughout the study, the intervention 

teachers were compared to a control group of mainstream teachers who did not participate in the 

professional development intervention. 

Three groups of mainstream middle school teachers in the subject areas of language arts, 

mathematics, social studies and science participated in the study. Group 1 consisted of four 

teachers who had participated in the study during the year prior to the study: one each from 

language arts, mathematics, social studies and science. Group 2 consisted of 12 teachers who 

joined the intervention at the start of the second year, which was the year that the present study 

was conducted: three each from language arts, mathematics, social studies and science. Group 3 

was the control group consisting of 16 teachers who did not participate in the intervention: four 

each from language arts, mathematics, social studies and science. Data were collected utilizing 

the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool where teaching behaviors were quantified on 

a Likert scale. Observations using the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool were 

conducted four times during the year for Groups 1 and 2 and at the beginning and end of the 

school year for Group 3. Additionally, the percentage of All Students Met Standard and the 

percentage of LEP  Met Standard as well as the percentage of LEP Met Standard and the 
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percentage of LEP Commended in the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS), the 

state standardized test, were compared between intervention and non-intervention teachers in the 

areas of writing, reading, mathematics and social studies. Qualitatively, teachers’ responses in a 

self-assessment questionnaire were coded and analyzed for patterns and themes. The results of 

the analysis are presented in this chapter, based on the following research questions:  

1. Is there a difference in the perception of mainstream teachers about their efficacy as teachers 

of ELLs before and after participating in this intervention as reported on the self-assessment? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference between the self-assessment of Group 1 and Group 2 at 

the beginning and end of the intervention year? 

(b)  What, if any, is the difference between the self-assessment of Group 1 and Group 2 

teachers as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year? 

2. Is there a difference in the implementation of ESL strategies among the groups of 

mainstream teachers as measured by the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool?  

(a)  What, if any, is the difference in the implementation of ESL strategies between 

Group 1 and Group 2 teachers for the four observations conducted during the intervention year? 

 (b)  What, if any, is the difference in the implementation of ESL strategies between 

Group 1 and 2 teachers as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the 

intervention year? 

3. Is there a difference in the effective use of ESL strategies among the groups of mainstream 

teachers as measured by the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool? 

 (a)  What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Group 1 

and Group 2 teachers for the four observations conducted during the intervention year? 
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 (b)  What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Group1 

and 2 teachers as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention 

year? 

4. Is there a difference in the achievement of students on the Texas Assessment of Knowledge 

and Skills (TAKS) test for students in intervention classrooms as compared to students in 

non-intervention classrooms? 

 (a)  What, if any, is the difference in the percentage of All Students Met Standard and the 

percentage of All Students Commended in the classrooms of intervention teachers as compared 

to classrooms of non-intervention teachers? 

 (b)  What, if any, is the difference in the percentage of LEP Met Standard and the 

percentage of LEP Commended in the classrooms of intervention teachers as compared to 

classrooms of non-intervention teachers? 

Data Analysis 

Analysis for Question1 

Is there a difference in the perception of mainstream teachers about their efficacy as 

teachers of ELLs before and after participating in this intervention as reported on the self-

assessment? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference between the self-assessment of Group 1 and Group 2 

teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year? 

(b) What, if any, is the difference between the self-assessment of Group 1 and Group 2 

teachers as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year? 

A self-assessment questionnaire (Appendix A) was used to investigate the perception of 

teachers about their own efficacy as teachers of ELLs. The self-assessment was administered at 
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the beginning of the school year in September and at the end of the school year in May. All three 

groups of teachers completed the questionnaire and there were no missing data.  

The first question for the self-assessment questionnaire asked teachers to rate themselves 

based on their perception of their own efficacy as teachers of ELLs. A Likert scale was used, 

with teachers selecting on a scale of 1-10 with 1 as not effective and 10 as very effective in 

regards to ELL instruction.  

Quantitative data were analyzed using SPSS 15.0 statistical software. Prior to the data 

analysis, Mauchly’s tests for homogeneity of variances were conducted. All the tests were non-

significant, indicating that the data met the assumption of homogeneity of variances. As the 

homogeneity of variances was met, the test was conducted, either as a one-way ANOVA or as a 

repeated-measures ANOVA, in order to answer the appropriate research questions.  An alpha 

level of .05 was used when conducting all statistical tests. 

Means were compared for Group 1, Group 2 and Group 3 at the beginning of the year 

(BOY) and at the end of the year (EOY). Table 4 shows the differences in group means at the 

beginning and end of the year.  

Table 4 
 
 Group Means and Standard Deviations – BOY and EOY 
 
 Group M SD 
BOY 1 (n=4) 7.500 0.577 
 2 (n=12) 3.917 1.379 

 
3 (n=16) 5.438 1.750 

 
EOY 1 (n=4) 7.250 0.500 
 2 (n=12) 6.666 0.984 
 3 (n=16) 5.625 1.544 
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September means for Group 1 were the highest of the means of the three groups at the 

beginning of the year (M=7.500, SD=0.577) and remained relatively stable at the end of the year. 

This result may indicate that Group1, returning to the intervention for the second year, had a 

higher perception of their self-efficacy as teachers of ELLs, based on the professional 

development in which they participated the year before. Group 2 and Group 3, not having 

participated in the intervention at the point when the first self-assessments were completed, had a 

lower perception of their efficacy as teachers of ELLs. By May, Group 2 had an increase in mean 

of 2.75 points (M=6.666, SD=0.984), the largest growth for a group, which was possibly an 

indication that participation in the intervention changed their beliefs and perceptions about their 

effectiveness as teachers of ELLs. The mean for Group 1 had dropped slightly by 0.250 points 

(M=7.250, SD=0.500) but for the most part remained stable. It is possible that by having 

participated in the intervention the year before, they had already gone through a “learning curve” 

and did not perceive a change in their already high self-efficacy, at the end of the second year. 

Group 3 also remained stable with a slight increase of .187 points (M=5.625, SD=1.544) 

by the end of the year. Their perception of self-efficacy in the teaching of ELLs did not change 

much during the year. Having started the year with a higher perception than Group 2, they ended 

the year with the lowest perception, mainly because Group 1 remained higher and also because 

Group 2 experienced a great deal of growth in their perception of self-efficacy. A repeated-

measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) shown on Table 5, was performed to compare 

differences between the rating in the self-assessment of Group 2 and Group 3 at the beginning 

and end of the year. 
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Table 5  
 
 Groups 1, 2 and 3 – BOY and EOY Self-Assessment 
 
Source  SS Df MS F p Partial eta 

squared 
Group 27.307 2 13.654 4.484 .020 .950 
Error 88.302 29 3.045    
Time 9.123 1 9.123 9.902 .004 .255 
Time*Group 26.641 2 13.320 14.458 .000 .499 
Error (within) 26.719 29 .921    
Total 178.092      
 

Results indicate statistically significant difference across time (F=9.902, p<.05) and 

statistically significant difference between groups (F=14.458, p<.05). This means that all three 

groups behaved differently across time in the two occasions in which they self-assessed their 

efficacy as teachers of ELLs. Additionally, results indicate a statistically significant difference 

between the self-assessment of Group 1 as compared to Group 2, and between Groups 1 and 2 

combined as compared to Group 3.  

The results indicate that Group 1 started out with a high perception of their self-efficacy 

and that by the end of the year they still perceived themselves as self-efficacious in the teaching 

of ELLs. Group 2, at the beginning of the year, showed a much lower level of self-efficacy than 

Group 1. However, by the end of the year, the Group 2 perception of self-efficacy had increased 

almost to the level of Group 1. In comparison, Group 3 started the year with a higher perception 

of self-efficacy than that of Group 2, but by the end of the year, the Group 3 self-efficacy had not 

changed significantly, and it was the lowest of the three groups.  

The effect size for the sample was analyzed in order to determine what percentage of the 

variance between the groups and across time could be explained by the effect (Thompson, 2002). 

The partial eta squared for the difference across time (η2=.255) is on the high range with .25 

considered high (Henson, 2006). It indicates that about 25% of the variance can be explained by 

the difference across time for Groups 1, 2 and 3. The partial eta squared for the difference 
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between groups (η2=.499) is again on the high range with .25 considered high (Henson, 2006). It 

indicates that about 50% of the variance can be explained by the difference between Groups 1, 2 

and 3. This result predicts that the perceptions of teachers about their efficacy as teachers of 

ELLs is changing for each group and across time based on the intervention in which Groups 1 

and 2 participated and in which Group 3 did not participate. Figure 1 illustrates the change in 

perceived self-efficacy for each of the three groups from the beginning to the end of the year. 

 

Figure 1.  Perceptions at the beginning and end of the year. 

The plot in Figure 1 shows how Group 1 started the year with the highest measure of self-

efficacy and remained stable during the year, with a slight decrease at the end. On the contrary, 

Group 2 had the lowest measure of self-efficacy at the beginning of the year but showed the most 
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growth by the end of the year. Group 3, on the other hand, started the year with a higher self-

efficacy than Group 3, but showed little growth during the year. 

The remainder of the items on the self-assessment questionnaire included open-ended 

responses to questions about participants’ perceptions as mainstream teachers of ELLs. 

Responses were analyzed through a hand-coded process. Codes were created, based on the 

research questions prior to analyzing the responses. Additionally, new codes were added to the 

list as they emerged from the participants’ responses. Throughout the process, an effort was 

made to align the emerging codes to the conceptual framework and research questions. As 

suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994), a code list was developed at the start of the coding 

process and sufficient flexibility was maintained to revise the codes if a code did not fit the 

original list or if codes emerged in addition to the original set. Additionally, a more inductive 

coding technique was used following the Corbin and Strauss (2008) model where data from the 

self-assessment responses were reviewed segment by segment (the segments usually consisted of 

sentences but sometimes words or larger chunks were deemed meaningful). Categories emerged 

from this review; some matched the original list and others were added to the list. Strauss (1987) 

explains the usefulness of reading notes from contrasting groups during the process of coding as 

a way to note differences, which in turn facilitates the creation of codes. I used this strategy in 

comparing the self-assessments of participants from Groups 1, 2 and 3.  

Codes were revised as the process of coding evolved. Many original codes were broken 

down into sub codes to allow for specificity as new information emerged (Miles & Huberman, 

1994). I consistently looked for patterns and connections among the codes, keeping in mind the 

importance of relating the patterns to the original research questions (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). 

Additionally, I considered words and phrases used repeatedly by participants as worthy of 
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inclusion in the code list, as these in vivo codes reflect regular patterns in the setting (Strauss, 

1987). Table 6 shows the final code list which evolved during the coding process, based on 

emerging responses from the participants. Patterns that emerged were added to a final code list 

while other patterns were eliminated because they seldom appeared. 

Table 6 

Code List for Self-Efficacy Responses 

Codes Code Symbols 
Change CH 

Awareness CH-AW 
Implementation CH-IM 
Student Improvement CH-SI 
Teacher Improvement CH-TI 
Level of Interaction CH-LI 
Knowledge CH-K 
Effectiveness CH-E 
Confidence CH-CF 
Consistency CH-CN 

Practices PR 
Previous  Practices PR-PP 
Other Training PR-OT 
Adaptation of Strategies PR-AD 
Low Affective Filter PR-AF 
Collaboration with ELL teachers PR-CELL 

Lacking Something Needed LSN 
Consistency of Implementation LSN-CNIM 
Knowledge LSN-K 
Awareness LSN-AW 
Time LSN-TM 
Low Affective Filter LSN-AF 
More to Learn LSN-MtL 

Perceptions PCP 
Other Students PCP-OS 
Something Given PCP-SG 

 

The code list shows four general topics that emerged (change, practices, lacking 

something needed, and perceptions) under which several sub-codes emerged. The codes provide 

a focus for analyzing teacher responses obtained from the self-assessment questionnaire. 
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It is essential to provide a clear definition for codes used in a study in order to ensure 

consistency over time for myself and for others who may replicate the study. Because codes tend 

to be brief, different researchers may interpret them differently. Codes determine the 

organization of the data and the effectiveness of its analysis and therefore clarifying their 

meaning allows other analysts the opportunity to conduct similar research (Miles & Huberman, 

1994). Table 7 provides an explanation of the codes used in the present study, including codes, 

symbols and definitions for each code. 

Table 7 
 
 Definition of Codes 

Code Definition 
Change (CH)  

Awareness (CH-AW) 
 

Consciousness and understanding about the needs of ELLs in the 
classroom and about strategies for effective instruction of ELLs 
 

Implementation (CH-IM) Utilization of strategies learned during the professional 
development intervention 
 

Student Improvement (CH-SI) Students’ ability to perform better in class than they had prior to 
the teacher’s participation in the intervention. Improvement was 
most often described by the teacher in reference to increased 
participation in class, better retention of content, increased 
vocabulary and higher interaction between students. On a few 
occasions, achievement on the TAKS test was mentioned. 
 

Teacher Improvement (CH-TI) Teachers perceived their improvement for the most part as their 
increased ability to effectively implement the strategies learned 
during the professional development intervention. A few referred 
to increased personal learning and ability to share this learning 
with others. 
 

Level of Interaction (CH-LI) The degree to which students are actively participating in the 
lesson primarily through academic discussions and group work 
 

Knowledge (CH-K) Conceptual understanding of second language acquisition and 
research-based instructional strategies proven effective with ELLs 
 

Effectiveness (CH-E) Ability to implement strategies with ELLs in an appropriate and 
successful manner 
 

Confidence (CH-CF) Teachers’ perception of their knowledge and effectiveness in the 
teaching of ELLs 
 

(table continues) 
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Table 7 (continued). 
Code Definition 

Consistency (CH-CN) Teachers’ perception of their ability to implement strategies for 
ELLs on an ongoing basis rather than sporadically 

Practices (PR)  
 

Previous Practices (PR-PP) Strategies and routines that teachers were already implementing at 
the beginning of the year when the first self-assessment was  
administered 
 

Other Training (PR-OT) Professional development other than the intervention in which 
teachers participated prior to, or instead of, the intervention. Some 
of this training includes classes to obtain ESL certification, other 
ESL training in the district, non-ESL training and collaboration 
with other teachers at their campus. 
 

Adaptation of Strategies (PR-AD) Intentional modification by teachers of the ELL strategies learned 
during the professional development intervention in order to 
facilitate implementation in their classroom 

 
Low Affective Filter (PR-AF) 

 
Practice of providing a risk-free classroom environment where 
ELLs feel free to use language without fear of embarrassment and 
where all students learn in a non-threatening setting 
 

Collaboration with ELL Teachers (PR-
CELL) 

Planning and dialogue between mainstream teachers and ESL 
teachers who work only with ELLs 
 

Lacking Something Needed (LSN)  
 

Consistency of Implementation (LSN-
CNIM) 

Having sporadic implementation of ELL strategies, but knowing 
that regular application of strategies is needed 
 

Knowledge (LSN-K) Lacking a conceptual framework about second language 
acquisition and about effective strategies for ELLs 
 

Awareness (LSN-AW) Inability to understand the needs of Ells and to respond to these 
needs with effective instruction 
 

Time (LSN-TM) Perception that there is not enough time in the school day to 
accomplish the tasks needed to effectively instruct ELLs, 
including lack of time for planning instruction 
 

Low Affective Filter (LSN-AF) Difficulty providing a risk-free classroom environment for ELLs 
 

More to Learn (LSN-MtL) Awareness of teachers that regardless of where they are in their 
professional journey as teachers of ELLs, there is still more that 
they need to learn. This realization was general for some and very 
specific (knew what they needed to learn) for others. 
 

(table continues) 
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Table 7 (continued). 
Code Definition 

Perceptions (PCP)  
 

Other students (PCP-OS) Teachers’ concerns about students other than ELLs in their 
classrooms. For the most part, teachers reassured themselves that 
strategies for ELLs were effective for their other students as well. 
 

Something Given (PCP-SG) Specific references during the self-assessment to something that 
was given to the individual that contributed to better teaching. For 
the most part, something given referred to strategies where the 
teachers perceived their role as receivers of the learning. 

 

Miles and Huberman (1994) refer to coding as analysis and to codes as labels used to 

assign meaning to sections of information compiled from participants’ responses.  In order to 

gain a better understanding as to the perceptions of mainstream teachers about their effectiveness 

in teaching ELLs, I analyzed the codes created from the participants’ responses to the self-

assessment questionnaire at the beginning of the school year (BOY) and at the end of the school 

year (EOY). From this analysis, patterns that connected the codes into categories of meaning 

were created. The frequency of occurrence for each pattern was tallied separately for each of the 

three groups and a percentage of occurrences for each pattern computed for Group 1, 2 and 3 at 

the beginning and at the end of the year.  Table 8 illustrates the results of the frequency count for 

each group at the beginning and end of the school year. 

Table 8 

 Frequency Chart for Self-Efficacy Patterns  
Pattern G. 1 G.1 G. 2 G.2 G.3 G.3 
 BOY EOY BOY EOY BOY EOY 
Change       
  Awareness 1(25%) 1 (25%) 2 (16%) 8 (66%) 3 (19%) 2(13%) 
  Implementation  0 2(50%) 0 8(66%) 0 3(19%) 
  S. Improvement  0 3(75%) 0 4(33%) 0 2(13%) 
  T. Improvement 0 3(75%) 0 4(33%) 0 0 
  Interaction 0 2(50%) 0 11(92%) 1(6%) 9(56%) 
  Knowledge 0 1(25%) 0 4(33%) 0 0 
  Effectiveness 0 1(25%) 0 3(25%) 0 0 
  Confidence 0 1(25%) 0 4(33%) 0 0 
  Consistency 0 0 0 2(17%) 0 0 

(table continues) 
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Table 8 (continued). 
Pattern G. 1 G.1 G. 2 G.2 G.3 G.3 
 BOY EOY BOY EOY BOY EOY 
Practices       
  Previous Practices 0 0 4(33%) 0 6(38%) 1(6%) 
  Other Trainings 4(100%) 3(75%) 6(50%) 2(17%) 10(63%) 7(44%) 
  Adaptation 0 3(75%) 2(17%) 9(56%) 3(19%) 1(6%) 
  Low Affective Filter 1(25%) 0 2(17%) 7(83%) 1(6%) 2(13%) 
  Collaboration 0 0 0 0 3(19%) 2(13%) 
Lacking Something 
Needed 

      

  Consistency 1(25%) 0 6(50%) 4(33%) 5(31%) 2(13%) 
  Knowledge 2(50%) 0 6(50%) 0 5(31%) 5(31%) 
  Awareness 0 0 6(50%) 0 2(13%) 0 
  Time 1 2(50%) 0 5(42%) 4(25%) 1(6%) 
  Affective Filter 0 0 2(17%) 1(8%) 0 0 
  More to Learn 4(100%) 3(75%) 10(83%) 10(83%) 11(69%) 7(44%) 
Perceptions       
  Other Students 2(50%) 0 5(42%) 4(33%) 0 1(6%) 
  Something Given 1(25%) 1(25%) 0 4(33%) 0 0 
 

In the area of change, responses from participants indicate that most Group 1 and Group 

2 teachers perceive their efficacy in the change categories to have changed between the 

beginning and the end of the year. In the area of practices, effective practices often increased for 

Group 1 and Group 2 while for Group 3, all except the low affective filter category exhibited a 

downward percentage trend between the beginning and the end of the school year. 

At the beginning of the year, Group 2 teachers started the year with high needs in the 

areas of consistency, knowledge, and awareness and in the realization that they had more to 

learn. By the end of the year, however, the percentages were lower for all of these categories, 

except for the “more to learn” category, which remained at the same high 83% level. This is 

likely an indication of a desire for continued learning and professional growth for these teachers. 

The percentage for Group 3 decreased in the area of “more to learn,” perhaps because since these  

teachers, unlike teachers in Groups 1 and 2, were not involved in a community of learners, the  

need for additional learning was not part of their culture of learning. Worthy of discussion is the 

fact that teachers’ responses were answers to the questions on the self-assessment questionnaire 
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instead of free responses. However, teachers selected how to respond to each question and the 

questionnaire was filled out in privacy and at the participants’ own pace. Teachers had ample 

latitude to answer each question as they chose and the differences in the responses indicate that 

they did so. Table 9 provides contrasting quotes from the questionnaires of teachers in Group 1 

and teachers in Group 2 at the beginning and at the end of the year, illustrating how teachers 

perceived their self-efficacy in the teaching of ELLs before and after participating in the 

intervention. Quotes were selected based on how well they represented the views of teachers in 

each group at the beginning and end of the year. Contrasting quotes added perspective to the 

analysis of teachers’ perceptions of self-efficacy. 

Table 9 

Sample Responses from Group 1 and Group 2 for Self-Assessment Questionnaires 
Group 1 Group 2 

Beginning of the Year End of the Year Beginning of the Year End of the Year 
“I’ve been through the 
training for a while but I 
feel there is so much more 
to learn! I also wish I had 
time to really be able to sit 
and go through all the 
resources.”  

“I feel as a second year of  
[the intervention], I have 
been equipped with many 
resources…Although I had 
the resources in my 
classroom last year, I often 
found them difficult to 
implement…However, as 
the year progressed I have 
been able to incorporate 
more techniques into my 
daily curriculum…” 

“I don’t really know of 
effective strategies to use 
in my classroom, and if I 
do know the strategy, I 
don’t feel like I am 
reaching my students.” 

“I feel like I have the 
potential to reach English 
language learners in my 
class. I have had the 
training, and have 
implemented strategies 
that will help my 
learners…I have become 
more aware of my 
ELLs…and have started 
using more strategies that 
are potentially going to 
help them learn content… 

“I know I need to improve 
on my organization and 
consistency as well as 
feedback and 
questioning…” 

“I use a lot of the strategies 
learned in [the 
intervention] and from 
additional reading and 
research. There are still so 
many things that I can do 
and think of in my 
planning for application. I 
do however see my 
students being successful 
in their learning.” 

“…I am somewhat 
familiar with strategies for 
teaching ELL students…I 
need to learn more 
strategies and implement 
them…” 

“…I have become very 
familiar with many ELL 
strategies as a result of 
being in [the intervention] 
this year. I have 
implemented many of the 
strategies …and have seen 
academic growth and 
success from my ELL 
students. ..In preparation 
for next year, I’m 
researching how best to 
teach spelling to ELLs…”  

(table continues) 
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Table 9 (continued). 
Group 1 Group 2 

Beginning of the Year End of the Year Beginning of the Year End of the Year 
  “I think I am aware of the 

strategies however I don’t 
have consistent 
implementation…” 

“I think [the intervention] 
has given numerous tools 
to be more effective in 
teaching my ELLs. I think 
that I will become more 
effective when I do a 
better job of implementing 
the strategies…the time 
over the summer will be 
good to plan for next year 
and do a better job of 
being purposeful about 
planning the units with the 
strategies in place so they 
are part of the actual 
lesson and not an add on.” 

 

 Although the quotes in Table 9 are selected samples from participants’ responses, they 

represent the responses most typically offered by Groups 1 and 2 in the open-ended section of 

the self-assessment. Perceived growth in self-efficacy can be observed, contrasting the beginning 

of the year quotes with the end of the year quotes. 

 Sample responses for Group 3 were also contrasted between the beginning and the end of 

the year self-assessments. Table 10 provides examples of responses indicating teacher perceived 

self-efficacy at two points in the school year. 

Table 10 

Sample Responses for Group 3 from Self-Assessment Questionnaire 
Group 3 

Beginning of the Year End of the Year 
“Hard to take steps forward when every year ‘other’ new 
things are introduced/expected…I would always like to 
become a more effective teacher…in whatever way 
possible. I unfortunately am not able to attend anything 
outside of the school day.” 
 

“I think that [increasing effectiveness as a teacher of 
ELLs] is very important and should be a school-wide 
initiative. I would like support with this within my 
department. We are tied to a very structured 
curriculum.” 

“I would like some additional training on modifying 
assessments and assignments. I would also like more 
training to better meet the needs of level 1 students.” 
 

“I have had the opportunity to observe some of the 
teachers in [the intervention] this year and I was able to 
observe how they used the word walls and the visuals.” 

(table continues) 
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Table 10 (continued). 
Group 3 

Beginning of the Year End of the Year 
“It seems very important at this point [to increase 
effectiveness as a teacher of ELLs] because I’m finding 
myself responsible for a few every year and to think I’m 
all they have for that particular subject scares me. If I 
don’t reach them, then who knows when someone will 
and by that time they may be so far behind quitting may 
seem easier.” 
 

“I really don’t know if I’m being effective with them 
due to a lack of experience working with kids of this 
background.” 

“The strategies don’t feel concrete, predictable, or 
effective. I don’t feel there is a uniform, consistent 
teaching/instruction protocol.” 

“I don’t see them trying to speak in English AT ALL so 
I am not sure of the effectiveness of the strategies.” 

 
 The responses at the beginning of the year indicate that teachers in Group 3 saw the need 

to increase their knowledge base and efficacy in regard to ELL instruction. For the most part, by 

the end of the school year, they still had similar needs and even some misunderstanding of 

second language acquisition. These sample responses represent the most common responses 

given by Group 3 at the two times during the school year when they completed the self-

assessment. 

Analysis for Question 2 

Is there a difference in the implementation of ESL strategies among the groups of 

mainstream teachers as measured by the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference in the implementation of ESL strategies between Group 

1 and Group 2 teachers for the four observations conducted during the intervention year? 

b) What, if any, is the difference in the implementation of ESL strategies between Group1 

and Group 2 teachers as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the 

intervention year?  

Implementation and effectiveness were closely related throughout the observation 

process for this study. During the development of the protocol and later, during the observations, 

it was assumed that if a behavior was observed and consequently rated using the scale on the 
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protocol, then that behavior (strategy) was being implemented. Without implementation, there 

would have been no ranking of effectiveness. However, when a zero was recorded for an item on 

the protocol, the lack of implementation was in fact being noted. Zero represented a behavior 

that was not observed, meaning that it was not implemented. Hence, in order to find differences 

in implementation between the groups, the number of times that zeros were recorded for each 

group during each observation was counted, as a non-implementation. In addition, the frequency 

of times that 1 (seldom observed), 2 (sometimes observed), 3 (often observed), 4 (repeatedly 

observed – some gaps) and 5 (consistently observed) occurred was also recorded in order to gain 

a broader understanding of the level of implementation that took place during each observation. 

The frequency for each construct was analyzed individually as well. Construct A represents 

items addressing modifications for ELLs (items 2, 7, 17 and 21). Construct B represents items 

addressing interaction between teacher and students and between students (items 9, 10 and 11). 

Construct C represents items addressing academic expectations for ELLs (items 15, 16, 18, 19 

and 20). The percentage of implementation was then computed for Groups 1, 2 and 3 across the 

four observations, for each of the four constructs and for each possible score of 0-5. 

What, if any, is the difference in the implementation of ESL strategies between Group 1 

and Group 2 for the four observations conducted during the intervention year? 

What, if any, is the difference in the implementation of ESL strategies between Groups 1 

and 2 as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the year?  

Across the time of the four observations and for each of the three constructs, the 

percentage of zeros indicating no implementation decreased consistently for Groups 1 and 2 

between September and May. Consequently, the percentage of implementation scores increased 
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from the beginning to the end of the year. A detailed breakdown of percentages for all 

observations and constructs is presented in Table 11. 
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Table 11 

Percentage of Implementation by Group Across Time 
 

 

Observation Score Construct A Construct B Construct C 
September  Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
 0 18.75 20.83 21.88 50.00 33.33 27.08 5.00 31.67 10.00 
 1 12.50 18.75 18.75 25.00 30.56 18.75 40.00 13.33 22.50 
 2 31.25 29.16 29.69 8.33 30.56 12.50 25.00 35.00 35.00 
 3 25.00 20.83 3.44 0 8.33 14.58 25.00 13.33 25.00 
 4 12.50 8.33 4.69 16.67 0 14.58 0 6.67 7.50 
 5 0 0 1.56 0 0 8.33 5.00 0 0 
           
December           
 0 18.75 0  16.67 5.56  5.00 1.67  
 1 6.25 16.67  8.33 13.89  15.00 11.67  
 2 43.75 35.42  16.67 19.44  40.00 33.33  
 3 18.75 31.25  50.00 41.67  5.00 36.67  
 4 6.25 8.33  8.33 19.44  35.00 13.33  
 5 6.25 8.33  0 0  0 1.67  
           
March           
 0 0 2.08  0 11.11  0 5.00  
 1 12.50 8.33  8.33 13.89  15.00 20.00  
 2 37.50 41.67  33.33 11.11  20.00 43.33  
 3 25.00 18.75  33.33 16.67  35.00 21.67  
 4 18.75 22.92  16.67 38.89  25.00 8.33  
 5 6.25 6.25  8.33 8.33  10.00 0  
May           
 0 0 6.25 14.06 16.67 5.56 20.83 0 0 6.25 
 1 18.75 16.67 25.00 25.00 11.11 29.17 15.00 18.33 31.25 
 2 56.25 47.92 48.44 16.67 30.56 25.00 70.00 41.67 31.25 
 3 25.00 20.83 4.69 16.67 13.89 16.67 10.00 25.00 23.75 
 4 0 8.33 7.81 16.67 22.22 6.25 5.00 15.00 7.50 
 5 0 0 0 8.33 16.67 2.08 0 0 2.50 
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The percentage of zeros indicating no implementation decreased for teachers in Group 3 

between the beginning and the end of the year observations and consequently, the percentage of 

implementation scores increased between the beginning and the end of the year. Differences in 

time are noted when looking at each observation time, which for Groups 1 and 2 occurred in 

September, December, March and May and for Group 3 the observations occurred in September 

and May. Each of the three groups experienced a decrease in percentage of zeros, indicating no 

implementation, although Groups 1 and 2 exhibited a larger change in percentage of no 

implementation than did Group 3 between the beginning and the end of the year. Figure 2 

provides a visual representation of score 0 across time for Construct A (modifications), Construct 

B (interaction) and Construct C (high expectations). 
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Figure 2. Percentage of score 0. 

 As the instances of no implementation decreased for all three groups across the year, it is 

interesting to notice that at no time was lack of implementation observed for Group 1 during the 

March observation, meaning that Group1 was actively implementing strategies and practices for 

ELL instruction during this time. Similarly, at no time was lack of implementation observed in 
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May for Group 1 for Construct A (modifications) and Construct C (high expectations). Group 2 

and Group 3 had instances of no implementation for all constructs during each of the 

observations in which they participated. 

Analysis for Question 3 

        Is there a difference in the effective use of ESL strategies among groups of teachers as 

measured by the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Group 1 

and Group 2 teachers for the four observations conducted during the intervention year? 

(b) What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Groups 1 

and 2 as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year? 

In order to measure effective use of strategies, I observed teachers in Groups 1 and 2 four 

times during the year (September, December, March and May), using the  Mainstream ELL 

Instruction Observation Tool as a tool. The observations lasted approximately 45 minutes and 

teachers were given a window of time (within two weeks) when observations would take place. 

Each behavior measured by the protocol was given a score ranging from 0 to 5 with 0 

representing “not observed,” 1 representing “seldom observed,” 2 representing “sometimes 

observed,” 3 representing “often observed,” 4 representing “repeatedly observed but with some 

gaps,” and 5 representing “consistently observed”.  

What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Group 1 and 

Group 2 teachers in the modifications construct? 

A repeated-measures ANOVA (Table 12) was conducted to compare the effective use of 

ESL strategies between Group 1 and Group 2 across time, based on the four observations that 

took place during the year (September, December, March and May).  
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Table 12 

Groups 1 and 2 across Time: Modifications Construct 
Source SS df MS F P Partial eta squared 
Group .021 1 .021 .040 .845 .003 
Error 7.357 14 .525    
Time 5.428 3 1.809 5.293 .007 .274 
Time*Group 1.131 3 .377 1.103 .359 .073 
Error (time) 14.357 42 .342    
Total 27.163      

 

In the modifications construct, the results of the repeated-measures ANOVA show 

statistical significance across time, F (3,42)= 5.293, p<.05, but no statistical significance 

between groups, F (3,42)= 1.103, p>.05. These findings indicate that the effective use of 

strategies involving modifications for ELLs increased for both Groups 1 and 2 throughout the 

year. On the other hand, there were no differences between Group 1 and Group 2 in the use of 

modification strategies, even though Group 1 had been in the intervention a year longer than 

Group 2. In addition, an analysis of the means of both groups reveals that in September, Group 1 

started out with a moderately higher mean (M=1.8500, SD=0.82260) than Group 2 (M=1.5833, 

SD=0.51493). By the December observation, the mean of Group 2 had increased by .97 points 

(M=2.5500, SD=0.61570) to be higher than that of Group 1, although the mean of Group 1 had 

increased by 0.15 points (M=2.000, SD=0.99331). During the March observation, the means 

continued to increase for both groups, with Group 1 (M=2.7000, SD=0.80829) and Group 2 

(M=2.6000, SD=0.57208). By May, the means of both groups dropped slightly with Group 1 

(M=2.1000, SD=0.2000) and Group 2 (M=2.0833, SD=0.59975), but still remained higher than at 

the beginning of the observation period. 

The effect size for the sample was analyzed in order to determine what percentage of the 

variance between the groups and across time could be explained by the effect (Thompson, 2002). 
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The partial eta squared for the groups (η2=.003) is in the small range with .01 considered small. It 

indicates that about .3% of the variance can be explained by the difference between Groups 1 

and 2. The partial eta squared for time (η2=.274) is in the large range with .25 considered large 

(Henson, 2006). It indicates that about 27% of the variance can be explained by time in the 

intervention. 

What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Groups 1 and 

2 as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year in the 

modifications construct? 

Groups 1 and 2 together were compared against Group 3 at the beginning and at the end 

of the year with respect to their effective use of strategies involving modifications for ELLs. A 

repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted, as shown in Table 13.  

Table 13  

Groups 1 and 2 Compared to Group 3: Modifications Construct  
Source SS df MS F p Partial eta squared 
Group .360 1 .360 .707 .407 .023 
Error 15.278 30 .509    
Time .903 1 .903 3.592 .068 .107 
Time*Group .640 1 .640 2.547 .121 .078 
Error (time) 7.538 30 .251    
Total 24.719      

 

Results indicate no statistically significant difference across time, F (1,30)=3.592, p>.05, 

and no statistically significant difference between groups F (1,30) =2.547, p>.05 These findings 

indicate that teachers in each of the three groups continued their previous practices in the area of 

modifications for ELLs, with no difference observed from intervention or non-intervention 

teachers during the two observation comparisons. The mean, however, of Group 1 and 2 

combined at the beginning of the year (M=1.6500, SD=0.58852) is lower than that of Group 3 at 
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the beginning of the year (M=1.7000, SD=0.73394). By the end of the year, the mean for Group 

1 and 2 combined had increased (M=2.0875, SD=0.52138) by 0.44 points while the mean for 

Group 3 (M=1.7375, SD=0.60539) had increased by only .038 points and is, in fact, lower than 

the mean for Groups 1 and 2 combined. The partial eta squared for time (η2=.107) is in the 

medium range with .09 considered medium (Henson, 2006). It indicates that about 11% of the 

variance can be explained by time in the intervention. The partial eta squared for group (η2=.023) 

is in the small range (Henson, 2006) and indicates that about 2% of the variance can be explained 

by the difference between the groups. The partial eta squared between the groups across time  

(η2 =.078) is in the medium range (Henson, 2006) and indicates that about 8% of the variance can 

be explained by the difference between groups from the beginning to the end of the intervention 

year. 

What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Group and 

Group 2 teachers in the interaction construct?  

A repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted, as shown on Table 14, to compare the 

effective use of interaction between Group 1 and Group 2 across time, based on the four 

observations that took place during the year (September, December, March and May).  

Table 14 

 Groups 1 and 2 across Time: Interaction Construct 
Source SS Df MS F p Partial eta squared 
Group .1447 1 1.447 .727 .408 .049 
Error 27.880 14 1.991    
Time 19.745 3 6.582 6.245 .001 .308 
Time*Group 1.391 3 .464 .440 .726 .030 
Error (time) 44.269 42 1.054    
Total 94.732      
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In the interaction construct, the results of the repeated-measures ANOVA show statistical 

significance across time, F (3,42)=6.245, p=<.05 but no statistical significance between groups, 

F (3,42)=.440, p= >.05. This means that the effective use of interaction as a strategy for ELLs 

increased for both Groups 1 and 2 across time. On the other hand, there were no differences 

between Group 1 and Group 2 in the use of interaction, even though Group 1 had been in the 

intervention a year longer than Group 2.  In addition, an analysis of the means of both groups 

reveals an ongoing increase in the means of each group across time with the largest change 

occurring for Group 1 between September (M=1.0833, SD=1.34371) and December (M=2.1667, 

SD=1.0363) and for Group 2 also between September (M=1.1667, SD=0.52223) and December 

(M=2.6111, SD=0.97269). A slight decrease in the mean of Group 1 occurred during the May 

observation (M=2.000, SD=1.18634) but both groups finished the year with higher means than 

they had at the beginning of the year, indicating change in the direction of increased student 

interaction. 

The effect size for the sample was analyzed in order to determine what percentage of the 

variance between the groups and across time could be explained by the effect (Thompson, 2002). 

The partial eta squared for the groups (η2=.030) is in the small range with .01 considered small 

(Henson, 2006). It indicates that only about 3% of the variance can be explained by the 

difference between Groups 1 and 2 across time. The partial eta squared for time (η2=.308) is in 

the large range with .25 considered large (Henson, 2006). It indicates that about 31% of the 

variance can be explained by the time spent in the intervention this year and that everyone, 

regardless of group, changed over time.  
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What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Groups 1 and 

2 as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the year in the interaction 

construct? 

Groups 1 and 2 together were compared against Group 3 at the beginning and at the end 

of the year with respect to the interaction of ELLs in the classroom. A repeated-measures 

ANOVA was conducted, as shown in Table 15.  

Table 15 

 Groups 1 and 2 Compared to Group 3: Interaction Construct 
Source SS df MS F p Partial eta squared 
Group .085 1 .085 .054 .818 .002 
Error 47.483 30 1.583    
Time 5.641 1 5.641 4.937 .034 .141 
Time*Group 13.141 1 13.141 11.502 .002 .277 
Error (time) 34.274 30 1.142    
Total 100.624      

 

Results indicate a statistically significant difference between Group 1 and Group 2 as 

compared to Group 3,  F (1,30)=11.502, p<.05. This means that in the area of student interaction, 

teachers in Groups 1 and 2 behaved differently from teachers in Group 3. Teachers in Groups 1 

and 2 increased student interaction for ELLs, while teachers in Group 3 did not.  

Results also indicate a statistically significant difference across time, F (1,30)=4.937, 

p<.05. This means that in the area of student interaction, every group behaved differently from 

the beginning of the year to the end of the year. An analysis of the descriptive statistics indicates 

an increase in the means of combined Groups 1 and 2 from September (M=1.1458, SD=0.75000) 

to May (M=2.6458, SD=1.32480). On the contrary, the mean for Group 3 decreased from 

September (M=1.9792, SD=1.54665) to May (M=1.6667, SD=0.86066). This indicates that even 

though Group 3 started out the year with a higher mean for student interaction than the combined 
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Groups 1 and 2, by the end of the year not only had they not increased the use of interaction in 

their classrooms like the other groups did, but, in fact, there was less interaction taking place in 

Group 3 classrooms as the year came to an end. 

The effect size using partial eta squared for time (η2=.141) indicates that 14% of the 

variance in scores can be attributed to time. The effect size for groups across time (η2=.277) 

indicates that about 28% of the variance can be attributed to group membership. 

What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Group 1 and 

Group 2 teachers in the high expectations construct? 

A repeated-measures ANOVA (Table 16) was conducted to compare the effective use of 

ESL strategies between Group 1 and Group 2 across time, based on the four observations that 

took place during the year (September, December, March and May), in the high expectations 

construct.  

Table 16 

 Groups 1 and 2 across Time: High Expectations Construct 
Source SS df MS F p Partial eta squared 
Group .376 1 .376 .255 .621 .018 
Error 20.651 14 1.475    
Time 4.273 3 1.424 2.110 .113 .131 
Time*Group 1.793 3 .598 .885 .457 .059 
Error (time) 34.274 30 1.142    
Total 61.367      

 

The results of the repeated-measures ANOVA indicate no statistical significance across 

time F (3, 30)=2.110, p>.05) and  no statistical significance between groups, F (1,14)=.885, 

p=>.05. These findings indicate that Group 1 and Group 2 did not behave differently from each 

other in the effective use of strategies that demonstrate high expectations for ELLs. The results 
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also indicate that the groups did not behave differently in the area of high expectations across the 

four observations conducted during the year. 

  However, an analysis of the means of both groups reveals an ongoing increase in the 

means of Group 2 across time with the largest change occurring for Group 2 between September 

(M=1.6458, SD=0.9502) and December (M=2.5208, SD=0.9011). The increase in mean across 

time could indicate growth for Group 2 in the area of high expectations toward ELLs. 

The effect size for the sample was analyzed in order to determine what percentage of the 

variance between the groups and across time could be explained by the effect (Thompson, 2002). 

The partial eta squared for the groups (η2=.059) is in the small range with .01 considered small 

(Henson, 2006). It indicates that only about 6% of the variance can be explained by the 

difference between Groups 1 and 2. The partial eta squared for time (η2=.131) is in the medium 

range with .09 considered medium (Henson, 2006). It indicates that about 13% of the variance 

can be explained by the time spent in the intervention during the year of the study. 

What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Group 1 and 

Group 2 teachers as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the year in the 

high expectations construct? 

Groups 1 and 2 together were compared against Group 3 in the area of high expectations 

for ELLs by conducting a repeated-measures ANOVA, as shown on Table 17. 

Table 17 

Groups 1 and 2 Compared to Group 3: High Expectations Construct 
Source SS df MS F p Partial eta squared 
Group .141 1 .141 .151 .700 .005 
Error 27.906 30 .930    
Time 1.129 1 1.129 1.792 .191 .056 
Time*Group 1.410 1 1.410 2.239 .145 .069 
Error (time) 18.898 30 .630    
Total 49.484      
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 Results indicate no statistically significant difference across time, F (1,30) =1.792, p>.05 

and no statistically significant difference between Groups 1 and 2 as compared to Group 3 at the 

beginning and end of the year, F (1,30)=2.239, p>.05. These results indicate that the combined 

Groups 1 and 2 did not behave differently from Group 3 in the effective use of high expectations 

for ELLs in their classrooms. It also means that none of the groups behaved differently between 

the September and May observations in the area of high expectations. 

An analysis of the means of combined Group 1 and 2 and of Group 3 reveals that 

although combined Group 1 and 2 started the year with a lower mean in the area of high 

expectations (M=1.7500, SD=0.9574), by the end of the year their mean had increased 

(M=2.3125, SD=0.67392). On the contrary, Group 3 started the year with a higher mean than 

combined Group 1 and 2 (M=2.3125, SD=0.6739) and by the end of the year their mean had 

decreased slightly (M=2.1094, SD=0.9172). The increase of mean for combined Group 1 and 2 

could indicate growth in the area of high expectations while Group 3 appears to remain at best 

unchanged. 

  The effect size for the sample was analyzed in order to determine what percentage of the 

variance between the groups and across time could be explained by the effect (Thompson, 2002). 

The partial eta squared for the groups (η2=.069) is in the small range with .01 considered small 

(Henson, 2006). It indicates that only about 7% of the variance can be explained by the 

difference between combined Groups 1 and 2 as compared to Group 3. The partial eta squared 

for time (η2=.056) is also in the small range. It indicates that about 6% of the variance can be 

explained by the time spent in the intervention this year. 
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Analysis for Question 4 

Is there a difference in the achievement of students in the Texas Assessment of Knowledge 

and Skills (TAKS) test for students in intervention classrooms as compared to students in non-

intervention classrooms? 

 (a)  What, if any, is the difference in the percentage of All Students Met Standards and 

the percentage of All Students Commended in the classrooms of intervention teachers as 

compared to classrooms of non-intervention teachers? 

 (b)  What, if any, is the difference in the percentage of LEP Met Standards and the 

percentage of LEP Commended in the classrooms of intervention teachers as compared to 

classrooms of non-intervention teachers? 

To answer this research question, the 2009 TAKS data were analyzed. In the area of 

reading, 6th, 7th and 8th grade students were grouped together. This was deemed necessary 

because the small number of intervention teachers in each grade level would have hindered the 

data analysis. Since the teachers were being compared in terms of whether or not the intervention 

had a positive impact on the percentage of their students meeting standards and achieving 

commended, it was deemed relevant to group teachers by intervention and non-intervention, 

regardless of grade level within the middle school. For mathematics, teachers were also grouped 

together across 6th, 7th and 8th  grades for the same reasons as in reading. Writing is only 

administered in middle school in the 7th grade, so the percentages analyzed only included 

intervention teachers who taught language arts at the 7th grade level. Likewise, the social studies 

test is only administered in the 8th grade, so the percentages analyzed included only those 

intervention teachers who taught 8th grade social studies. Science TAKS data were not analyzed 

as science is tested only in the 8th grade and all the science intervention teachers were 6th or 7th 
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grade teachers. All non-intervention teachers in 6th, 7th and 8th grades were included in the data 

analysis even if they were not part of Group 3. It was deemed that since TAKS scores are public 

data, this information could be used to obtain a broader picture of any differences that might 

exist between the two groups of teachers. However, non-intervention teachers who did not have 

ELLs (designated as LEP for TAKS purposes) in their classrooms were not included, as 

comparison would not have been possible. To obtain a broader picture and to increase sample 

size for the purpose of data analysis, in addition to LEP Met Standard, the categories of All 

Students Met Standard and All Students Commended were also included in the analysis for each 

test. A one-way ANOVA was conducted for each subject area comparison.  

Writing. A one-way ANOVA was conducted, as indicated in Table 18, in order to 

determine if differences existed between the intervention and the non-intervention groups in the 

area of writing.  

Table 18 
 
 Analysis of Variance for TAKS Writing: Intervention and Non-Intervention Classrooms 
 
Source Sum of Squares df F P Partial eta squared 
Met Standard (All) 

Between .050 1 1.272 .322 .242 
Within .156 4    
Total .206 5    

Commended (All) 
Between .074 1 10.537 .031 .725 
Within .028 4    
Total .102 5    

Met Standard (LEP) 
Between .127 1 .1.751 .256 .305 
Within .290 4    
Total .417 5    

Commended (LEP) 
Between .052 1 1.460 .294 .265 
Within .144 4    
Total .196 5    
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Intervention and non-intervention groups did not differ significantly on a one-way 

ANOVA for All Students Met Standard, F (1,4) =1.272, p>.05 or for LEP Met Standards,           

F (1,4) =1.751, p>.05. However, a statistically significant difference was found for All Students 

Commended, F (1,4) = 10.537, p<.05 between intervention and non-intervention groups. No 

statistically significant difference was found for LEP Commended, F (1,4) = 1.460, p>.05 

between intervention and non-intervention groups. 

Partial eta squared was calculated in order to predict if the small sample size affected the 

results and in order to determine what percentage of the variance could be explained by the effect 

(Thompson, 2002). The effect size for All Students Met Standard (η2=.242) is in the large range 

(Henson, 2006), accounting for about 24% of the variance. This means that the intervention 

could account for about 24% of the writing scores for All Students Met Standard. The effect size 

for All Students Commended (η2=.725) is in the high range (Henson, 2006) and accounts for 

about 73% of the variance. This means that the intervention could account for 73% of the writing 

scores for All Students Commended. For LEP Met Standard (η2=.305), the effect size is also in 

the large range (Henson, 2006), accounting for about 31% of the variance. This means that the 

intervention could account for about 31% of the writing scores of ELLs who met standards. 

Finally, for LEP Commended (η2=.265), the effect size is again in the large range (Henson, 

2006), accounting for about 27% of the variance. This means that the intervention could account 

for 27% of the writing scores of ELLs who were commended. 

Social Studies. A one-way ANOVA was conducted in order to determine if differences 

existed between the intervention and the non-intervention groups in the area of social studies, as 

shown in Table 19.  

Table 19 
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 Analysis of Variance for TAKS Social Studies: Intervention and Non-Intervention Classrooms 
Source Sum of Squares df F p Partial Eta squared 
Met Standard (All) 

Between .000 1 .000 .006 .941 
Within .005 5 .001   
Total .005 6    

Commended (All) 
Between .001 1 .001 .109 .754 
Within .042 5 .008   
Total .043 6    

Met Standard (LEP) 
Between .068 1 .068 .652 .456 
Within .522 5 .104   
Total .590 6    

Commended (LEP) 
Between .001 1 .001 .034 .862 
Within .096 5 .019   
Total .097 6    

 
Intervention and non-intervention groups differed significantly on a one-way ANOVA 

for All Students Met Standard, F (1,5) =.000, p<.05. No statistically significant difference was 

found for LEP Met Standard, F (1,5) = .068, p>.05. Similarly, there was no significant difference 

for All Students Commended, F (1,5) = .001, p>.05 or for LEP Commended, 

 F (1,5) = .001, p>.05.  

The mean scores were compared for All Students meeting standard in intervention 

classrooms and in non-intervention classrooms. In the area of LEP Met Standard, the mean of the 

intervention group (M=.7445000, SD=0.26700352) was .218 higher than the mean of the non-

intervention group (M=.5263600, SD=0.33555621), which could be an indication of higher 

achievement for ELLs in the intervention classrooms. 

Partial eta squared was considered in order to predict if the small sample size affected the 

results and in order to determine what percentage of the variance could be explained by the effect 

(Thompson, 2002). The effect size for All Students Met Standard (η2=.941) is in the high range 

(Henson, 2006), accounting for about 94% of the variance. This means that the intervention 

could account for about 94% of the social studies scores for All Students Met Standard. The 
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effect size for All Students Commended (η2=.754) is again in the high range (Henson, 2006) and 

accounts for about 75% of the variance. This means that the intervention could account for 75% 

of the social studies scores for All Students Commended. For LEP Met Standard (η2=.456), the 

effect size is also in the high range (Henson, 2006), accounting for about 46% of the variance. 

This means that the intervention could account for about 46% of the social studies scores of 

ELLs who met standards. Finally, for LEP Commended (η2=.862), the effect size is again in the 

high range (Henson, 2006), accounting for about 86% of the variance. This means that the 

intervention could account for 86% of the social studies scores of ELLs who were commended. 

Reading. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if differences existed between 

the intervention and the non-intervention groups in the area of reading, as shown in Table 20. 

Table 20 
 
 Analysis of Variance for TAKS Reading: Intervention and Non-Intervention Classrooms 
Source Sum of Squares df F p Partial eta squared 
Met Standard (All) 

Between .033 1 1.778 .200 .009 
Within .318 17    
Total .351 18    

Commended (All) 
Between .062 1 .891 .358 .05 
Within 1.192 17    
Total 1.255 18    

Met Standard (LEP) 
Between .015 1 .172 .683 .0098 
Within 1.523 17    
Total 1.538 18    

Commended (LEP) 
Between .004 1 .063 .804 .0040 
Within .989 17    
Total .992 18    

 
 Intervention and non-intervention groups did not differ significantly on a one-way 

ANOVA for All Students Met Standard, F (1,17) =1.778, p>.05 or for LEP Met Standard,  
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F (1,17) =.172, p>.05. Similarly, there was no significant difference for All Students 

Commended, F (1,17) = .891, p>.05 or for LEP Commended, F (1,17) = .063, p>.05.  

Partial eta squared was considered in order to predict if the small sample size affected the 

results and in order to determine what percentage of the variance could be explained by the effect 

(Thompson, 2002). Partial eta squared for All Students Met Standard (η2=.009) is in the small 

range with .01 considered small (Henson, 2006). It indicates that only about 0.9% of the variance 

can be explained by whether the student was in an intervention or in a non-intervention 

classroom. Partial eta squared for All Students Commended (η2=.05) is also in the small range 

with 5% of the variance explained by whether the student was in an intervention or in a non-

intervention classroom. 

Mathematics. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine possible differences 

between the intervention and non-intervention groups in mathematics as shown on Table 21. 

Table 21 
 
 Analysis of Variance for TAKS Mathematics: Intervention and Non-Intervention Classrooms 
Source Sum of Squares df F p Partial eta squared 
Met Standard (All) 

Between .002 1 .045 .834 .0016 
Within 1.235 23    
Total 1.237 24    

Commended (All) 
Between .010 1 .129 .723 .0054 
Within 1.846 23    
Total 1.856 24    

Met Standard (LEP) 
Between .023 1 .289 .596 .0124 
Within 1.830 23    
Total 1.853 24    

Commended (LEP) 
Between .077 1 1.857 .186 .0750 
Within .950 23    
Total 1.027 24    

 
 Intervention and non-intervention groups did not differ significantly on a one-way 

ANOVA for All Students Met Standard, F (1,23) =0.45, p>.05 or for LEP Met Standard, 
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 F (1, 23) =.289, p>.05. Similarly, there was no significant difference for All Students 

Commended, F (1, 23) = .129, p>.05 or for LEP Commended, F (1,23) = 1.857, p>.05.  

Summary 

The present study was conducted to determine if a professional development intervention 

for mainstream teachers of ELLs had an effect in regard to the self-perception of teachers about 

their efficacy as teachers of ELLs. The study was also conducted to determine the difference in 

the level of implementation and effectiveness of the teachers during the classroom observations I 

conducted using the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool as a tool. Finally, the study 

aimed to determine the impact that teacher participation in the intervention had on the 

achievement of their students on the state test. Throughout the study, three groups of teachers 

were compared. Group1 was participating in the intervention for the second year, Group 2 was 

new to the intervention and Group 3 was the control group who did not participate in the 

intervention.  

The results indicate that teachers’ self-perception of their efficacy as teachers of ELLs 

increased by the end of the year for those participating in the intervention, as demonstrated by 

their rating in the self-assessment. Additionally, statistically significant differences across time in 

the area of ELL modifications were found for Groups 1 and 2. .  For student interaction, 

statistically significant differences were also found between groups for Groups 1 and 2 and for 

Groups 1 and 2 as compared to Group 3. Statistically significant differences were found in 

TAKS test achievement for students in intervention classrooms as compared to students in non-

intervention classrooms in the areas of writing for All Students Commended and in the area of 

social studies for All Students Met Standard. No statistical significance was found in any other 

areas of TAKS between intervention and non-intervention classrooms.  However, given the small 
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sample size, made worse by the fact that some of the intervention teachers were not in testing 

grades, this finding may have resulted from the low numbers of participants. Chapter V discusses 

the implications of the findings to answer the research questions and areas for future research are 

addressed. 
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CHAPTER V 
 

DISCUSSION 

This discussion will focus on the key findings of the study in regard to teacher change.  

The self-perception of teachers about their efficacy as mainstream teachers of ELLs during the 

intervention year will be discussed. Additionally, the results of the classroom observations will 

be analyzed, focusing on level of teacher implementation of the intervention and teacher 

efficacy. Connections will be made between the findings of the present study and the literature 

that grounds this research. Moreover, the findings for the achievement of students on the state 

test will be reviewed and discussed in light of the professional development in which teachers 

participated. 

Key Findings 

Research Question 1:  

Is there a difference in the perception of mainstream teachers about their efficacy as 

teachers of ELLs before and after participating in this intervention as reported on the self-

assessment? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference between the self-assessment of Group 1 and Group 2 

teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year? 

(b) What, if any, is the difference between the self-assessment of Group 1 and Group 2 

teachers as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the intervention year? 

The first question in the self-assessment (Appendix A) asked teachers to rate themselves 

on a scale of 1-10 as they perceived their own efficacy in the teaching of ELLs at the beginning 

and at the end of the year. As noted in Chapter IV, Group 1 and Group 2 teachers increased their 

self-rating from the beginning to the end of the year. These teachers perceived their own efficacy 
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as teachers of ELLs as having improved since the start of the intervention. Results indicate 

statistically significant difference across time and statistically significant difference between 

groups in the perception of self-efficacy of Group 1 as compared to Group 2, and between 

Groups 1 and 2 combined as compared to Group 3.  

 Group 1 started the year with the highest mean score (M=7.500, SD=.577) and remained 

stable throughout the year. This finding could indicate that having participated in the intervention 

the year before, teachers had experienced a learning curve during the first year. It is possible that 

teachers perceived the second year as a time for maintaining the skills previously developed. 

This assumption is also supported by field notes taken during training discussions where 

members of Group 1 expressed that much of the learning for them took place during the first 

year but that this second year was important in terms of practice and in terms of depth of 

understanding. Rogers (1995) suggests that the diffusion of an innovation over a period of time is 

similar to an s-shaped curve. According to this diffusion theory, in the implementation of 

professional development, the s-curve signifies slow implementation followed by a period of 

rapid and dramatic growth. After this growth, implementation stabilizes and eventually declines. 

The process resembles a letter S. Group 1 may have experienced growth the year before and at 

this time may have been in the stable stage of implementation.  

Group 2 achieved the greatest growth in mean score of all three groups (2.75 points 

increase) from the beginning to the end of the year. The rapid growth could be an indication that 

the intervention was a factor influencing a change in beliefs and perceptions of these teachers 

about their efficacy as teachers of ELLs. The open-ended responses align with this assumption 

that the teachers saw their own knowledge and their teaching as having improved during the 
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course of the intervention. Following the diffusion theory (Rogers, 1995), it seems likely that 

Group 2 was probably experiencing the rapid growth period demonstrated by the S curve. 

Group 3 had a slight increase in mean score of .187 points by the end of the year. As 

noted in Chapter IV, having started the year with a higher perception than Group 2, they ended 

the year with the lowest perception. Again, this could be due to the fact that Group 1 remained 

high and that Group 2 experienced a large growth in perception of self-efficacy. The fact that the 

two groups that participated in the intervention showed growth and/or maintained an already 

high perception of efficacy and that the group that did not participate in the intervention ended 

the year with the lowest perception of self-efficacy with little change between the beginning and 

the end of the year likely indicates the efficacy of the intervention in changing the beliefs and 

perceptions of these mainstream teachers. Additionally, as noted in Chapter IV, about 25% of the 

variance in the teachers’ perception of efficacy can be explained by time, namely, how the 

groups changed during the year. An even higher effect size, 50% of the variance can be 

explained by the difference between the groups. It can be assumed that the perceptions of 

teachers are changing and that the fact that Groups 1 and 2 participated in the intervention and 

that Group 3 did not is a reason as to why the perceptions of efficacy of Groups 1 and 2 were 

higher than that of Group 3. Guskey (2002) proposes a Model of Teacher Change in which a 

change in teachers’ beliefs and attitudes occurs only after teachers have seen evidence that the 

professional development is positively influencing student learning. “The model [of teacher 

change] implies that change in teachers’ attitudes and beliefs is primarily a result, rather than a 

cause, of change in the learning outcomes of students” (Guskey, 2002, p. 386). In the present 

study, it is likely that intervention teachers perceived themselves as better teachers of ELLs by 

the end of the year because they had seen evidence of the improvement that their ELLs 
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experienced when the teachers applied the strategies learned. The fact remains that these 

mainstream teachers who participated in the intervention gained a higher perception of their own 

efficacy as teachers of ELLs during the course of the year. 

The qualitative open-ended portion of the self-assessment asked teachers to answer 

questions about their perception of self-efficacy in teaching ELLs. This section of the 

questionnaire provided information for the research question, comparing the perception of 

teachers in each group as to their efficacy as mainstream teachers of ELLs. After teachers’ 

responses on the self-assessment were coded, the frequency of responses for each code was 

recorded and percentages determined for the frequency of each code. Group 2 exhibited the 

greatest percentage increase in behaviors relevant to their efficacy as teachers of ELLs. From the 

beginning to the end of the year, teachers in Group 2 perceived that they had lowered the 

affective filter (Krashen, 1987) in their classroom, meaning that their ELLs were free to take 

risks using language in a non-threatening environment. This behavior improved from 17% at the 

beginning of the year to 83% by the end. Additionally, their awareness about the needs of the 

ELLs in their classroom and about strategies to meet these needs went up from 16% to 66%. 

Implementation of strategies increased from 0% to 66% and perception of student improvement, 

teacher improvement, knowledge and confidence rose from 0% to 33% in each category. Of 

most interest is the fact that more than any other category, teacher perception as to how 

interaction had increased in their classrooms increased from 0% to 92% by the end of the year. 

Classroom observations analyzed under Questions 2 and 3, which will be discussed later in this 

chapter, also confirm that student interaction had a statistically significant increase in the 

classrooms of Groups 1 and 2 teachers. Other studies have indicated that interaction is important 

for ELLs and that the most effective teachers of ELLs use interaction in the classroom in the 
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form of small group work and active teaching (Tikunoff, 1988; Garcia, 1988; Echevarria, Short 

& Vogt, 2004; Levine & McCloskey, 2009).   

Group 1 also experienced increase in their perception of behaviors relevant to efficacy as 

teachers of ELLs. Student improvement and teacher improvement both increased from 0% to 

75%, indicating that these teachers believed, at the end of their second year with the intervention, 

that they were better teachers of ELLs and that their ELLs had improved during the year. 

Implementation of strategies and student interaction increased from 0% to 50% and again 

confirms behaviors recorded during classroom observations. It is interesting that in the self-

rating scale, Group 1 started high and remained stable throughout the year, but for their open 

responses at the beginning of the year, they did not reference student improvement, teacher 

improvement, implementation, or interaction as occurring behaviors. However, by the end of the 

intervention year, they clearly discussed how their students were doing better, how they as 

teachers had grown, and how they had increased their implementation of strategies and, in 

particular, the use of interaction in the classroom. Perhaps Group 1 entered the second year in the 

intervention with a high perception of their efficacy but it took an additional year for these 

teachers to be able to understand and verbalize how they were being effective. 

Group 3 teachers experienced the most change in the perception of the use of interaction 

in the classroom (from 1% to 56%) and in their perception of implementation of ESL strategies 

(from 0% to 19%). As they were not part of the intervention, the increased use of interaction and 

increased implementation of ESL strategies could be a result of other training or of observing in 

the classrooms of intervention teachers. It is also possible that the perception that interaction had 

increased in their classroom was based on a different definition of what constituted interaction 

for ELLs than that which guided the behavior of Group 1 and Group 2 teachers.  
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By the end of the year, the greatest area of need expressed by Groups 1 and 2 was time 

(50% and 42% respectively). Adequate time for participating in the trainings was a topic of 

discussion, not only in the self-assessment but also during dialogue in the course of the year. 

Time for implementing strategies was a topic of discussion during dialogue at the beginning of 

the year, but as teachers realized that ESL strategies could be integrated into their existing 

curriculum and would benefit all students, that concern lessened. This finding echoes research 

indicating that middle and high school mainstream teachers who incorporate effective practices 

in their content classrooms are, as a result, using many of the best practices for the instruction of 

ELLs and that these practices benefit non-ELLs as well as ELLs (Meltzer & Hamann, 2005). For 

Group 3, the greatest need expressed at the end of the year was need for additional knowledge 

about teaching ELLs (31%). All three groups expressed a desire and a need to continue learning. 

Research Question 2: 

Is there a difference in the implementation of ESL strategies among the groups of 

mainstream teachers as measured by the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool? 

(a) What, if any, is the difference in the implementation of ESL strategies between Group 

1 and Group 2 teachers for the four observations conducted during the intervention year? 

(b) What, if any, is the difference in the implementation of ESL strategies between Group 

1 and Group 2 teachers as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the 

intervention year?  

It is not uncommon for educators to attend a professional development session and leave 

invigorated and ready to apply what they learned to their classroom practice. Soon after, 

however, because of time constraints or because of lack of support, implementation of the 

strategies learned during the training fails to take place. Teachers need to internalize the 
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strategies so they feel comfortable and motivated using them; otherwise, implementation will 

end when the professional developers leave (Stallings & Krasavage, 1986). Fullan and Miles 

(1992) suggest the following:  

…schools can become hotbeds of innovation and reform in the absence of external 

support, but they cannot stay innovative without the continuing support of the district or 

other agencies…the failure to institutionalize the innovation and build it into the normal 

structures and practices of the organization underlies the disappearance of many reforms. 

(Fullan & Miles, 1992, p. 747)  

When considering implementation or seeking information about a new practice, teachers 

may go through what Hall and Hord (1987) refer to as “Levels of Use” where teachers engage in 

various patterns of behavior about implementation. The levels of use start with Level 0 – 

Nonuse, followed by Level I - Orientation, Level II – Preparation, Level III – Mechanical, Level 

IVA – Routine, Level IVB – Refinement, Level V – Integration, and Level VI – Renewal. For 

the purpose of this study, Group 1 and Group 2 teachers had been participants in the intervention 

one or two years respectively. Hence, their level of use had gone beyond the level of nonuse 

where there typically is little or no knowledge about the implementation. It is possible that some 

group members remained at the level of orientation where people want more information before 

deciding to implement. However, based on the results of the data analysis, it appears that most 

Group 1 and Group 2 members went beyond the first two levels and in some areas operated at 

the level of preparation, where they were actively preparing to implement change. This 

preparation was evidenced by their efforts to seek out opportunities to plan together, 

incorporating the ESL strategies into their upcoming units.  In other areas, they operated at the 

mechanical level where they actually began to implement the strategies learned. Classroom 
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observations revealed an increase in the implementation of strategies from the beginning to the 

end of the year.  Some of the teachers in Group 1 and Group 2 were operating at what Hord and 

Hall (1987) consider the level of routine use where strategies are implemented routinely. For 

example, in these classrooms, teachers habitually helped ELLs from a Spanish-speaking 

background to make connections between English vocabulary words and Spanish cognates.  

Additionally, many of the teachers began adapting and/or expanding the strategies to best fit the 

needs of their students, an indication of operating at the refinement level. Adaptations were made 

in terms of time allotted for implementation of strategies and in terms of how instruction was 

delivered. As one of the Group 2 teachers mentioned, “Nothing is set in stone and every 

classroom is different. It is important to keep your teaching style intact and just make 

modifications. We are who we are and in my opinion, modifications have to be made to fit the 

needs of your teaching as well as the student.” This flexibility to adapt and modify strategies is 

what Hatano and Oura (2003) refer to as behaviors of “adaptive experts” (p. 28), indicating that 

effective teachers are more likely to adapt strategies and even change core teaching practices. 

Less effective teachers are not as likely to adapt strategies and practices to fit the needs of their 

students.  

Across each of the three groups, the percentages for implementation not observed 

decreased between the beginning and the end of the year, as documented through the Mainstream 

ELL Instruction Observation Tool. This is a possible indication that all three groups of teachers, 

regardless of whether or not they participated in the intervention, tried to do as much as possible 

to reach the ELLs in their classrooms, and, as a result, implemented appropriate strategies to the 

best of their abilities. The level of effectiveness in which each of the three groups implemented 

such strategies is a different issue and the topic of the next research question. 
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Research Question 3:  

Is there a difference in the effective use of ESL strategies among groups of teachers as 

measured by the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool? 

a) What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Group 1 

and Group 2 teachers for the four observations conducted during the intervention year? 

b) What, if any, is the difference in the effective use of ESL strategies between Groups 1 

and Group 2 teachers as compared to Group 3 teachers at the beginning and end of the 

intervention year? 

The effective use of the strategies that teachers chose to implement was the focus of the 

observations using the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool. For this analysis, the 

existence of three separate constructs measuring different aspects of ELL instruction was 

important because it indicated areas where groups excelled and areas where no significant 

difference between groups was noted.  In the areas of modifications, I observed behaviors that 

included using visuals to enhance comprehension, allowing for extra wait time for ELLs to 

respond to questions, accepting the attempts of ELLs to communicate even when not fluent and 

then expanding their language through modeling, and using the same curriculum and 

expectations for all students while providing differentiation for ELLs as needed. As noted in 

Chapter IV, both Groups 1 and 2 improved over the course of the year in their effective use of 

modifications. Statistically significant differences were found over time, between the beginning 

and the end of the year. No statistically significant differences were found between Group 1 and 

Group 2 teachers. This could be in part because Group 2 teachers had enough growth to be 

comparable in effectiveness to Group 1 and because Group 1 teachers maintained their 

effectiveness from the year before and grew alongside Group 2. This is perhaps a characteristic 
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of these particular groups of teachers and perhaps a limitation due to small sample size, as other 

studies have indicated a difference in performance and teacher change based on time in an 

intervention (Boyle, Lamprianou & Boyle, 2004; Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss & Shapley, 

2007).  However, the effect size indicates that even with a larger sample size, the likelihood of 

differences between the two groups is minimal. Only .3% of the variance can be explained by 

differences between the two groups while 27% of the variance can be explained by time in the 

intervention.  

Group 3 did not perform differently in the area of modifications across the time of the 

intervention but, in fact, remained stable from the beginning to the end of the year in this 

construct. Unlike Groups 1 and 2, teachers in Group 3 did not change over time in their effective 

use of modifications. This difference may indicate that the intervention was influential in the 

effective use of modifications for those teachers who participated. 

In the area of interaction, I observed behaviors that included students engaged in small 

group work with plentiful opportunities provided for students to communicate through listening, 

speaking, reading and writing along with others, and ample opportunities and time provided for 

academic conversations between teacher and students and amongst students. As noted in Chapter 

IV, there is statistical significance across time, indicating that both Groups 1 and 2 increased 

their effective use of student interaction in their classrooms. No difference was found between 

Groups 1 and 2. At this point, the assumption can be made that one reason interaction increased 

significantly is because the majority of the strategies presented to the intervention groups during 

training and during classroom visits involved high levels of interaction. Even when presenting 

strategies that focused on modifications for language and content, interaction was an important 

component of these practices and is supported in the literature (Tikunoff, 1988; Garcia, 1988; 



 100

Echevarria, Short & Vogt, 2004; Levine & McCloskey, 2009). Teachers may have found these 

strategies motivating and engaging and, as a result, looked forward to implementing them with 

their students. 

Group 3, on the other hand, did not increase student interaction throughout the year. 

Having started the year with the highest mean for student interaction (M=1.9792, SD=1.54665), 

by the end of the year the mean had decreased (M=1.6667, SD=0.86066), indicating less 

interaction for ELLs. A reason for this decrease in interaction could be due to the fact that not 

having participated in the intervention, these teachers were not exposed to strategies considered 

effective for ELLs, strategies that in their majority included active engagement and interaction. 

As the year progressed, in some cases interaction gave way to test preparation in the form of 

worksheets. Perhaps lacking a foundational reason for using interaction in the classroom to reach 

ELLs, non-intervention teachers may have opted to utilize a more traditional method of 

instruction, such as direct teach, to get content across to their ELLs.  

In the area of high expectations, I observed some behaviors that included teachers 

offering timely feedback without giving too much information and teachers praising students’ 

attempts at communicating and recognizing their efforts. Additionally, some higher levels of 

questioning were evident, some opportunities for inquiry and problem solving were provided, 

and frequent opportunities for students to explain their thinking orally and/or in writing were 

available. 

 No statistical significance was found between Group 1 and Group 2 or across time 

during the school year. Behaviors indicating high expectations for ELLs were not observed as 

increasing using the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool. However, as noted in 

Chapter IV, the mean score for Group 2 between September and December increased by .875 
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points (September M=1.6458, SD=0.9502; December M=2.5208, SD=0.9011). This change could 

indicate growth for Group 2 in the direction of higher expectations for ELLs. The importance of 

maintaining high expectations for all students, but specifically ELLs, has been documented in the 

literature (Tikunoff, 1985; Montecel & Cortez, 2002). A study by Wong Fillmore, Ammon, 

McLaughlin, and Ammon (1985) found that when the level of instruction provided to ELLs was 

challenging and the teachers held high expectations, ELLs performed at high levels.  Sometimes 

teachers lower their expectations toward ELLs in an effort to make life easier academically for 

students with limited English. They may not expect ELLs to do the same level of work or to be 

able to answer high-level questions. Garcia (1988) found that one of the characteristics of 

effective teachers of ELLs was the departure from the “pobrecito” (poor little you) syndrome in 

favor of high expectations for students. This pobrecito syndrome is not a form of modification, 

as modifications involve keeping the level of expectations high and the same curriculum in place 

for all students, while providing support and scaffolding so that ELLs can learn at high levels. 

This way of thinking on the part of some teachers is, in fact, an underestimation of students’ 

ability to perform at high levels, even if it is well intentioned. 

No statistical significance was found between Groups 1 and 2 as compared to Group 3, 

indicating that high expectations is an area where much work remains to be done and which will 

encompass a shift in mentality in some cases. That there is no significant difference between 

intervention and non-intervention teachers with regard to high expectations for ELLs is a 

concern and could indicate that the presenters failed to emphasize enough the importance of high 

expectations during the professional development and coaching year. It may also indicate 

embedded beliefs and attitudes toward ELLs that may still be prevalent for teachers, even after 

participating in the intervention. As mentioned in Chapter II, low expectations toward ELLs are 
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communicated during daily interactions between teacher and students (Thompson & Warren, 

2004). Teachers with high expectations for students expect better performance from them and are 

more likely to praise their performance. When teachers have low expectations for students, these 

teachers are more likely to settle for poor performance and to provide minimal opportunities for 

participation and interaction (Brophy & Good, 1970). 

Research Question 4: 

Is there a difference in the achievement of students in the Texas Assessment of Knowledge 

and Skills (TAKS) test for students in intervention classrooms as compared to students in non-

intervention classrooms? 

 (a)  What, if any, is the difference in the percentage of All Students Met Standard and the 

percentage of All Students Commended in the classrooms of intervention teachers as compared 

to classrooms of non-intervention teachers? 

 (b)  What, if any, is the difference in the percentage of LEP Met Standard and the 

percentage of LEP Commended in the classrooms of intervention teachers as compared to 

classrooms of non-intervention teachers? 

In a very common fashion, achievements on standardized tests are often the results in 

which lawmakers, school boards, and districts have an interest. A study with inconclusive results 

from standardized tests may be disregarded by these governing bodies. In the present study, the 

results of the teacher self-assessment and the evidence provided by the classroom observations 

are more detailed and conclusive than the results obtained from the TAKS data. There are several 

reasons for this. First, as principals selected the teachers to participate in the intervention, they 

selected some teachers in grades that did not have a TAKS test. This is particularly the case in 

science, where none of the teachers in the intervention were from a testing grade (8th grade is the 
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only middle school grade with a TAKS science test). Second, not all ELLs took the test and not 

every ELL who took the test was coded as LEP due to compliance and state guidelines. As a 

result, the numbers of ELLs (LEP) for intervention and non-intervention teachers were lower 

than the actual number of ELLs in their classrooms, making data analysis more difficult. Third, 

with a relatively small sample size, even with the introduction of “All Students” as an additional 

group of TAKS takers, the data analysis was limited. The results obtained from the self-

assessments and from the ongoing observations provide a rich source of data that address the 

research questions in the present study and that provide information aside from state tests. This 

information sheds light on the everyday effective implementation of strategies and addresses 

student improvement, even if the final results of how students performed on the state 

standardized test are limited.  

 The key findings for Question 4 indicate a statistically significant difference for All 

Students Commended in the writing test, between intervention and non-intervention teachers. 

For middle school, this test is taken in 7th grade. The fact that the All Students group performed 

well in the commended classification may be an indication that the ESL strategies learned are 

effective for all students. Many writing strategies were taught during the year to the intervention 

teachers and they had the opportunity to implement them; however, other variables could have 

been in place to produce the difference in commended rating between intervention and non-

intervention, including participation in writing institutes and other writing training. On the other 

hand, as noted in Chapter IV, the effect size for All Students Commended is in the high range, 

accounting for about 73% of the variance. This is a strong indicator that the intervention did 

indeed play a part in the commended writing achievement of the students in intervention 

classrooms. Moreover, the effect size is also large for All Students Met Standard (24%) and even 
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larger for LEP Met Standard (31%) and for LEP Commended (27%). Therefore, there is an 

indication that the intervention made a positive difference in the teaching of writing teachers and 

consequently in the achievement of their students on TAKS. Likewise, in the area of social 

studies, results indicate a statistically significant difference for All Students Met Standard in 

intervention classrooms as compared to non-intervention classrooms. 

Additional Effects of the Intervention 

Professional Network and Collegiality 

Although teacher self-perception, frequency, and effectiveness of implementation and 

ELL achievement were the focus points of the intervention, an additional component emerged 

and expanded during the year. A strong teacher network resulted from teachers getting to know 

each other personally and professionally during the professional development sessions and 

during the visits to each other’s classrooms. The discussions in which teachers shared their 

successes as well as their frustrations and failures when teaching ELLs became bonding 

experiences. They all shared a common need, the need to facilitate the learning of the ELLs in 

their mainstream classrooms and, as a result, collegiality increased as together they learned, 

shared, and grew. 

One of the collegial behaviors that occurred as a result of the teachers growing together 

was the fact that they became increasingly comfortable with each other and gained each other’s 

trust. They planned together, shared ideas, and developed lessons integrating the strategies 

learned. Interestingly enough, Group 1 returned for a second year in the intervention with a 

somewhat cliquish attitude as a group, perhaps perceiving themselves as more experienced 

teachers in ELL instruction and Group 2 teachers as novices. However, by the middle of the first 

semester, after participating in the first few days of professional development and visits to each 
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others’ classrooms, both groups merged into a professional learning community  without regard 

to length of time in the intervention. 

Throughout the year when the intervention took place, the involvement of most teachers 

was consistent and ongoing. This was, to some extent, because participation in the intervention 

was part of their job assignment for the year, but most teachers also expressed the need for 

knowledge and skills for the teaching of ELLs and stated the fact that this intervention satisfied 

these needs.  

During the last training session in May, teachers expressed their views on their 

involvement in the intervention. In an informal discussion group led by the assistant 

superintendent for curriculum, where I and other central office personnel participated, teachers 

sat in a circle and were asked to discuss their successes, challenges, feelings and anything else 

they wished to share about the intervention. One by one they related the success they had 

experienced during the year. They specifically spoke about the support they had received from 

me and from the ELL instructional specialist employed by the district.  They related how this 

support entailed the availability of these two people to come into the classrooms as needed to 

model lessons, coach, and engage in dialogue in areas where the teachers needed assistance. 

Most teachers expressed satisfaction with the professional network that had developed during 

their time in the intervention.  

A recurring theme during this discussion session was the fact that most teachers felt that 

their awareness as to the needs of ELLs had increased during their time in the intervention. This 

fact is corroborated by teachers’ responses in the self-assessment questionnaire at the end of the 

year. Additionally, every teacher in the group expressed satisfaction at being part of the 

intervention and a desire to return the following year.  
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Teachers also expressed concerns about some elements of the intervention. Time was the 

most frequently mentioned obstacle and it referred to time away from their students during 

intervention trainings. However, when asked if the benefits of the training outweighed the issue 

of time away from their students, the majority agreed that it did. Most teachers seemed proud, in 

a positive sense, to be part of this intervention and during the discussion time, related how long 

they had been intervention teachers and how much they looked forward to continue in the group. 

Vital Behaviors 

 Patterson, Grenny, Maxfield, McMillan and Switzler (2008) discuss the importance of 

observing people who are successful in what they do and comparing these top performers to the 

rest in order to discover the vital and unique behaviors leading to their success. In the process of 

identifying vital behaviors, they look for “positive deviance” (p. 35), a term used to describe 

behaviors in which successful groups engage. They do this by penetrating a group where a 

problem exists and where change is needed. They then study those situations where the problem 

would be expected to exist but it does not. As a final step, they identify the behaviors in which 

the group that succeeds to eradicate the problem engages. In the course of the present study, it 

became clear that teachers in Groups 1 and 2 experienced different levels of growth and that 

teachers were at various places in a change continuum. During the first semester of the 

intervention, a few of the teachers habitually expressed distress over the increasing number of 

ELLs in their classrooms, the students’ limited English which interfered with the learning of 

content, and the likelihood that their ELLs would not pass the state test. On the contrary, other 

teachers in the intervention groups seemed to take it all on stride and realized that they could 

improve the learning outcomes for the ELLs in their classrooms. When looking for vital 

behaviors in the positive deviance (Patterson et al., 2008) of these intervention teachers, the 
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following behaviors were consistently observed in the present study from those teachers who 

excelled:  

 Immediate implementation of strategies 

 Strategies  often adapted to meet the needs of the students  

 Transparency. Teachers had an open-door policy and invited others to observe and 

critique their practice 

 Teachers taking responsibility for the learning outcomes of their ELLs instead of blaming 

the students for failing 

 Leadership. Teachers challenged themselves by accepting and/or seeking opportunities to 

do presentations during workshops. 

These behaviors were evident during the observations conducted throughout the year as well as 

during training sessions and in formal and casual conversation between me and the teachers and 

between teachers with each other. Some teachers rose to the top by the way they embraced and 

addressed the opportunities provided through the intervention. 

Implications of the Study 

This study provides a framework through which it is possible to examine teacher change 

in the context of a professional development intervention for mainstream teachers of ELLs. 

Throughout the study, teachers’ beliefs and attitudes as to their efficacy as teachers of ELLs are 

analyzed in order to get a clearer picture of how these beliefs, attitudes and perceptions affect 

how teachers address the needs of the ELLs in their classrooms. 

The intervention provides a model for those working with mainstream teachers of ELLs 

at the secondary level. In addition to discussing the components of the intervention, the study 
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sheds light on how the intervention influenced teacher change. Finally, the study examines how 

mainstream teachers are meeting the challenge of providing effective instruction for ELLs. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

As an increasing number of ELLs enroll in U.S. schools, the need for additional research 

also increases. A study similar to the present study that uses a much larger sample size for 

intervention and non-intervention teachers could provide a more detailed understanding of the 

effect of the intervention. As the results of the present study may be only relevant for the setting 

and context in which it was conducted, replicating the study with a larger population and in a 

different setting may indicate the likelihood of making generalizations. In addition, as the 

Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool is utilized by other researchers in future studies, 

those who did not participate in its development, and as studies are conducted utilizing several  

observers, new information could be gained about the  inter-rater reliability of the instrument. 

 Future research could investigate the characteristics of teachers who excel in an 

intervention such as this, exploring why some teachers embrace change in the context of ELL 

instruction while others do not, at least to the same extent. Perhaps a case study conducted with 

some of the intervention teachers would expand understanding about teacher change. 

Of vital importance for future research will be the inclusion of the campus leadership into 

the study. How do principals influence an intervention where the end goal is the achievement of 

ELLs and which can result in change in practices and beliefs for mainstream teachers? How can 

systemic change be promoted and is it necessary for the achievement of ELLs? Is change at the 

teacher level sufficient? 
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Finally, additional studies are needed to analyze the practices that mainstream teachers of 

ELLs are most likely to change. In depth studies on promoting higher expectations in the part of 

mainstream teachers towards ELLs should prove helpful.  

Summary and Conclusion 

The present study, conducted over a period of one school year, examined how a 

professional development intervention focusing on mainstream teachers of ELLs impacted the 

participants. Two groups of middle school teachers from two campuses in the same North Texas 

district participated in the intervention during the year that the study was conducted. Group 1 

consisted of four teachers who had been part of the intervention during the preceding year and 

were returning for a second year. Group 2 was composed of 12 teachers new to the intervention. 

The goal of the intervention was to provide mainstream teachers with strategies to effectively 

address the classrooms needs of ELLs who were learning both language and content. 

Professional development sessions, coaching, mentoring, observations in each other’s 

classrooms, and observations followed by performance feedback were provided for the 

participants. As a central office administrator, I served as a presenter during the sessions and as 

observer during the time when teachers were observed teaching.  An observation tool which I 

developed and which was utilized in the district during the year prior to the intervention was 

used as a guide to follow during the observations. Group 3 consisted of 16 teachers from the 

same two middle school campuses and who were not part of the intervention but served as a 

control group. 

Teachers in all three groups completed a self-assessment at the beginning and at the end 

of the school year. The self-assessment consisted of a question where teachers rated their 

perception of self-efficacy as teachers of ELLs on a Likert scale, followed by open-ended 
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questions about their perception (Appendix A). The research question aimed to examine whether 

a difference existed between the self-assessment of Groups 1 and 2 and between the self-

assessment of Groups 1 and 2 as compared to Group 3. A statistically significant difference was 

found in the perception of self-efficacy between teachers in Group 1 and teachers in Group 2. A 

statistically significant difference was also found across time for teachers in Group 1 and 

teachers in Group 2. Results indicate that teachers in Groups 1 and 2 increased their perception 

of efficacy from the beginning to the end of the year, with the greatest growth evidenced by 

Group 2. Teachers in Group 3, who did not participate in the intervention, did not change much 

in their perception of efficacy from the beginning to the end of the year. They, in fact, 

experienced a slight drop in overall mean score and ended the year with the lowest perception of 

efficacy for all three groups.  

Coding for the open-ended questions revealed several patterns. Group 2 exhibited the 

greatest change as percentages were computed based on frequency of responses. For Group 2, 

providing a risk-free environment or low affective filter (Krashen, 1987) for ELLs was an area 

where they perceived that their efficacy had grown. Additionally, awareness of the needs of 

ELLs, student improvement, teacher improvement, growth in knowledge, growth in confidence, 

and increase in classroom interaction were frequently mentioned as areas where growth had 

taken place. For Group 1, student improvement, teacher improvement, implementation of 

strategies, and interaction were areas where the self-assessment indicated change. Group 3 

teachers ended the year with an increase in self-perception as to how they were effectively 

incorporating interaction in the classroom and implementing strategies for ELLs. However, 

classroom observations using the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool indicate that the 

interaction in Group 3 classrooms had actually dropped from the beginning to the end of the year 



 111

and therefore a discrepancy exists in this area between teachers’ perception of self-efficacy and 

observations of classroom behaviors. In the area of need, Groups 1 and 2 perceived time as a 

challenge. Time needs applied to time away from their students to attend professional 

development and time needed to implement the strategies. For Group 3, additional knowledge 

about instruction for ELLs was the most perceived need.  

Teachers were observed using the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool, in 

order to determine frequency of implementation of ELL strategies. The research question aimed 

to find if a difference existed between the implementation of Groups 1 and 2 and between the 

implementation of Groups 1 and 2 as compared to Group 3.  For all three groups, the percentage 

of implementation of strategies for ELLs increased throughout the year. 

The effectiveness of implementation was also a focus of the present study. The research 

question aimed to find if a difference existed between the effectiveness of implementation of 

Groups 1 and 2 and between the effectiveness of implementation of Groups 1 and 2 as compared 

to Group 3. The three constructs measured by the Mainstream ELL Instruction Observation Tool 

consisted of modifications, interactions and high expectations. In the modifications construct, 

teachers in Groups 1 and 2 changed over time, showing a statistically significant difference in the 

use of modifications from the beginning to the end of the year. No difference was observed 

between Group 1 and Group 2. The use of modifications for Group 3 remained stable throughout 

the year with no statistically significant difference observed. In the interactions construct, a 

statistically significant difference was found across time, indicating an increase in ELL 

interaction for both Groups 1 and 2 from the beginning to the end of the year. No difference was 

observed between Group 1 and Group 2.  No statistically significant difference across time was 

found for Group 3. In the high expectations construct, no statistically significant difference was 
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found across time for Groups 1 and 2 and no statistically significant difference was found 

between Group 1 and Group 2. However, the mean score for Group 2 showed an increase 

between the beginning and the end of the year, indicating possible change in expectations. No 

statistically significant difference was found for Group 3 across time or as compared to Groups 1 

and 2.  

Analysis of student achievement in the TAKS test revealed statistically significant 

differences between the students of intervention and the students of non-intervention teachers 

only for All Students Commended in the writing test. However, large effect sizes were found for 

All Students Met Standard, LEP Met Standard and LEP Commended, indicating that the 

intervention may have had an impact in the writing achievement of the students in intervention 

classrooms. Similarly, analysis of the social studies TAKS test indicates statistically significant 

differences between intervention and non-intervention classrooms for All Students Met 

Standards. High effect sizes were noted for All Students Commended, LEP Met Standard and 

LEP Commended as well.    

The present study addressed the following research hypotheses based on the research 

questions: 

1. There will be an increase in the perception of self-efficacy of Groups 1 and 2 teachers after 

participating in the intervention, with Group 1 exhibiting a higher perception of self-efficacy 

than Group 2 because of their extended time in the intervention. The increase in the 

perception of self-efficacy for Group 3 will be lower than that of Groups 1 and 2. 

2. There will be an increase in the percentage of implementation of ESL strategies for Groups 1 

and 2 teachers after participating in the intervention, with Group 1 exhibiting a higher 

percentage of implementation than Group 2 because of their extended time in the 
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intervention. The increase in the percentage of implementation for Group 3 will be lower 

than that of Groups 1 and 2. 

3. There will be an increase in the effective use of ESL strategies for Groups 1 and 2 teachers 

after participating in the intervention, with Group 1 exhibiting a higher level of effectiveness 

than Group 2 because of their extended time in the intervention. The increase in the effective 

use of ESL strategies for Group 3 will be lower than that of Groups 1 and 2. 

4. All students, including LEP, in the classrooms of intervention teachers will have a higher 

percentage of Met Standard and Commended performance in the writing, reading, 

mathematics and social studies TAKS tests than students in classrooms of non-intervention 

teachers. 

The following key findings address the research hypotheses and indicate the effectiveness 

of the intervention for the teachers participating: 

 Results indicate statistically significant difference across time and statistically significant 

difference between groups in the perception of self-efficacy of Group 1 as compared to 

Group 2, and between Groups 1 and 2 combined as compared to Group 3. Teachers in 

Group 1 started the year with a high perception of their self-efficacy as teachers of ELLs 

and by the end of the year still demonstrated high perception of self-efficacy although 

with a slight decrease. Group 2 teachers started the year with the lowest perception of 

self-efficacy of all the three groups but by the end of the year had experienced the 

highest growth and were almost to the level of Group 1. Group 3 did not experience a 

growth in self-efficacy and, in fact, a decrease in the perception of self-efficacy was 

noticed. 
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 A statistically significant difference was found in the use of modifications for ELLs 

across time for Groups 1 and 2. There was no difference between Groups 1 and 2 in the 

use of modifications. The use of modifications in the classrooms of Group 3 teachers 

remained stable from the beginning to the end of the school year.   

 A statistically significant difference was found in the use of interaction in the classroom 

across time for Groups 1 and 2. There was no difference between Groups 1 and 2 in the 

use of interaction. The interaction in the classrooms of Group 3 teachers decreased across 

time from the beginning to the end of the school year.   

 No statistically significant difference was found in the area of high expectations between 

Group 1 and 2 or between Groups 1 and 2 as compared to Group 3, indicating that 

intervention and non-intervention groups behaved similarly when it came to practicing 

behaviors indicative of high expectations toward ELLs. 

 A statistically significant difference was found in the percentage of All Students 

Commended for the writing TAKS test between intervention and non-intervention 

teachers. The effect size was in the large range explaining about 73% of the variance 

between groups. A statistical significance difference was found in social studies between 

intervention and non-intervention groups in the percentage of All Students Met Standard. 

As the effect of the intervention is analyzed, it becomes apparent that for the teachers 

who participated, the intervention was a success. The intervention did make a difference in how 

teachers perceived their self-efficacy in an increasingly positive manner after their time in the 

intervention community. Having the opportunity to collaborate and network with colleagues and 

also to open their classrooms as model classrooms for other teachers at their campus empowered 

teachers as leaders. Much of this empowering was evident through conversations, through 
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observation of behaviors during training, and even from the friendships that formed as teachers 

struggled and grew together as teachers of ELLs during their time in the intervention.   

The success of ELLs is an area of increased interest as the population of students for 

whom English is not the first language continues to grow. As educators, it is our moral 

responsibility to ensure that ELLs have the same educational opportunities as the rest of the 

students. At the secondary level, this responsibility for quality instruction constitutes more of a 

challenge than at the elementary level because the content and the language demands are higher 

(Freeman & Freeman, 2002). Additionally, teacher change is also an area where desirable 

outcomes to empower educators to grow professionally are vital. The present study combined the 

instructional needs of ELLs in two middle school settings with an analysis of teacher change, 

focusing on the mainstream teachers who taught these ELLs. The findings shed light on how a 

professional development intervention influenced teacher change and in turn improved aspects of 

instruction and learning for the ELLs in these classrooms. Further research may expand the 

generalizations of findings and continue the search for effective ways to close the achievement 

gap.
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APPENDIX A 

SELF-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE



 

Self-Assessment Questionnaire Beginning of the Year (all groups) 

The following self-assessment is designed to guide your reflection about your teaching of 
English language learners.  Please respond to the following questions as specifically and 
with as much detail as possible. Your responses will be kept confidential and will be 
reviewed only by the investigator as part of the dissertation study in which you have agreed 
to participate. Your input is greatly appreciated. Please use the back of the page if you need 
additional space. 
 
1. How do you rate your ability to effectively teach English language learners? (In this context, 

efficacy is defined as being familiar with strategies for teaching English language learners, 
implementing the strategies as needed and as a result, seeing English language learners 
succeed academically in your classroom on a consistent basis). 

 Not effective                              Somewhat effective                      Very effective            
   1            2           3           4           5               6       7       8          9            10  
 
2. Please explain your rating for question # 1. 
 
3. What is your area of greatest strength in the teaching of English language learners? How did 

you acquire that strength?   
 
4. What is your area of greatest need in the teaching of English language learners? 
 
5. What steps have you taken in the past two years to grow in the area of need expressed in 

question # 4?   
 
6. In your opinion, what are some specific strategies that teachers of English language learners 

should implement?  
 
7. How important is it to you as a teacher, at this point of your career, to increase your efficacy 

as a teacher of English language learners? Please explain your response.  
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Self-Assessment Questionnaire End of the Year  
Groups 1 and 2: All Questions 

Group 3: Questions 1-9 
The following self-assessment is designed to guide your reflection about your teaching of 
English language learners.  Please respond to the following questions as specifically and 
with as much detail as possible. Your responses will be kept confidential and will be 
reviewed only by the investigator as part of the dissertation study in which you have agreed 
to participate. Your input is greatly appreciated. Please use the back of the page if you need 
additional space. 
1. How do you rate your ability to effectively teach English language learners? (In this context, 

efficacy is defined as being familiar with strategies for teaching English language learners, 
implementing the strategies as needed and as a result, seeing English language learners 
succeed academically in your classroom on a consistent basis). 

 Not effective                              Somewhat effective                      Very effective          
    1            2           3           4           5               6        7        8          9            10  
 
2. Please explain your rating for question # 1. 

 
3. What is your area of greatest strength in the teaching of English language learners? How 
             did you acquire this strength?         
 
4. What is your area of greatest need in the teaching of English language learners? 
 
5. What steps have you taken in the past two years to grow in the area of need expressed in  
             question 4? 
 
6. In your opinion, what are some specific strategies that teachers of English language  
            learners should implement? 
 
7. How important is it to you as a teacher, at this point of your career, to increase your  
            efficacy as a teacher of English language learners? Please explain your response. 
 
8. When English language learners fail an assignment, a test or a class, they are usually at  
            fault. Do you agree with this statement? Why or why not? 
 
9. How often do your English language learners work together in pairs or small groups and  
            what kind of work do they do during group work? 
 
10. Have you changed as a teacher after being part of the intervention for the last 1-2 years?  
            If so, how? 
 
11. Have you found it necessary to adapt some of the strategies learned to make them work in  
            in your classroom? If so, how? 
 
12. What changes have occurred in your classroom as a result of using strategies learned? 
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APPENDIX B 

TEACHER PROFILE 



 

TEACHER PROFILE FOR GROUPS 1 AND 2 
 

Teacher Group Gender Subject/Grade Years of 
Experience 

Years in 
Current 

Assignment 

Graduate 
degree 

Prior 
ESL 

training 
1 1 F mathematics 

6th 
3 3 no no 

2 1 F science 6th 4 3 yes yes 
3 1 F language arts 

7th/8th 
6 4 no no 

4 1 M social studies 
8th 

4 4 no no 

5 2 F mathematics 
7th 

2 2 yes no 

6 2 F science 6th 2 2 no no 
7 2 F social studies 

8th 
5 3 no yes 

8 2 F language arts 
7th/8th 

3 1 yes no 

9 2 F science 7th 4 4 yes yes 
10 2 F mathematics 

7th /8th 
12 3 no yes 

11 2 F social studies 
8th 

4 2 yes no 

12 2 F social studies 
6th /7th 

3 3 no no 

13 2 F science 7th 2 2 no no 
14 2 F language arts 

7th 
6 3 no yes 

15 2 M mathematics 
7th/8th 

3 3 no no 

16 2 F language arts 
6th 

6 1 no no 
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TEACHER PROFILE FOR GROUP 3 
 

Teacher Group Gender Subject/Grade Years of 
Experience 

Years in 
Current 

Assignment 

Graduate 
degree 

Prior 
ESL 

training 
17 3 F mathematics 

8th 
3 3 no no 

18 3 F mathematics 
7th/8th 

4 2 yes no 

19 3 F mathematics 
7th 

6 3 no yes 

20 3 F mathematics 
8th 

11 4 no yes 

21 3 M mathematics 
7th 

4 4 yes yes 

22 3 F reading 6th 21 3 yes yes 
23 3 F ELA, reading 

6th/7th 
9 1 yes yes 

24 3 F ELA 6th 4 4 no yes 
25 3 F ELA (GT) 

7th/8th 
26 7 yes yes 

26 3 M science 6th/7th 2 2 no no 
27 3 F science 8th 2 2 no no 
28 3 F science 6th/8th 5 3 yes yes 
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