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ABSTRACT

MIDDLE SCHOOL LANGUAGE ARTS TEACHER ATTITUDES TOWARD THE
ACHIEVEMENT OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS

Elizabeth S. Younce, Ed. D.

Western Carolina University (March 29, 2011)

Director: Dr. Sandra Tonnsen

The purpose of this study was to explore the attitudes of teachers who are
responsible for teaching ELLs in an inclusion setting. In this study, inclusfiers to
the integration of ELL students into mainstream classes with no ESL teacssidt in
the classroom. ELL students participate in traditional middle school language ar
classes, but may be pulled out for ESL services.

A survey developed by Reeves (2002) was modified and used to determine
attitudes of middle school language arts teachers in North Carolina. This studedc
in one school district with a large ELL population in each of the eight regions. There
were 740 teachers invited to participate in 68 schools, with a 51% response rate.

Teachers indicated positive attitudes toward the inclusion of ELL students,
however 89.6% expressed that ELL students needed to attain a minimum leveisif Engl
proficiency prior to entering the mainstream classroom. A large pereeoitéeachers
(89.3%) reported that ELL students require longer than two years to acquirehBmigjh
82.4% supporting legislation to make English the official language of the U.S.
Responses on the Likert portion of the survey indicated that teachers feltetesy

supported, yet indicated support was a challenge when asked to write in {hansees



Recommendations for future research and implications for practice and policy
include exploring the relationship between mainstream teachers and theaElsdr te
examining the role culture plays in the school setting and conducting qualieseagch.

Future policies should reflect research and best practice.



CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

As | look at the students in my classroom, | see children who are not only
diverse in their appearance, but also diverse in their language, culture,
experiences, and skills. The demographic makeup of my class has

changed considerably in the last ten years. There are now a large number

of students who speak other languages and there are times when we have

difficulty communicating. While these students receive assistance to
achieve academically, they spend most of the school day with me and their

English speaking peers. Yes, | am responsible for teaching students

content area curriculum when many of the students barely understand

English. This is an overwhelming task put before me and | feel ineffective

as an educator. (K. Wise, Middle School Teacher, personal

communication, September 28, 2007)

As | listened to this teacher talk about her experience as a middle sclyp@dan
arts teacher and then continued these conversations with other mainstctersi¢here
seemed to exist little understanding of the ELL students entering theistneaim
classrooms. It is possible that their lack of understanding can be exhibitathdeatt
toward this growing population, however Reeves (2002) noted that “...little information
is available on teachers who have experienced the inclusion of ELL students in their
mainstream, subject area classrooms” (p. 3). Research studies concluekectiet t
attitudes play an important role in the overall learning process (Diaz-Rice&d\2002;

Garcia, 1992; Larrivee & Cook, 1979). To address the importance of teacher attitudes
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this research study attempted to explore teacher attitudes towardhigneeatent of ELL
students from the perspective of middle school language arts teachers in NortmaCarol
Background

Throughout the United States, schools are enrolling students who are
linguistically diverse. Many of these students, generally known as Etahighage
learners (ELLS), enter school unaware of expectations in the classroomt extyiinig
levels of proficiency in speaking English and often times require speciatiggdation
to succeed academically in the classroom (National Center for Enlu&étistics,
2002). These conditions present challenges for middle school mainstreamst@acher
providing all students a quality education (Bracey, 2002). Mainstream classeEseor
elective courses taken for credit and are not designed as language sepamabnseds
classes, however ELL students and students with special needs may enroll trearains
classes. The inclusion of English language learners in middle school mamelasaes
requires teachers to teach subject area content to students who vary in cujusgdan
abilities, and many other characteristics, yet English language ieamngeheld to the
same accountability standards as students who are fluent in the English laagdiage
familiar with cultural norms (Gollnick & Chinn, 2002). Inclusion refers to the iatemn
of ELL students into mainstream classes with no English as a Second Langbhpe (E
teacher to assist in the classroom. ELL students participate in traditiwitté rechool
language arts classes, but may be pulled out for ESL services.

According to federal requirements, states must adopt challenging acaaemi
content performance standards and achievement tests that accuratelemeas

performance for all students (NCDPI, 2008). This mandate presents a uniquegehalle
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for schools that enroll ELLs when students may not yet be proficient in English
(Batalova, Fix, & Murray, 2007). In addition, after being enrolled in U.S. schools, ELL
students, depending on the state in which they enroll in school, are given a limited
amount of time to learn the language before they are required to take thé Eagdisn

of state achievement tests in reading and mathematics. Consequently, rdsutesst

reflect low scores when in fact the low scores typically reflect thability to use the

English language rather than their content mastery. Low test scores #atrsetfiool

results which may determine school sanctions. As the number of ELL students enrolling
in schools continues to increase and due to the limited time students have to leatm Engli
and content material, the inclusion of ELLs has been a source of contention among many
educators. The increase and the limited time students have to learn Englishtantl ¢
material are of particular interest in a time when federal legisl&wlds schools and
teachers accountable for the academic achievement of all students. Thérease in

the number of ELLs in mainstream classrooms suggests the likelihood that teache
attitudes will affect teacher behavior toward the achievement of Brighguage

learners (Walker, Shafer, & liams, 2004). Therefore, this researchigatestmiddle

school teacher attitudes toward the achievement of English language learners i
mainstream classes.

During recent years, there have been considerable changes in the demographic
makeup of the student population in schools across the United States. During the 2000-
2001 school year, 4.7 million students were identified as having limited English
proficiency or a home language other than English (United States Department of

Education, 2007). In comparison, during the 2007-2008 school year, there were more
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than 11 million school-aged children who were identified as English languageis
(United States Department of Education). Non-English speaking childreseeptiee
fastest growing population of school-age children in the United States (Alsup & Bush,
2003). In fact, the English language learner population has increased by 169% since
1990, while the general school population has grown by only 12% (United States
Department of Education). It is estimated that by the year 2030, 40% of thequilolad
population in elementary and secondary schools will be ELLs (Thomas & Collier, 1997).
California and Texas have the largest reported number of students receikisgriices
at 2.9 million and 1.6 million students, respectively (National Center for Eduacati
Statistics, 2010). While California has an overall higher percentage oSEtegtiguage
learners enrolled in public schools, there are school districts which have doaliagente
many as 125 different languages spoken by the student population in a single district
(Ukpokodu, 2003).

The student population in North Carolina schools mirrors this shift in
demographics. The cultural and linguistic change in North Carolina residerflected
in the student population enrolling in schools throughout the state. A report published by
the North Carolina Rural Economic Development Center, Inc. (2005) indicated that
between 1990 and 2000, North Carolina had the fastest growing Hispanic population at
394%, representing over 300,000 new residents. In addition, 45% of these new residents
settled in rural counties. Although the Hispanic population represents thesgreate
number of new residents who speak a language other than English, North Carolina has
become home to over 100,000 individuals identified as Asian (North Carolina Rural

Economic Development Center, Inc.). This population trend is further supported by the
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results found in the 2010 Census. The U.S. Census Bureau (2010) reported that in the
year 2009, North Carolina was comprised of 618,878 individuals who were foreign born.
Further disaggregation indicated that 808,019 spoke a language at home other than
English. Of those speaking a language other than English, 66% spoke Spanish while
34% spoke another language, with 48 % not speaking English very well; hence, a
population reflecting a new blend of languages and cultures. In the olassocording
to the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) records, theechleen
English language learners (ELLs) in North Carolina schools since 1977 witrevery f
school programs to address their instructional needs (J. Marino, personal communication,
April 10, 2007).

To address the needs of English language learners during the 1980s, under the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, North Carolina school districteagcei
monies from Title VII, known as the Bilingual Education Act. The Act provided
financial support to address the diverse needs of these students (NCDPI, 2007&). Befor
the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, Title VIl of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (1965) included among its goals the development of language
enhancement and language acquisition programs, including to the extent possigle, na
language skills of English language learners (NCDPI). Competitarggwere awarded
to school systems that developed and implemented programs in these areas. Currently,
Title 111, Section 3102 of NCLB (2001), known as the English Language Acaunsiti
Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement Act includes funds fadangu
instruction for limited English proficient and immigrant students. The Acistsethe

rapid teaching of English, with no mention of native language development (NCDPI)
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The number of English language learner students enrolled in North Carolina
public schools has steadily increased. In 2002, there were 60,012 ELL students enrolled
in North Carolina public schools with an increase in 2007 to 111,923 ELL students
enrolled in public schools across the state (Marino, 2007). Furthermore, therermas be
an increase of ELLs in each of the State Board regions of North Carolina. Tde Sta
Board of Education has divided North Carolina into eight regions, with a number of
school systems within each region (Appendix A).

Region one is located in the northeastern portion of the state, Region eight is
located in the far western end of the state, and Region five is located in thépmntitva
of the state. While all eight regions experienced an increase in the numbéirsof EL
between 2002 and 2007, according to the limited English proficient student count done in
October of each year, Region six included the largest number of ELL students at 17,035.
In Region six, the languages spoken by students are Spanish, Vietnamese, French,
Korean and Chinese, in addition to Arabic, Hmong, Gujarati and Lao. There are 125
languages spoken and approximately 149 countries represented (Charlotterldgiak!
Schools, 2008). Region five had 6,115 ELLs and Region eight had 1,896 ELL students
(Marino, 2007). Interestingly, the largest increase of ELLs between 2002 and 2007
occurred in Region six with a 154% increase, followed by Region five with a 123%
increase. Overall, all State Board Regions have experienced significeuih gn the
number of ELL students enrolling in North Carolina public schools (“Teaching English
Language Learners,” 2009).

The data show a steady increase of ELLs in U.S. schools and schools in North

Carolina. As the number of ELLs continues to increase, so do the challenges for school
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districts and schools. To assist in meeting new demands placed upon teachers in
mainstream classrooms, there must first be an understanding of teatiesatoward
the achievement of ELLs. An understanding of teacher attitudes toward their
achievement will help meet the needs of students and teachers, while providiregdea
administrators, teacher education programs, policy makers and othersenitkight to
help pave the way for the success of ELLs in mainstream classrooms.

Statement of the Problem

The increase in students with limited English proficiency presents chalémrge
school districts and teachers as educational expectations have beeroraafiestifdents.
To provide ELLs with an opportunity to complete school successfully, there is a need to
determine and understand teacher attitudes toward the achievement of ELLsS in
mainstream classrooms.

In the present study, North Carolina middle school teacher attitudes were
examined. Middle school teachers face many challenges in educating atusleste
middle school, students experience emotional and physiological changes and the
academic environment changes from a sense of family with individual assistiath
coddling in elementary school, to more independence, the challenges of fitting in and
additional homework to complete in middle school (San Antonio, 2006). To address
specific needs associated with middle school students, teachers must hedatesaic
support with social guidance.

While academic support and social guidance are offered, effective irstrisct
required in the middle school classroom to ensure learning occurs. An importanit par

educating middle school students is teaching them language arts. Langsiaegcaers
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are responsible for providing students with language arts instruction, includtmgw
literacy skills and literature. While ELL students receive at leaste instruction from a
qualified English as a second language teacher or tutor, often times it isghada arts
teacher who feels most responsible for the language acquisition of ELL students
(Karabenick & Noda, 2004).

There is little research available on middle school language artetsaatiitudes
toward the achievement of ELLs in mainstream classes. Research hasglydween
conducted regarding teacher attitudes and perceptions toward ELLSs in schotid @itua
locations which have a large diverse population, as well as areas where a tlinkrse s
population has been prevalent for many years (Hirschfield, 2004; Hollis, 1997).
Research has also been conducted examining the attitudes and perceptions of English
language learners in content area classes (Cummins, 1996; Fu, 1995; Harklau, 2000;
Mace-Matluck, Alexander-Kasparik, & Queen, 1998; Walqui, 2000). Additionally,
research is available which focused on the perceptions and attitudes of high school
mainstream teachers, but very few studies have explored attitudes andigesdeqmn
the perspective of mainstream language arts teachers in the middle sdimaplastvell
as in school districts across an entire state (Fu, 1995; Harklau, 2000; Reeves, 2002;
Walqui, 2000).

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to explore the attitudes of middle school language
arts teachers who are responsible for teaching ELLs and their achréveraa inclusion
setting. Attitudes are used to determine the rules about the world and reactiens to t

world (Sapsford, 1999). For the teacher, his or her understanding of the rules about the
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world and reactions to the world become evident in the classroom. “Teacher attitudes
toward their students significantly shape the expectations teachers holdiamtst
learning, their treatment of students and what students ultimately [E&ang & Sablan,
1998, p. 42). Teacher attitudes toward their students motivate teacher behavior in the
classroom, therefore affecting student achievement (Nieto, 2005).

In preparing all students to succeed in the classroom, educators must ciresider
culturally and linguistically diverse students entering schools. Teatthedes should
remain constant and positive toward their students despite their linguistic oalcultur
background. Therefore, this study is a quantitative examination of North Carolina
language arts teacher attitudes toward the achievement of ELL studentsstreaa
classes. The questions addressed in this research study included (Notefétédithe
analysis completed after the collection of data caused re-naming efafdhe variables,
the research questions hereafter will use different names for some ofi#ideg):

1. What are the attitudes of middle school language arts teachers toward ELL
students, native language, the instructional strategies used, and the support
received?

2. Is there a relationship between the number of years taught by middle school
language arts teachers and the attitudes toward ELL students, nativagenine
instructional strategies used, and the support received?

3. Are there differences in attitudes toward ELL students, native langaiadée¢he
instructional strategies used among teachers who have taught ELL stuknts a

those who have not?
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4. s there a relationship between middle school language arts teadhédeatti
toward the support received and their attitudes toward ELL students?
5. How much time have middle school language arts teachers spent in training to
teach ELL students?
6. What types of training have middle school language arts teachers dende
7. How has the training North Carolina middle school language arts teachers
attended affected their teaching?
8. What training do middle school language arts teachers feel they need in order to
more effectively meet the needs of ELL students in their classroom?
9. What do middle school language arts teachers consider to be the grasétt be
and challenges of including ELL students in mainstream language arts 2Zlasses
Significance of the Study
Examining the attitudes of teachers who are responsible for the achievement of
ELL students and employ ELL inclusion in their mainstream language astseslis
significant for a number of reasons. There is little known about the inclusion of ELL
students and how mainstream language arts teachers are adjusting taghenncl
School systems are experiencing an increasing number of ethnically gundtically
diverse students, and while this is not a new phenomenon, the high academic standards
and performance levels currently imposed have increased the need to changenadlucat
practices (Berube, 2000). Although there has been research conducted bydttirschfi
(2004), Hollis (1997) and Reeves (2002) regarding ELLs in a school district or a school,
this study ascertained teacher attitudes toward ELL achievement in sdtootdi

throughout North Carolina. Attitudes provide a foundation for teacher behaviors in the
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classroom. This study will assist in filling the gap in the researckrdlyravailable on
middle school language arts teacher attitudes and ELL achievement itreamns
classrooms.
Definition of Terms

To avoid ambiguity and lend specific meaning to terms used throughout this

dissertation, Table 1.1 provides a list of terms with definitions.

Table 1.1

Terms and Definitions

Term Definition

Attitude An attitude is how teachers feel about the inclusion of
English language learners (Reeves, 2002).

Content Area A discipline of study is a content area. Content subject
areas include English language arts, mathematics,
social sciences and physical education, for example.

English Language Learners  ELLs are students whose home language is not English
(ELLS) and who are in the process of learning English (Yedlin,
2003). In North Carolina, determining if a student is
an ELL begins by the answers provided on a Home
(Primary) Language Survey form completed by all
parents enrolling their children in school (NCDPI,
2007a).

English Proficient English Proficient is a term used to describe students
who are native English speakers. This term is also
used to describe second language learners who have
achieved proficiency. In North Carolina, English
language learners take the WIDA ACCESS Placement
Test (W-APT) as a screening tool to determine English
proficiency (NCDPI, 2007a).

English as a Second Languageln this study, English as a Second Language is a type
(ESL) of program for students who are learning English
(Rossell, 2005).



Hispanic

Home (Primary) Language

Survey

Inclusion

Latin

Limited English Proficient

Mainstream

Middle School
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This term is often used to describe an individual who is
from Spain, but can also refer to anyone from a
Spanish speaking country.

A Home (Primary) Language Survey is a survey
completed by all parents who have a student enrolling
in North Carolina public schools to determine the
primary language spoken in the home (NCDPI, 2007a).

In this study, inclusion refers to the integration of ELL
students into mainstream classes with no ESL teacher
to assist in the classroom. ELL students participate in
traditional middle school language arts classes, but
may be pulled out for ESL services. When done well,
the inclusion of ELL students create a positive
educational atmosphere and benefit all students. In
inclusive classrooms, ELL students are welcomed by
mainstream teachers who support making English the
official language, believe ELL students are not able to
acquire English within two years of enrolling in U. S.
schools and should attain a minimum level of English
proficiency prior to enter the mainstream classroom.

This term is often used to describe an individual who is
from Latin America, but is sometimes used in general
terms to identify individuals from other Spanish
speaking countries.

Limited English Proficient is a term useddscribe
students who have not become proficient or reached
fluency in English. This term is seldom used and has
been replaced with English language learner.

Mainstream classes are core or elective coursas take
for credit and are not designed as language service or
special needs classes, however ELL students and
students with special needs may enroll in mainstream
classes.

In this study, a middle school consists solely of grades
six through eight. All other middle schools were
excluded.
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Limitations and Delimitations of the Study

There are limiting factors with regard to this study. There was no way of
verifying the honesty of the participants’ responses to the statements on the asithe
responses to the survey were self-reported. There was the assumption that the
participants responded honestly, as the responses were anonymous. Hinatigtien
was that in three regions, the school district with the largest ELL population djdambt
permission, which required the researcher to contact the next largest digific
permission was granted for middle school language arts teachers to participa

Delimitations are also noted. Language arts teachers were silireggkiding
other mainstream teachers. The survey was given to middle school language arts
teachers; therefore, language arts teachers in each district whiclpaged in the study
were the only source of data. An additional delimitation had to do with the size of the
districts. There is a possible threat to external validity. Generalieguits to districts
with a smaller number of ELL students is unlikely because the study focused mtsdistr
with a large ELL population.
Organization of the Remainder of the Dissertation

This dissertation contains five chapters. Chapter one includes an introduction to
the study, background information, a statement of the problem, the purpose of the study
the significance of the study, and a list of terms defined. This chaptenelisdes
possible limitations and delimitations of the study. Chapter two is a review of the
literature. Chapter three includes the purpose and research questions, population and
sampling, the participant selection process, instrumentation, data gatleéning,and the

procedures used for data analysis. Chapter four describes respondent demoghnaphics
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findings from the data analysis and answers to the research questionter @ap
provides a discussion of the results, the, need for further research and theionplica

practice and policy.
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The increasing number of English language learners in schools today is presenting
significant challenges for educators who are stressed by the evemayds of
teaching. Mainstream teachers are finding themselves responsitile foclusion of
ELLs whose linguistic backgrounds are very different from their own (Taylor & Sobel,
2001; Youngs & Youngs, 2001). The demands of teaching vary among individuals,
however for many teachers the demands may include teaching in classrolohasgeit
numbers of students, having limited resources and materials, and coping wphngisci
problems (Markham, Green, & Ross, 1996). To add to the stress, there is increased
pressure from state and federal mandates to prepare students for staddesding who
are not yet proficient in English. With the number of ELLs entering schootedgt
rise, educating a changing student population continues to be one of the most critical
issues facing educators (Nieto, 2000).

With a changing student population, teachers must be accountable for what occurs
in the classroom. In fact, 78% of academic achievement has been traced toithefqual
interaction between the teacher and the student (Good, Grumley, & Roy, 2003). Caine
and Caine (1994) also suggested that the teacher in the classroom sign#iitacits
learning. This is further supported by Larke (1990) who reported that a higlatorre
exists among educators’ attitudes, beliefs, and behavior toward students otitithies c
and their academic performance. Therefore, an exploration of teachuelegtivas
conducted, as attitudes toward students are central to student success.

Beginning with an introduction to the literature review, the first portion of this

chapter will focus on the influences in education, with particular consiolegiven to
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state and federal mandates, in addition to the English-only debate and langiage pol
Educational practices will be addressed, focusing on language progranustimosal
strategies and teacher support. The chapter will continue with a descriptiordishEng
language learners, including how language is developed and the benefits amdjeballe
of including ELL students in mainstream classrooms. The chapter will concltidarwi
explanation of the significance of teacher attitudes and the research on &thicius
and student achievement.
Influences in Education

The responsibility of educators in public schools is to provide all students with a
quality education and prepare them with twenty-first century skills to be productive
citizens in the greater society. Educating all students requires addriesBvidual
student needs to ensure academic achievement. In doing so, school districtshemsl teac
must work to close the achievement gap between all groups of students. Such demands
have required states to change the way in which student achievement is measured. In
addition, federal mandates have expanded the federal role in education, which has
insisted upon greater accountability through the proficiency demonstratggdups of
students within each school (No Child Left Behind Act, 2002).
State Mandates

Throughout the country, states have accountability measures in place to determine
the level at which students should achieve. Student achievement is then gauggd agai
state standards to ensure students are performing comparably to other students in t
same grade level and subject area. In North Carolina, the ABCs (strong Aduloynt

mastery of Basic skills and localized Control) of Public Education was impteohe
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during the 1996-1997 school year as a way to improve schools (NCDPI, 2008). The
ABCs model measured growth over time and determined the performance conguosite f
the school as a whole. Students were to show a year’s worth of growth through student
performance on end of grade tests, which determined school status. Schools that showed
growth based on state target goals received financial incentivesdbetsand staff,
however the incentives have ceased due to budgetary shortfalls. Student pedormanc
outcomes on the end of grade tests determined the amount of the financial incentives
teachers received (NCDPI). With the implementation of a sophisticated roagride
student achievement gains, along with the past financial incentives théategeieethose
gains, teachers are feeling the added pressure to focus on instructional imprarement
an increase in student achievement.

To ensure that all students are academically proficient, state tegislaquires
that students take state tests, regardless of their proficiency in Engpsi. edtering
schools, parents or guardians of students enrolling in school must complete a Home
Language Survey indicating the student’s first language and the languiigesfiaken
most often in the home. Based on the information provided on the Home Language
Survey, the decision is then made to screen the student to determine his or Isér Engli
language proficiency level in reading, writing, speaking and listeningerng on
their level of English proficiency, students may qualify for servicessistahiem in
increasing English language proficiency. In grades three through stigtiénts who
have recently arrived to the United States, enroll in school, and receive a lowrstoee
language proficiency assessment, may have a first year exemptiothe end of grade

reading and writing tests for up to one year. High school students just entering the
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United States who enroll in school and score low on the English language proficiency
assessment receive guidance to optimize their schedule so that it does notcimaiads
that require state standardized assessments to provide them with additiertaldifjust
to the culture, language, and a new environment. The courses that include an end of
course test can be easily avoided with course offerings designed to provide suppgrt, al
with language instruction. Following the ELL students’ first year, theyeapained to
take state standardized end of grade tests in grades three through eight or ene of cours
tests in high school with their peers regardless of their proficiency |dglmay be
eligible to receive accommodations on tests based on their language pecgyficie
assessment results (NCDPI, n.d.). ELL students are not only expected to become
proficient in English in a limited amount of time, but also learn subject areantont
taught in mainstream classrooms (Gitomer, Andal, & Davison, 2005). The limited time
to become proficient, in addition to learning subject area content, increaseastoess
both teachers and students.
Federal Mandates

In conjunction with state mandates, federal mandates include the No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001(NCLB) (2002) which demands greater accountability through core
measures designed to close the achievement gap among all groups of stu@élts. N
requires schools to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and provide school choice
when schools do not meet AYP. States recognize the need to improve the proficiency in
reading and mathematics; however, NCLB takes a different approach to student
performance. Students are disaggregated by socio-economic status, rabaiaityg e

disability, and limited English competency. Each category represeumigaap;
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however, under the provisions, a subgroup must consist of a number of students chosen
by each state. For example, in North Carolina there must be at least 40 students of
particular classification within a school to be designated a subgroup. E&chastan
expected proficiency rate and a target goal that will be raised perigdicalcrements

in both mathematics and reading. Each subgroup must meet the target goal in both
reading and mathematics, as well as meet other academic indicators ifootde

school to make AYP. If one group does not make AYP, neither the school nor the district
makes AYP. As a result of not making AYP, sanctions may be imposed until schools are
able to show progress in deficient areas.

As teachers struggle to comply with strict requirements imposed by NCLB to
ensure school sanctions are not imposed, the stakes are greater now than ever. With
federal and state mandates at the forefront, greater emphasis has begomplsticdent
achievement with little mention of students whose native language is nottEaiglis
who have a limited time to learn academic language required to succeed ineaginstr
classrooms. In the classroom, language has long been viewed as the medium of
instruction. To accommodate ELL students, teachers are required to think about
language differently and as the number of non-English speaking studentsascseas
does the tension among teachers who struggle to educate, and communicate with their
students.

English-Only Debate

In the United States, the English-only debate continues to be a source of debate

among many. While the language debate appears to occur outside school walls,

conversations about societal beliefs take place within schools, therefatehgffeow
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schools operate. To recognize the importance of language within an educatiogl cont
there must be a better understanding of language from a societal perspective

Language is the source through which societies are born. Different groups take
different stands regarding language. According to Christian (1999), it i$avrihye
good of a nation to make sure that a nation’s language is protected and if possitae, fur
promoted. This statement speaks to the notion that English should be the national
language and one must protect and promote it, instead of encouraging the use of another
language. However, Marcos and Peyton (2000) believe that multilingualism not only
helps maintain America’s competitiveness, but it also protects politicakandty
interests within the country. Restoring and using the language of immsignach
indigenous groups contribute to a country’s diversity, and also hold the advantage of
promoting intercultural awareness and tolerance for individual differenCésarly,
these groups are divided with regard to language, which has created agreab$
controversy in the United States. In some states and among many groups throughout the
United States, English is considered to be the official language. While #his is
commonly held view, there has not yet been an official language selected initidnd U
States. On April 27, 1981, the English-only movement formally began on a national
level. Senator S.I. Hayakawa, a Republican from California, introduced to the enat
proposed amendment to the U.S. Constitution, which would have designated English as
the official U.S. language. Since then, an English language amendment to the
Constitution has been proposed to each U.S. Congress, but none has been brought to a
vote in either House (Schmidt, 2007). Advocates for the legislation of English-only

promote common language unity at the expense of native language rights (Emgtish Fi
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2001). In federal and state government, groups seek legislation to terminate tife
languages other than English. For example, English First, a national lobbyirg gr
works to make English the official language of the United States, givesahkl a
chance to learn English, and pushes to eliminate costly and what they deem to be
ineffective multilingual policies. Similarly, United States Englishiteens’ action

group, is dedicated to preserving the unifying role of the English languageUmitee
States. These groups propose legislation and use English as an integreging for
impose English as the American language (U.S. English, 2000). Twenty-seven state
including North Carolina, have officially declared English as their offieiafjuage
(Berube, 2000).

The English-only movement is centered on the notion that speaking one language,
English, is necessary for the common good. It further purports that multigleaiges
“...would destroy the country’s unity by promoting inter-ethnic discord” (Schmidt, 2007,
p. 201). In an attempt to adopt English as the official language of the Unitesl Stdte
amend the Constitution, Latinos were identified “...as a new source of sociabdlisisil
conflict in United States society” (Schmidt, p. 201). Furthermore, the English-only
movement is based on the belief that “Latino immigrants are undermining thalultur
foundations on which the United States has stood since its inception as an independent
country” (Schmidt, p. 201). There is the assumption that the Hispanics who have
immigrated to this country have not assimilated into mainstream cultunerékeus
groups; instead, they have maintained their own culture and language. In fact, geme pa

of the country include communities where English is not required to communicate or



30

even exist, hence emphasizing the concurrent existence of different cultures and
languages.

Political activists continue to seek support for English-only legislation a
emphasize the need for one language and one culture based on “...the political ofhetori
justice” (Schmidt, 2007, p. 202). Justice, as used by Schmidt, reflects the belief that
individuals who migrate to a country on their own accord should assimilate to their new
culture and therefore speak the language of the country in which they have anigtate
further advocates that the country to which the newcomers have migrated should not be
required to adapt to a new culture or language (Schmidt, 2007). Instead, the newcomers
should learn English which provides them with more opportunities to succeed in their
new surroundings. As political activists continue in their effort to unite the gountr
through English-only legislation, the issue of cultural and linguistic diversitjiraues to
be the source of debate among many.

The English-only movement prompted English Plus to emerge as a philosophy,
which acknowledged the importance of English proficiency, while preserving other
languages and cultures (Crawford, 1992). Consequently, English Plus attracted the
attention of educator and civil rights organizations and established the Ergish P
Information Clearinghouse (EPIC) to centralize the information avaitablanguage
rights and language policy, to respond to efforts to restrict the use of ¢grsgother than
English, and to promote an alternative to official English (Crawford).

Proponents of English Plus view cultural diversity as a national strength and
believe that it provides the United States with a “...unique reservoir of understanding a

talent” (EPIC, 1992, p.151). Access to bilingual services is critical to build a badge f
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language minorities who are not yet proficient in English. Evidence ssggestgrant
groups are motivated to learn English. Research conducted by Duke (1992) included a
survey of approximately 2,817 Americans of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban descent,
which indicated that more than 90% of the respondents believed citizens of the United
States and residents should learn English. English Plus proponents pointed out lack of
opportunity, not lack of motivation, as the primary barrier to acquiring EnglisglisBn
Plus supporters agreed with official English proponents that proficiency irsEmggis
crucial and that opportunities must be provided for all residents to learn English.
However, English Plus does not believe a constitutional amendment would accomplish
these goals; they argue that official English laws are counterprodbettaeise they
restrict the rights to access essential services for individuals winotayet proficient in
English. Despite the continued debate, there is consistency among themubaééul s
students must have basic rights and receive equal educational opportunitidewhat al
them to receive a public education.
Educational Policies

For students who are not yet proficient in the English language, an equal
education is not constituted as having a seat in a classroom or having assidpoedsext
as evident by theau verdict. Thda_au v Nicholg1974) verdict was a landmark decision
made by the Supreme Court as a result of a class action suit representinghln@dé C
students who alleged discrimination on the grounds that they could not achieve
academically because they did not understand the instruction of their Epglating
teachers. The United States Supreme Court based their decision on the 1964 Csvil Right

Act and concluded that identical education of English and non-English speakingstudent
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did not necessarily constitute equal educational opportunities. The court ruled that
districts must take affirmative steps to overcome educational barmed g non-

English speaking students. Thau verdict abolished the sink or swim practices of the

past and led to the creation of the Equal Educational Opportunities Act in August 1974 to
assist English language learners in overcoming educational baraers (Nichol$.

The Equal Educational Opportunities Act (1974) mandated that no state could
deny equal educational opportunity to any individual by, among other things, “...the
failure of an educational agency to take appropriate action to overcome languags ba
that impede equal participation by students in an instructional program” (Equal
Educational Opportunities Act).

In looking further at appropriate action, the case cited most frequently is
Castafieda v. Pickar(ll981). InCastafieda v. Pickardhe court set out a three-prong
test to determine whether limited English proficient students’ rights le2ng violated:

1. Whether the school district was pursuing a program informed by an educational
theory recognized as sound by some experts in the field or, at least, deemed a
legitimate experimental strategy.

2. Whether steps were taken to implement effectively the educational teapyed
by the school.

3. After a legitimate trial period, was the program demonstrating thatrigadge
barriers confronting students were actually being overcome.

In other words, the program must be evaluated and, if found to be failing, must be
modified by either changing the program itself (prong 1) or taking further tsteps

implement the adopted theory of instruction (prong 2). The court action on the
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Castafiedacase made a few other critical rulings. The first critical ruliag that
students who were limited English proficient must be provided not only the opportunity
to learn English, but also the opportunity to have access to the school districgs entir
educational program. Thus, in evaluating a school district’s program, each of the thre
Castafiedgrongs must be met. They must be met with respect to teaching English and
with respect to teaching the entire curriculum. Second, the court left open tatice dis
the sequence and manner in which these students tackled this dual challenge as long as
the schools designed programs which were reasonably calculated to kasblsttidents
to attain parity of participation within a reasonable length of time aftgrahtered the
school system.

Following CastafiedathePlyler v Dog(1982) class action suit was brought on
behalf of Mexican illegal aliens against the State of Texas, the Telkeafton Agency
and various Texas school districts. In its finding, the Supreme Court struck down a
Texas statute withholding from local school districts any state funds fedtieation of
children who were not legally admitted into the United States. The decision @utiibat
illegal aliens were entitled to the protection of the Equal Protection Cédtise
Fourteenth Amendment and were not to be excluded from becoming edUtegdttjual
Protection Clause directs that all persons similarly circumstancedshafiated alike
(Plyler v Dog. With that, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that states could not deny
undocumented immigrant children access to a free public K-12 education, and to do so
would violate the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. However,
undocumented students are not entitled to a free education beyond gradeRly&dver

Doe 1982). As a result of tHalyler ruling, public schools may not deny admission to a
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student, treat a student differently to determine residency, require studentsnis pa
disclose or document their immigration status, make inquiries of students or paaénts t
may expose their undocumented status or require social security numbertttentss
(Plyler v Dog.

To ensure ELL students receive an appropriate education, several states have
actively initiated requirements to ensure educators are meeting thengbaltef
educating and preparing all students to live as productive citizens in an inghgasin
diverse global society. Florida and Arizona have policies that require tedcheceive
training in how to teach non-native English speakers effectively, along waitloi@ia
which restricts native-language instruction. In 2003, Florida public schools deache
milestone in that the number of minority students enrolled in schools surpassed the
number of majority students (Cook, 2006). The change in demographics has been
occurring for a number of years. To address the needs of an increasing ntimber
students who are limited in their English proficiency, Florida legislatgred a Consent
Decree, the Multicultural, Educational Training Advocacy (META), in August of 1990
(Florida Department of Education, 1990). The Consent Decree outlined identification
and assessment, personnel, monitoring and measuring outcomes as necessary for the
compliance of public school districts in Florida. The Consent Decree requirestloat
districts submit a plan for educating ELL students and that all English lgadgerners
received equal access to educational programming, which was appropriatertbdris
level of English proficiency, academic achievement and learning styléeaghers who
provide instruction to English learners must receive appropriate languagetyninor

training. To meet the META requirement, South Florida, which includes Dade County,
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required all content area teachers to receive 60 master plan points (the atjtovaihéts
of credit) or 15 university or college credits in classes designed to preadeets with
assistance in teaching ELL students (Division of Bilingual Education and World
Languages, n.d.).

In 2005, Arizona addressed the needs of a growing population who entered school
with limited English proficiency by instituting a new certification pglfor every
certified educator, including administrators, teachers and psychologtpig;img them to
complete 15 hours of sheltered immersion training by August 2006, with an additional 45
hours by August 2009 to renew their certification. Sheltered immersion trancinges
a system of using effective instruction focusing on appropriate straifegientent areas
in classrooms with only ELL students.

In California, attention was given to the way in which ELL students were being
taught. In some cases, ELLs were being taught in their native languampguil
teachers taught English language learners subject matter in thearptanguage most
of the day, while teaching English development during a separate time of the day. The
bilingual teachers responded that teaching ELLs in their native language woitl bene
the students and that English immersion would have negative consequences for their
students (Sanchez, 2007). Teaching ELLs in their native language was caosedon,c
however, and in 1998 California passed Proposition 227, which would later become the
English Language Education for Immigrant Children Act (Sanchez). Thiselguwed
bilingual teachers to provide instruction in English. In addition, California ingrésal
a credentialing system that included preparing teachers to use appriogtratetional

strategies and emphasized program standards. The standards required education
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programs to prepare educators to provide effective instruction and accusat=sy &L L
students (Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007).

English language learners enrolling in public schools deserve an education equal
to that of their peers. Educational policies have provided specific guidance artidmulire
to changes that must transpire. To improve instruction in the classroom, states ha
implemented additional instructional requirements for teachers of Englighdge
learners to demonstrate competence with linguistically diverse studdmtsugh these
changes, a variety of programs have been implemented to address a slugergte
and educational needs in the classroom.

Educational Practices

To effectively respond to the needs and strengths of ELL students, there must be
appropriate educational practices being implemented. Educational pratagésok
different, depending on the district, school, or student needs, yet must provide an
opportunity for students to achieve academically and access the curriculum.
Language Programs

Schools and school districts are directed to implement an appropriate program
that will meet the needs of the ELL students in the district, in addition to gtéfien
program with highly skilled teachers who are capable of teaching the studdms
program. Providing appropriate instruction for English language learners agasingy
students’ academic language understanding within the limited time splaogcessitates
trained individuals in language acquisition, which in many cases is a diffiskt ta
especially in rural areas or in schools with small numbers of ELL studentarding to

the National Center for Education Statistics (2004), 86% of public schools have
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implemented instructional programs intended to take into consideration that ELL student
vary in their ethnic background, educational skills, and access to the genecallonyi

while representing a multitude of cultures, languages, and educational needsl{Cranda
Jaramillo, Olsen, & Peyton, 2002; Short & Echevarria, 2005).

A common, but erroneous assumption is that programs implemented to meet the
needs of ELL students are the same, however the programs are not identical, and to avoid
confusion, it is important to distinguish between them. Although programs recduatize t
newcomers to the United States should learn English as efficiently adty rapi
possible, the approaches differ regarding how to achieve this goal, whileedsovprg
the rights of limited English speakers. English as a second languagemsgymaarily
focus on assisting ELLs to acquire English through the instruction of the EStutwnm
and using language in the content area. In addition to ESL inclusion, bilingual education
and sheltered immersion programs emphasize supporting ELLs as they |e@miaca
content by providing language assistance. Thus, each type of program repaasent
approach of services for language minority students.

Schools are required to implement programs to teach English language learners
which can be difficult to implement due to financial restrictions, lack of stpgad the
availability of qualified teachers. A popular program found in many schools isE@gl
a second language (ESL) (Berube, 2000). The ESL program has been used to provide
instruction by allowing an ESL teacher to remove students from the maimstrea
classroom for short periods of time during the day in small group settings itcerece
English language instruction as designed by the standard course of studyl,(RadSe

During this time, the goal is to develop and foster basic English skills througintont
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language. ESL programs can accommodate students from different language
backgrounds in the same class, and teachers do not have to be proficient in the home
language of their students. North Carolina does require ESL teachers andtutors t
demonstrate a high level of proficiency in speaking and writing in Englishtprtheir
hiring (NCDPI, 2008). Frequently, the ESL teacher removes students, ranging in a
variety of grade levels, once or twice a week, depending on the number of teachers
throughout the district and the number of schools and students requiring the service.
Some districts, due to a limited number of qualified teachers, transport students to
schools that have a large ELL population in order to decrease the number of schools
which need ESL services and increase direct instructional time with non+englis
speakers. This ESL pull-out model is prevalent in many districts as a means dingrovi
ELL students with language instruction.

The ESL inclusion model for English language learners is a co-teaching
instructional delivery model. It requires collaboration, mutual respect, andratiope
between both teachers, the content classroom teacher and the ESL teacher, adethat gr
level and developmentally appropriate teaching exists (Curtin, 2005).uitaeghared
teacher planning time so that teachers can implement strategies thatentanguage
acquisition, literacy and academic content at the same time. The ESLanalusiel
supports ELL students in content classes, while assisting the content teacheyshe
class.

A bilingual education program uses both the student’s native language and
English for instruction (Krashen, 1996). Bilingual education has a long and complex

history in the United States. For example, at the beginning of theezury,
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approximately four percent of the students in public or parochial schools werengcei
some or all of their instruction in German. However, World War | and the resatitirg
German sentiment, as well as the societal trend favoring Americanizatmmajrants
through English language acquisition, resulted in rejection of bilingual edncati
(Moraes, 1996). Although bilingual education is being restricted, evidence of the
benefits of bilingual education is growing (Crawford, 2004; Krashen, 1996).
According to Greene (1998), limited English proficient students who are taught in
at least some of their native language perform significantlyromttetandardized tests
than children who are only taught in English. Students entering school whose first
language is not English may require assistance in language developovexier
English language learners who demonstrate proficiency in their native larayesgjde
to transfer language skills more readily (Lee & Oxelson, 2006). Lingnspdhasize that
students speaking their native language are able to transfer skillsdoral danguage
which makes learning English easier (Genesee & Nicoladis, 1995). Cummins (1980)
suggests that proficiency in the native language not only facilitatesskrgiquisition,
but also leads to higher academic achievement. Utilizing the native landuage o
English language learner, while difficult for many mainstream &xacls a cultural
resource that should be maximized in the classroom (Wong-Filmore, 2000). Although
bilingual education programs have been recognized as an effective way ofrednoat
English speaking students by using both their native language and Englishs thechi
controversy surrounding bilingual education (“Teaching English Languagadrsgd
2009). As of 2009, seven states including Arizona, Arkansas, California, Connecticut,

Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Wisconsin restricted native langsiagetion for
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ELL students (Maxwell, 2009). States that continue to include bilingual education
programs provide different forms of bilingual education in schools.

Traditional bilingual educational programs including the two-way bilingual
program or two-way immersion program are difficult to implement. Differemt fa
traditional bilingual educational program which requires only one teacher, theayo-
bilingual or immersion program requires two instructors, including a native Bnglis
teacher, in addition to a teacher who delivers instruction and speaks the language of the
targeted population. Most important in this type of program is that studentsmittli
English proficiency are integrated with fluent English speaking studentsallyniELL
students receive as much as 90% of their academic instruction in their anguade.
However, as the students gain mastery of English, they progressively lessive
instruction in their native language. As can be expected, the need for tlvertes one
class requires additional funding and qualified staff, and both are very difficultuiesec
In addition, students are required to learn English as rapidly as possible tofsilgcess
achieve both in the classroom and demonstrate proficiency on state stamdi@stze

Lastly, Sheltered Immersion Observation Protocol (SIOP) is an approadh whic
provides instruction “... almost entirely in English, but in a self-containedrolass
consisting only of English language learners” (Rossell, 2005, p.32). Whilewadrth
acknowledgement, SIOP is not a program, but implemented as a way to provide English
language learners with effective instruction. The SIOP model usesltagltae
medium for providing content area instruction. Classroom teachers include both a
content and language objective in planning lessons. SIOP is an instructional approach

used to make academic instruction in English understandable to ELL students. In the
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sheltered classroom, teachers follow the eight components in the SIOP modelwade inc
explicit language and content objectives. The eight components of SIOP include lesson
preparation, building background, comprehensible input which focuses on appropriate
speech, learning strategies, interaction, meaningful interaction, praaticapplication,
lesson delivery, and review and assessment. SIOP can be implemented in English
language arts, mathematics, science, social studies and other subge(Eeheaarria,

Vogt & Short, 2003). The SIOP model provides instruction through context-embedded
experiences; that is, meaning is conveyed not through language alone, but witp the hel
of gestures, body language, visual aids, demonstrations and hands-on experiences. The
SIOP model activities provide immediate and concrete referents in whicing and
curricular subjects and English occur simultaneously. The lessons asahbjeat matter
lessons made comprehensible for the ELL student. The focus of instruction and
evaluation is on the subject matter itself, not on the language. Shelterecsiommer
classes are effective; these classes are limited because they aelquger group of ELL
students, additional funding, and intensive training.

School systems across the country implement a variety of programs and
instructional approaches to meet the needs of English language learneesienribiéir
district and often times, financial restrictions and educational policieg guogram
implementation. Deciding on the appropriate program required to meet the needs of
ELLs is complicated because it involves a more detailed description of therEnglis
language learners entering public schools. While the ESL pull-out progreequetly

used, some schools with large ELL enrollments are implementing more\effecti
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innovative programs and models integrating content and using qualified staff to meet
individual student needs.
Instructional Strategies

To meet individual student needs, instructional strategies are often used as a way
to allow students to access the curriculum. Teachers face incredible gasiemen
educating students with the strict requirements handed down by federal and stat
mandates. To ensure that students learn, teachers must implement instrsictitewies
that address the needs of diverse learners. According to Darling-Hammond (2000)
teachers who are able to use a variety of teaching strategies andyaf arteraction
styles, rather than a single approach, are more successful in workingLligtugents.
Equally important are those who can adjust their teaching to fit the needs stdiver
students and understand the effect of appropriate instructional goals, topics, laodismet
Researchers state that ELLs require support to succeed in “Americsnocias”
(Viadero, 2009, p. 25). Currently, the educational strategies practiced in schools are
based upon the dominant culture’s values and beliefs and are reflected in nmeatdrials
curriculum used in schools (Garcia-Nevarez, Stafford, & Arias, 2005). Appraiimat
10% of ELL students are exposed to appropriate instructional practices in theartassr
to help them overcome their language struggles and reading deficiafiai@sr§). For
this reason, implementing instructional strategies is necessahgefsutcess of ELL
students.

Middle school minority students fall behind their peers in reading and
mathematics by grade four and as these students progress through school, the

achievement gap widens (“National Assessment of Educational Progress,” 2007). T
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ensure all ELL students receive effective instruction, there are speaificing practices
that support ELLs in the classroom. Research suggests that often times @htst
require additional time to process new information and complete assignmeat& (C
Reich, 2008; Curtin, 2005; Garcia, 1992; Thompson, 2000). Given an appropriate
learning environment, the additional time would allow the student to process new
information by providing opportunities to participate in meaningful dialogue, oral
practice and peer interaction as part of cooperative groups, as wellasgitibn-
linguistic representations as a way to elaborate on knowledge through graphizessgya
and mental images. The additional time allows for in-depth understanding, while
enhancing learning (Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001).

Learning in the classroom continues when teachers modify and simplify student
assignments. In modifying student assignments, teachers should vary the \ashin w
the lesson is presented (Garcia, 1992; Thompson, 2000). To vary the way in which the
lesson is taught, teachers use realia or real life objects duringpolassristruction which
fosters peer interaction and instructional games, while reducing frusteationg
students. Modifying assignments does not mean avoiding grade level and content area
expectations; it does mean that students will benefit from intentional teaciting a
comprehensible material.

Equally important to modifying the lesson is simplifying the lesson by using
vocabulary with which the student is familiar. Simplifying the content isansor
implementing grade level content material in such a way that ELL stud#ints
understand. Some ELL students have a limited vocabulary and to encourage student

participation, the teacher should provide direct vocabulary instruction so students are
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more likely to understand the academic content taught in the classroom. Moresver, it |
advisable for teachers to avoid correcting grammatical errors puislifrignt of the other
students to avoid embarrassment on the part of the student. To avoid such embarrassing
situations, teachers should encourage students to speak up within small groups or with
partners to gain comprehension and confidence (Romijin & Seely, 1983).
Understandably, these English learners are caught between two langodgedtures,
and teachers must therefore encourage their students to take risks toizamiliar
themselves with the school culture and how it works. Similarly, Carr, Buchanaitz,We
Weiss, and Brant, (2001) indicated the importance of teaching to the student’s level of
vocabulary knowledge through simplifying the content and developing assigrehémts
student’s level of understanding. They emphasized the use of picture books as a way to
increase student learning. To simplify new material and facilitatkest learning,
picture books can be used to introduce new information. Picture books inherently
scaffold material, which increases background knowledge and broadens the student’s
understanding of the content. According to Bennett (2009), teachers reportedhthat us
picture book read alouds increased the connections that were made to conteal, materi
while supporting the introduction of new subject matter. By doing this, teachers should
not be seen as lowering student expectations which would negatively impact the entire
classroom environment and how the teachers perceive their students (Cazden, 1988).
To enhance the educational experience of an ELL student and his or her peers, a
teacher should utilize the native language of the ELL student since, like alitstutieir
language is part of their cultural identity. Cummins (2001) emphasized that,j&éCbae

child’s language in the school is to reject the child” (p. 19). Allowing ELL stsdent
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speak their native language can be used as a learning experience fos stindesppeak

only English, while providing ELL students with an opportunity to demonstrate their
ability to speak a different language. Often times, this gives ELL studeetsa of
confidence they might not feel when trying to communicate in English. Research ha
shown that proficiency in the first language is positively related to protgian the

second language (Cazden, 1988; Cummins, 2000a; Cummins, 2000b). Accordingly, the
use of a student’s home language in the classroom affirms the identity of language
minority students while reducing linguistic barriers.

ELL students require appropriate instructional strategies to ensureabey h
access to the curriculum. In both qualitative and quantitative studies, teadtter
implemented appropriate instructional strategies had students who wereuctassful
on assignments (Cho & Reich, 2008; Curtin, 2005). Cho and Reich found that 65% of
teachers provided ELL students with additional time to complete assignments, ionaddit
to modifying and simplifying assignments. Curtin (2005) found similar resutiaghr
observations and detailed interviews. In the classroom, teachers used appropriate
instructional strategies, including modifying assignments, using native langunte
providing more time to complete work. Through observations and interviews, it was
found to be commonplace for mainstream teachers to work closely with teachers of non
native speakers who were qualified in appropriate instructional strategies and t
implement them in the classroom.

Conversely, in low performing schools, Dentler and Hafner (1997) found few
innovative instructional strategies used in mainstream classrooms with Hitlsese

classrooms, teachers dominated and students were treated as pas&x® |da@achers
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conducted class by lecturing, made use of worksheets, and practiced drills during the

class instead of providing instruction that required the use of learning groups inevhich t

process material, the oral practice of skills, modified and simplifiedrassigts and
more time to complete assignments. Mainstream teachers in theseartesssed
traditional methods, with very little innovative techniques for instructing divéusests
in the classroom.
Teacher Support

Support for mainstream teachers who teach ELL students manifests itself in
different forms. Support for mainstream teachers is provided from administaaibr
district personnel, as well as through trainings and professional development
opportunities offered within the district, at conferences, through on-line oppg@syni
and at local universities. Strong leadership remains critical in acodating the
demographic changes in schools. In today’s global society, it is ngcewsar
administrators to advocate for and support successful inclusion of culturally and
linguistically diverse students in mainstream classrooms. It iSrcénet educating
teachers in the 21Century should include acquiring knowledge with regard to cultural
diversity and language acquisition, in addition to interacting effectivitystudents and
families from diverse cultural, linguistic and socioeconomic backgrounds (Wong-
Fillmore & Snow, 2000).

Effective school leaders have a vision for the school with high expectations
inclusive of all teachers and students (Henze, Katz, Norte, Sather, & Walker, 1999).
Administrators promote the school vision, which affects the school norms that seacher

internalize. To be effective, school administrators must create an envirommdnth
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the administration supports teachers (Walker, Shafer, & liams, 2004). Accarding t
Byrnes and Cortez (1992), administrators must support teachers in order lierdeac
work successfully with ELL students. Administrative support requires a maests
approach in identifying teacher needs and delivering the appropriate support, In fac
administrative support is critical to the success of both the students and thesteédche
study conducted by Ware and Kitsantas (2007) showed that teachers’ perceptiens of
support they receive from the administration was linked to improving sel&eytic
Teachers with a high perception of self-efficacy tended to try harder anst pmrger in
the presence of difficulties, resulting in improved student achievement. Acdgrding
there is a likely relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy and stadeietvement
(Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) linked teachers’
perceptions of the support of the administration and their teaching selzgffica
Statistically significant positive correlations were found betweeré&gacattitudes

toward their ELL students and the support received from the administration. Teachers
also require instructional support, which has not always been associated with the
administrator; however, the theory that the principal is of major importance as an
instructional leader in a school is supported by extensive research (Andrews, Bas
Basom, 1991, Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis, 1996; Karabenick & Noda, 2004; Stanovich
& Jordan, 1998). Supportive efforts require administrators to create an environment
where teachers feel supported when trying new instructional activitiesalDtleere

must be administrative support which increases teacher self-efficattyngm

improved student achievement.
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Teachers feel unprepared to provide quality instruction due to the lack of
appropriate learning opportunities for them which focused on the unique needs df Englis
language learners. Many content area teachers who have been trainedihairerhal
training in adapting the curriculum and their teaching practices to meetetie okthe
linguistically diverse students (Byrnes, Kiger, & Manning, 1997; Youngs & ¥sun
2001). While mainstream teachers who teach in core areas attend professional
development, “...the trainings too often fall short of the depth and detail needed to
successfully serve the English language learner population” (Meskihén, 2002, p. 1).
Moreover, McCloskey reported in 2002 that, of those surveyed, approximately 12% of
teachers nationwide have had specific training to work with ELLs. Furtherthere,
National Center for Education Statistics (2004) reported that 41% of teachiees
United States at that time had English language learners as students, A306miiy
them reported receiving any instruction or professional development on the education of
their ELL students. Samway and McKeon (1999) reported that by the year 2050 it is
likely that every teacher in the United States will have English landeageers as
students. The disparity between the number of English language learnassioais
and the percentage of teachers sufficiently qualified to teach them is amglarm
indication of the need to help teachers coping with the unique needs of ELLSs.

While there is great importance placed upon children growing and learning,
teachers must also grow and learn. Adults, unlike children, are less conefantabl
dealing with issues of diversity or race and should have opportunities to pagticipat
meaningful professional development (Hoerr, 2005). Initial attitudes of pre-eervic

teachers were looked at prior to taking a multicultural education course. okamgl at
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the extent to which the group’s attitudes changed subsequent to the instruction, findings
of the pre and posttest suggested that taking a multicultural education daspdstive
influence, leading to an increased awareness and appreciation for othesaitlithe

ability to adjust teaching when necessary (Cho & DeCastro-Ambrd2ed).

Furthermore, research conducted by Cho and Reich (2008) indicated that 90% of the
teachers identified training in cultural understanding as very important.

Teachers now experience higher levels of accountability that placergreate
emphasis upon the successful educational experience of every child. Teatthksatti
toward their ELLs affect the teachers’ receptiveness to partidipatefessional
development and to attempt new instructional practices (Karabenick & Noda, 2004). In a
study of 600 public school teachers who were surveyed in South Florida regarding the
factors that affect teacher attitudes toward ELLSs, the results inditetesiecific
training in working with ELL students was necessary for students to succeeat and f
teachers to feel comfortable in providing effective instruction (Hirsahf2004). Hollis
(2005) surveyed and analyzed data from 50 certified public school administrators and
teachers of grades K-12 located in a large metropolitan city. Similesutis found by
Hirschfield, the results suggested that preparedness was necessatgaadnng ELLSs.

The same point was made in comparable studies (Moughni, 2006; Owuor, 2004). The
results identified participation in multicultural workshops, exposure to cultweaisity

and the involvement in a variety of fieldwork experiences as critical torgtude
achievement and teacher effectiveness (Capella-Santana, 2003; Karabdludk,&

2004; Youngs & Youngs, 2001).
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Additional insight regarding teacher attitudes toward the inclusion of Englis
language learners focused on the attitudes and perceptions of high school mainstream
teachers and the inclusion of English language learners (Reeves, 2002). higlgreke
results of the study indicated that although participation in professional developme
activities was important, the respondents indicated ambivalence toward jortdess
development activities. Respondents indicated they were not adequately tmained i
teaching English language learners, yet a little more than half (58%¢aied they were
not interested in receiving more training. While teachers wanted to welebime
students, they were struggling to make sense of teaching and learning ifliagualt
school environment (Byrnes, Kiger &Manning, 1997). In 1995, Clair pointed out similar
results in a small qualitative study. Although they experienced an increasiiger of
ELLs in their classrooms and needed professional staff development opportulhities, a
respondents indicated they would not attend such offerings. One stated tiggestrate
taught were not appropriate for her grade level, while the others explained that
experienced teachers, they were already prepared to work with ELL students
Experienced teachers come with a wealth of knowledge; however, ELL studgnts re
specific skills that are not usually part of a teacher’s instructional oggert_eighton,
Hightower and Wrigley (1995) stated that the rapid increase and change in tim¢ stude
population enrolling in schools “outstrips the rate of increase in teachers with skills
necessary to serve them” (p. 3). In addition, the majority of the teaching farceling
individuals entering teacher education programs, is White and monolingual wigdlimit

experience with cultural diversity (Ukpokodu, 2003). In fact, the teaching profession is
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82.9% White and projections indicate little change (National Center for Education
Statistics, 2010).

As the number of English language learners continues to rise, teachers need
administrative support in the classroom and through training to be prepared in providing
ELLs appropriate instruction in mainstream classes. The literaturaedvibe
importance of receiving administrative support in order to increase sel@ffias well
as participating in training that involves in-depth and detailed multicukictalities and
focuses on the needs of a diverse population. Unfortunately, the view also exists that
although training on cultural diversity and language acquisition is helpfudjnirig was
offered, not all teachers would participate. As diverse students enteringitietream
classroom continue, teachers must participate in specific training to betiostalic
leaders in the classroom.

English Language Learners

Students whose native language is not English enroll in U.S. public schools every
day. These students, in part, are the result of a recent wave of immigratiday(él
Wong, 2000). While immigrants vary in every aspect, one reason for the increase in
immigration was a result of surging employment opportunities, including thos
agriculture and the service industry. This brought families to areas wiuddltlea
experience with immigrants’ social and educational needs (Maxwell, 2009).
Economically, families of English language learners experience faldrardship more
so than their peers (Maxwell). In addition, securing employment requirekkefato
move sometimes, which reduced schooling and increased learning gaps for children. The

National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition (2006) reportedabatl on
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state reported data, it was estimated that more than 4.8 million English langmeage |
students were enrolled in public schools (Pre-k through grade 12) during the 2004-2005
school year. Schools, unlike other public institutions, have been directly affectesl by t
wave of English language learners. In the past, linguistically diversegbioms!| found

their way to large urban areas, however, recent immigrant populations are nooving t
rural locations (Berube, 2000). The recent wave of immigration is evident in schools
across North Carolina. North Carolina has experienced a large increade stugénts;

in fact, North Carolina ranks as having the highest increase of students ggdbtyi

ELL services east of the Mississippi River, with just over 5%, or one in 20 @o&ns
Strange, 2007).

English language learners in North Carolina enter school at all levels, mgludi
elementary, middle and high school. There is a particular interest in ELL sturdlé&me
middle school setting. Middle school is a transition period, however English language
learners in middle schools can feel the transition more intensely and they do not, do wel
socially or academically. For many, middle school determines theleaxa and social
futures. For English language learners, middle school is even more complexa®they
learning subject matter in the content area, in addition to learning a secoragengith
fewer years of instruction remaining in school. With so many students who lali&Eng
language skills entering North Carolina Public Schools, consideration musebegi
language acquisition.

Language Development
English language learners in a new environment and those who are insecure in

their language ability are faced with the inability to communicatzgtely in the
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classroom. According to Chavez (1991), learning English enables linguisticadhge
children to acquire academic skills necessary to succeed in content classes.

Students with limited English proficiency require additional skills in acogia
second language in order to achieve academically in the classroom. To encourage a
student population that is culturally and linguistically diverse, teacherstoded
sensitive to the language and cultural needs of the population (Garcia-N&tafexrd,

& Arias, 2005). ELLs enter schools having varying abilities; languagesatga occurs
over time. Recent research shows that ELL students acquire enough Englisbrprpfici
to be tested equitably in English only after five to six years of schoolsan@l Katz, &
Stack, 2008). If ELL students are tested after only one to three years befplatve
acquired English, test scores are lower. Thomas and Collier (2002) found thagt testi
ELL students in their native language is the most powerful predictor of eVgrada-
level achievement in English.

The language barrier presents obstacles difficult to overcome, paiticulsan
non-English speakers experience a “silent period” (Curran, 2003, p.335). The silent
period may vary among ELLs, and those who are young or described as intmoasgrts
experience an extended period in which they may not communicate in the second
language. The silent period is described as a time when ELLs may apgigenéd and
withdrawn, but are in fact preparing themselves to speak the second language by
processing the language, their surroundings, the rules, relationships, andtiexysecta
their new environment (Short & Echevarria, 2005). Proficiency in a languags tef
the degree to which a person is able to use the language. With language development,

there is a continuum of development beginning with basic conversational skills
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continuing toward academic proficiency. Cummins (1980) described this development as
a distinction between interpersonal communication skills and cognitive academic
language proficiency.

The beginning communicative level is typically context embedded and
cognitively undemanding. Examples of this level include simple greetings, informat
requests, descriptions and expressions of feelings. The social dimension oidhe Bas
Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) usually develops in two to thiaas ye
(Cummins, 1980). Students demonstrate BICS with peers in school; however, teachers
often times confuse this form of conversation for what is necessary to achieve in the
classroom. Mastery of BICS occurs when a student can communicate withdoftiegs
casual conversation. Conversely, mastering BICS does not carry over intmteet
areas where there are more sophisticated language demands.

In order to use a language correctly, the speaker must have cognitive processes
an extensive foundation related to the language. This foundation is acquired through
using a language over a long period of time. The academic dimension of language,
which is the Cognitive/Academic Language Proficiency (CALP), is abméeluced and
cognitively demanding. Cummins (1980) regarded Cognitive/Academic Language
Proficiency (CALP) as necessary to function in an academic situatiohP @#ers to all
experiences associated wiinguage both concept development and linguistic
development. This level of language development includes such skills as comparing,
classifying, inferring, problem solving and evaluating. Success in school depends on
proficiency at the CALP level, which takes between five and 10 years to acAieve

assume that students who demonstrate a beginning level of language proficiency can
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understand the more difficult academic language of content lessons is prabierdat
requires teachers to address the language needs of their students. In addition to
addressing students’ language needs, teachers must implement instrucate@iestto
effectively teach ELL students.

Benefits and Challenges

Teachers are responsible for educating all students, and with an increasing
number of linguistically and culturally diverse students in mainstrearsrolass,
teachers are experiencing benefits, as well as facing challentpey agork to ensure
that all students learn. All students entering the classroom bring with th&grdnaad
experiences that differ in many respects. Differences are thefdwasigeriencing
benefits, as well as the challenges, in an educational setting.

Addressing differences creates social outcomes that are benefiaral i
educational setting (Boozer, Krueger, & Wolkon, 1992). Including ELLS in maamstre
classrooms exposes students to different cultures; therefore increasiegts
awareness and understanding of diversity (Harklau, 2000). A well-documented
fundamental concept in the instruction of English language learners is to pribvide a
students with instruction on culture and tolerance and allow students to share thegr cul
through a cultural study assignment (Doherty, Hilberg, Pinal, & Tharp, 2003). ,Wells
Holme, Revilla, and Atanda (2004) suggest that diversity in the classroom promotes
developing cross-racial friendships, learning how to work with students of differees
and ethnicities and expanding the general knowledge of students about raciatwed cul
differences. As a result, there is a higher comfort level among memwibexcial groups

and an increased ability to function in diverse settings when students attendvacse di
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schools (Yun & Kurlaender, 2004). Likewise, 70% of teachers surveyed noted that ELL
students were an inspiration to other students in the classroom (Karabenick & Noda,
2004). English language learners in mainstream classrooms benefit everyociallgspe
when teachers ensure that students are prepared to enter a society inwensity i the
norm and acceptance is appreciated.

In the school setting, the benefits of having differences represented in the
classroom also bring about challenges for teachers. English languagedeanter the
classroom with different backgrounds, a first language that is not English, gimyvar
English speaking abilities. These unique challenges pose difficulties ¢betsavho are
already feeling the effects of increased classroom size, lack afdtigtral time during
the day, and limited assistance. Many times, mainstream teachers lacktamding of
the background and culture of the students entering the classroom; they anetliyetnie
prepared and trained to meet the needs of ELL students, and they have not had sufficient
time to prepare for, as well as time to work with, ELL students. These challenges
what can be done during the school day and require attention to improve the success of
ELL students in the classroom.

To educate students, teachers of ELL students should be sensitive to and have
knowledge of the culture and background experiences of their students (Ruiladeeye
Fix, & Clewell, 2000; Téllez & Waxman, 2006). Claire (1995) suggested that
mainstream teachers often possess incorrect information about the cultitageheir
ELL students. Incorrect information or the lack of information about ELLs geaser
incorrect assumptions about them, which can lead to generalizations about them as a

group rather than individuals. Many times ELL students come from a culture and have
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background experiences that are very different from the teacher. Fusteemost

teachers have been trained to teach children much like themselves, which icasesy

are monolingual individuals who come from the mainstream population, which can create
additional challenges in the classroom (Swartz, 2003).

During the school day, teachers face many challenges in the classroom whe
meeting the needs of all students. Teachers are expected to provide instrudi®n on t
standards set forth by the state, and while teachers meet and understand theegdeera
of students who somewhat vary in their ability to perform academicallyhéesatack
appropriate training specific to the instructional needs of ELL students (Youngs, 1999)
Many teachers believe that ELL students can be taught much like other students
have deficits. In fact, according to research, 43% of teachers whossaassisted of a
majority of ELLs received no more than one in-service training session in thievpast
years on how to instruct these students (Gandara, Maxwell-Jolly & Dyid00b). To
be effective in the classroom, meet state goals, and avoid sanctions, thebe must
learning opportunities for teachers responsible for the education of ELL student
content areas.

During the course of the school day, the daily schedule does not permit teachers
enough time to provide ELLs with individual assistance, nor does the schedule allow for
effectively planning appropriate lessons. The obstacles facing teachecsahte
feelings of frustration and the necessary instructional adaptations beduroea
(Dong, 2006). Additionally, teachers are required to complete a plan forfenglis
language learners who participate in the program designed to assist Enijlesh

language development. The plan is developed with input from the content teachers,
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parents, ESL teacher and others involved. The plan includes appropriate
accommodations and modifications and the amount of time ELL students willaécei
instruction from the ESL teacher. Adherence to district and state requiseofient
developing and following the specifications outlined in an ELL’s educational ptarg al
with an increased number of ELL students in mainstream classrooms, increéegs fe

of frustration. There was a general consensus that “Teaching in a maindagesimorn

has become more time demanding” (Walker, Shafer, & liams, 2004, p. 141). As teachers
became more familiar with the needs of their students, more time was ofted teeede
provide appropriate instruction (Gandara, Maxwell-Jolly & Driscoll, 2005; Vetpéa

1998; Youngs, 1999). At the elementary and middle level, teachers noted the difficulty
of finding extra time to help individual students and the problem of having students
pulled out throughout the day. Additionally, there was an overall lack of time for
planning. At the secondary level, there was not enough time to prepare for thigesffe
instruction of English language learners (Cho & Reich, 2008; Gandara, Maxwgll&oll
Driscoll, 2005).

The lack of time to provide individual instruction, along with time to prepare for
effective instruction, creates additional stress for mainstreametesac8imilarly, the
added responsibilities of modifying assignments, reading aloud assignmeugsifit s
subjects, and attending meetings to discuss the progress of ELLs in class] ootlple
responsibilities teachers already have, are often times more tharrsezaih@andle
(Gandara, Maxwell-Jolly & Driscoll, 2005; Walker, Shafer, & liams, 2004). Theist m
be learning opportunities for teachers, as well as sufficient time schehluiad the day

to plan for teachers and students to be successful in the classroom.
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Significance of Attitudes

In social psychology, there are different ways in which attitude is defined. An
attitude can be the positive or negative evaluation of objects of thought. Itis a
predisposition to act in a positive or negative way toward some object (Fishbeireg, Ajz
1975). Attitude is a social orientation, an underlying inclination to respond to something
either favorably or unfavorably. Similarly, attitude is a favorable or unfalera
evaluative reaction toward something or someone exhibited in one’s beliefgyde®lin
behavior. Attitudes can be associations between objects and evaluations of thase objec
Allport (1935) defined attitude as a “... mental and neural state of readiness, edganiz
through experience, exerting a directive influence upon the individual’'s respaaite t
objects and situations with which it is related” (p. 798). Attitude is defined as an
accumulation of information about an object, person, situation or experience and is
exhibited in one’s beliefs, feelings, or intended behavior.

Attitudes are further described by outward and visible behavior of human beliefs
and determine what an individual sees, hears, thinks and does. It is believedudatatt
are acquired through the socialization process and individuals consequenéytioeeat
own reality based on personal knowledge and experiences. Attitudes gemavally
three components. There is the cognitive component, which is made up of the thoughts
and beliefs people hold about the object of the attitude or referred to as a storage
component where information about an object is organized. The affective component
consists of the emotional feelings stimulated by the object of the attitidse Teelings
or emotions may evoke fear, hate or sympathy. There is also a behavioral component,

which consists of predispositions to act in certain ways toward an attitudd, @bjlee
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overt behavior attached to our internal attitude. The emphasis is on the tendency to act,
but not the actual acting. As indicated by early research, the cogniteetj\sdfand
behavioral components are associated with one another. For example, “If a person’s
attitude is supported by favorable cognitive content, then it is likely to be supported by
favorable affective and behavioral tendencies” (Petty, Fabrigar, 8eWWzg2003, p.

754).

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) suggested that when a person forms beliefs about an
object, action, or event, he or she “... automatically and simultaneously acquires a
attitude toward that object, action or event” (p. 216). Attitudes develop early in
childhood and are the results of parents and peer influences. Attitudes cannot be free
from bias due to their early development and influence from life experiencesatult
roots and social interactions. The more accessible the attitude is in one’syitémnor
stronger and more likely it will be recalled and in turn influence behavior (Ampns
1999). Attitude is characterized as a response that varies in intensity and tenels to dir
an individual’s overt responses to an object (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Moreover, Fazio
(1990) suggested that strong attitudes are more likely to be resistantge tinam are
weak attitudes. This is consistent with the general view that strong attihwdése
issues of personal relevance and are held with great conviction (Petty & Krd986).
Attitudes, therefore, require significant attention since teachersdtitondes toward
their students, which ultimately affect what occurs in the classroom.

Teacher Attitudes and Student Achievement
Teacher attitudes toward their students have been considered to be one of the

most important teacher competencies that influence students in school (Brisk, 1998;
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Rosenthall & Jacobson, 1989; Ukpokodu, 2003). Villegas and Lucas (2002) pointed out
that “Teacher attitudes toward students significantly shape what stuelmts(b. 24).
Teachers impact student achievement and as a result must address thelredsvarioe
perceived understandings in order to recognize that “All students can leanadllesg of
home life, socioeconomic status, race, culture, language, gender, abilityathan
characteristic” (Kenkel, Hoelscher, & West, 2006, p. 35).

Teacher attitudes toward their students are relevant in educationwaeattit
impact a teacher’s motivation to connect with his or her students. In a studyteahduc
by Wentzel (1994), a correlation was found between the motivation of students to attend
school, how much effort they exert when it came to academic performance, and thei
different perceptions of their teachers as caring individuals. Acaptdithe study, the
results remained constant despite several instances where students enarydeaigone
stages of psychological distress and other instances that were beyogdrtreir
Although quite underestimated in some academic institutions, the ethicrgf ari
actually meaningful for both students and teachers. By fostering such agatitude
toward students in the learning environment, teachers were able to demonstrate the
relevance of knowledge to the lives of their students. Moreover, students were mor
likely to perceive their school as a place where they were looked after amdi¢brthey
were cared. The same then held true for English learners who were in seaagls of
which to be accepted by their peers, their teachers and the entire education Syis¢
teacher’s attitude affected student achievement and through acceptademiacaiccess

was more likely to occur.
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Teachers play a critical role in the teaching and learning processeaderits.

They also have the means to be change agents in their students’ lives and é¢nante s
achievement in school. In fact, student achievement depends substantially on teachers
(Wayne & Youngs, 2003). While teachers have indicated favorable attiowlasltthe
inclusion of ELLs in mainstream classes, an investigation on the role of t&acher
attitudes, beliefs and practices that helped or hindered ELL students’ accesgectoettad
curriculum in mainstream classrooms found that teachers’ attitudes, betigiseatices
affected ELL students’ access to academic success in three wayse(Sharayzer,

2000). First, the teachers believed that placing ELL students in lower leweatr@c

special education classes would make them feel more comfortable and thedanguag
challenge would be easier. However, in this placement, the students withdearnin
problems became the focus, while the ELL students were observed to be despondent and
excluded. Secondly, success was identified as trying, rather than aaicateding.

Thirdly, there were few opportunities for English language interaction beEdlise

were sometimes placed in programs that did not address their needs. As a resig$ findi
suggested that the achievement of ELL students was greatly impactedhsyr tea

attitudes, beliefs and practices (Sharkey & Layzer).

There have been qualitative studies exploring the schooling experiences of ELLS
which have alluded to mainstream teacher attitudes toward the inclusion stildnts.
Teachers in those studies were described as holding negative, unwelcomingsg#iide
1995; Olsen, 1996; Valdes, 2001), as well as positive, welcoming attitudes (Harklau,
2000; Reeves, 2002; Verplaetse, 1998). Verplaetse found that teachers wanted to protect

their students from embarrassment, so they avoided asking them questions and often
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times would not allow them to complete their attempts to respond. By creating a
comfortable environment without checking for understanding of content knowledge,
teachers limit acquisition to content knowledge.

Attitudes, beliefs and expectations have been known to direct teachers’ responses
toward various students (Pajares, 1992). In the classroom, a teacher’s atwitaidea
student can impact what the student learns and should be taken seriously in the education
of English language learners. Larke, Wiseman, and Bradley (1990) noted aangnific
correlation among an educator’s sensitivity, attitudes, beliefs and behawviersl
students of diverse cultures, including their language and eventually studentsjusiis
successful performance in the classroom. For this reason, teacher atbiveateshis or
her students are critical to the overall achievement of ELL students.

Many teachers enter the classroom with preconceived notions about students’
home language. In the classroom, teachers’ attitudes toward langualgad to
negative teacher attitudes toward their non-native English speakecsa(@ararez,
Stafford, & Arias, 2005). Ball and Lardner (1997) observed that a lack of resped for th
home language of students led to teachers’ “... negative attitudes towahildinenc
who speak it” (p. 472). In 1979, the court viewed teachers’ language attitudes as a
significant obstacle to student learning (Ball & Lardner). According taz@en and
Darling-Hammond (2000), negative teacher attitudes toward the native languages of
English language learners may produce teacher behavior that can lead s teacing
negative attitudes toward the students themselves, which in turn affects doeimac

success. Because attitude formation begins early and is influenceddypkiieences
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and social interactions, attitudes formed toward language impact the education of non-
native English speakers (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).

There is limited research related to the significance of attitudesddia
achievement of ELL students, however the importance of teacher attituded towa
students has long been documented in research focused on teacher attitudes toward
students with disabilities. A frame of reference for the significanedtitdides will
comprise the research previously mentioned on teacher attitudes and ELLsstundkent
the research on teacher attitudes and students with disabilities, In facegétd to
students with disabilities, one of the most important predictors of the successful
integration of students with disabilities in the regular classroom istihedas of general
education teachers toward the students they teach (Bacon & Schultz, 1991). Thus, a
careful examination of the attitudes of educators represents a startintppumther
understanding of teaching a diverse student population and the beginning of the move
toward truly inclusive education.

The literature reveals that attitudgfsgeneral education teachers are one of the
most important predictors of successful inclusion of students with disahilitibe
regular classroom (Coates, 1989; Semmel, Abernathy, Butera, & Lesar, Haoh, 8
Schultz, 1991). Results of studies by Barton (1992) and Wilczenski (1993) indicate that
attitudes held by both regular and special educators testaddnts with disabilities
determine the success or the failure of inclusion. If educators hold a potitiwcea
toward studentwith disabilities, this allows and encourages the establishment of policies

that guaranties the students’ rights to be educated in regular classredoitoared
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through, whereas negative attitudes towards persons with disabilitiesgpadits limits
their opportunities to be integrated in regular classrooms (Jamieson, 1984).

According to Pace (2003), teacher attitudes toward the inclusion of students with
special needs is important and reflected in the behaviors of teachers irstnearta
Teacher attitudes toward students will alter their behaviors in waysottfaine the
initial expectations, thus the concept of the self-fulfilling prophecy. Thdéuiling
prophecy explains how teacher perceptions create the social reality. BrapBood
(1970) suggested that a teacher’s behavior may change toward students based on thei
expectations, and that students may respond to teachers' behavioral cues dredra
self-concept and achievement motivation to conform to the teachers' expectélitns.
that, teacher expectations for students, if perceived as low, will then have students
conforming to the low expectations, resulting in negative teacher attitudes.

Bandura (1982) noted that even when individuals perceive that specific actions
will likely bring about a desired behavior, they would not engage in the behavior or
persist after initiating the behavior, if they feel they do not possess theecegkills.
Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) completed a meta-analysis of 28 studies conaunted f
1958 to 1995 and found overwhelmingly that teachers endorse the general concept of
providing support to students with disabilities. In spite of that, only one third of the
teachers felt they had the time, preparation, resources, and skills neededdssfsilicc
instruction. As a result, general education teachers do not provide the adaptations
accommodations that many students with disabilities need to succeed in inclusive

environments (Baker & Zigmond, 1995; Mcintosh, Vaughn, Schumm, Haager, & Lee,
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1993). Teachers would like classes to be inclusive, but the realities of evesghaay
life dictate otherwise (Van Reusen, Shoho, & Barker, 2001).

Attitudes and the ability to teach students with disabilities in regulasrolass is
a learned process and is greatly influenced by the amount of contact teachexina
persons with disabilities (Smith, Price & Marsh, 1986)udies that examined teacher
experiences noted that teachers’ acceptance of inclusion is related toapexperience
with children with disabilitiesHudson, Reisberg and Wolf, 1983; Shoho, Katims, and
Wilks, 1997;Taylor, Richards, Goldstein, & Schilit, 1997An interesting variable that
related significantly to teachers’ positive attitudes toward mainsingamas their prior
success and experience in working with students with special needs (L&r@Gaak,

1979; Leyser, Kapperman & Kellek994). For some teachers, experience with teaching
students with disabilities is difficult because it may be that sgldeachers have

students with disabilities assigned to their classes, while others maryhss/e contact

with them. Researchers have also indicated that while there are teachers who hold
negative attitudes toward the inclusion of students with special needs, trersamelre
found to be highly concerned for these students (Siegal & Moore, 2004). This concern
was even greater for students with special needs who participated in fillhthasion

rather than being pulled out for special education services.

Avramidis, Bayliss, and Burden (2000) found that educators varied greatly in
their perceptions of which students should be included and who were acceptable for
inclusion. This is further supported by research showing that teachers are more disposed
to accept students with mild disabilities than students with intellectual, beddsasmor

emotional disabilities (Clough & Lindsay, 1991; Forlin, 1995; Ward, Center, & Bochner,
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1994). A cross-cultural study of 14 nations found that teachers preferred certainftype
disabilities for inclusion in mainstream classrooms (Bowman, 198tidents with

severe mental disabilities and multiple disabilities were considesstideceptable,
whereas students with medical or physical disabilities were considestcgooeptable.
Teachers were also concerned about including students with learningliEéias well

as those with emotional/behavioral disorders, especially when there veggsrélaration
for the needs of the students.

Positive teacher attitudes are a prerequisite for successful inclusion (Cook &
Gerber, 1999; Larrivee & Cook, 1979). Teacher attitudes gathered through surveys all
over the world mirror the same concerns revealed by teachers in the Unites] St
(Hornby, 1999; Meijer, 1998; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996). Generally, teaclsess re
accepting students with disabilities because a diverse student population adds anothe
burden to their workloadAn important aspect of the education of teachers is the shaping
of positive attitudes toward students. Teacher training in the awarenesalolities and
appropriate strategies for teaching students with disabilities hasti@gospact on
academic success. Teachers who feel negatively toward studentssatitittkes or who
lack training in appropriate strategies are less likely to be suatessf

Teacher attitudes toward the inclusion of students with special needs are
influenced by their philosophies and willingness to include students with digebititi
their classrooms. Teachers’ own cognitions and beliefs may be in part of their
experiences while they were students. Their own cognitions and beliefserfairy in
line with the prevailing ideas or beliefs within the context of the school, but more than

likely, it is a product of their teacher training (Acker, 1990; D'Andrade, 1981reRaja
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1992). There is considerable research that suggests that classroons testher
inadequate when children with special needs are included in a regular classroom
(Monaham, Miller & Cronic, 1997; Schumm & Vaughn, 1992; Thompson, 1992).
Although the reasons for this may vary, one contributing factor is the lackrohgran
special education (Monaham, Miller & Cronic, 1997; Thompson, 1992; Semmel,
Abernathy, Butera & Lesar, 1991).

In order to achieve successful inclusion outcomes, teachers must receivdeadequa
training (Bender, Vail & Scott, 1995). A relationship exists betweemé&sdamowledge
and preparation and their acceptance or resistance of including stwdbrdsabilities
into general education classrooms (Gallagher, 1985; Pernell, McIntyrejér B2D85;
Stoler, 1992; Taylor, Richards, Goldstein & Schilit, 1997). The lack of training and
limited knowledge of instructional skills related to teaching diverse populatioreaises
feelings of inadequacy in working with special populatioBtler (1992) reported that
in general, teachers expressed positive feelings toward the genergltaainiaclusion,
but were less optimistic about the degree to which they were adequatelygrepar
successfully implement inclusion. Those with positive attitudes toward inclusion
participated in specific educational opportunities and training related to stwdénts
disabilities (Coates, 1989; Gemmell-Crosby & Hanzlik, 1994; WilczedS§idl).
Research also suggested that as teachers participate in more aatedda teaching
students with disabilities, their attitudes are more positive toward thensgushelusion,
however the specific number of courses was not noted (Bender, Vail, and Scott; 1995).

A large number of studies document the impact of the negative attitudes of

teachers toward students with special needs (Lobosco & Newman, 1992; Phillipd, Allr
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& Cronic, 1990; Siegel, 1992). Much of this negativity results from a lack of knowledge.
The success of instructional practice requires that general educatidty fze prepared
to work with students with disabilities (Smith, Polloway, Patton, & Dowdy, 199%)erO
studies have found that staff development failed to improve teacher attitudessM&
Waldron, 1995; Wilczenski, 199%cruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 Researchers believe
that the preparation programs for regular classroom teadnenslusion are ineffective
at both the pre-service level and the in-service level (Conte, 1994; Murphy, 1996;
Wilczenski, 1993).Results indicated that a difference in the type and depth of in-service
might be the deciding factor between having positive or negative attitudesl towar
inclusion. While, teachers waivered on the importance of training, they werm filair
belief that administrative support was associated with teachers’ ¢corantito the
inclusion of students in mainstream classrooms.

Administrative support was found to be related to positive teacher attitudes. In
forming positive attitudes toward inclusion, there was the need for organizatippals
and resources (Kruger, Struzziero, & Vacca, 1995). More specifically, adiationst
needed to create a supportive atmosphere where taking risks was valued and individuals
who had the ability to provide constructive feedback to improve instructional psactice
was available. Resources needed to be easily accessible for positive results

In addressing differences among teachers, gender, level of educatioma@dad gr
level assignment have been identified as factors that affect teatttoueieattoward
inclusion. According t®®earman, Huang, Barnahart and Mellblom (1992), a study from
a single district in Colorado reported that male teachers had significamiyrmagative

opinions of inclusion than did female teachers. However, males were signyficenrtd
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confident than females in their ability to teach stuslevith disabilities. Research also
found that teachers withtagher level of education were linked to more negative
attitudes toward integration (Antonak, Mulick, Kobe, & Fiedler, 1995; Stoler, 1992),
however other studies offer conflicting results detailing that those who attaimgher

level of education had more positive attitudes (LeRoy & Simpson, 1996; Villa,
Thousand, Meyers, & Nevin, 1996). The grade level one teaches was also associated
with attitudes, more specifically high school teachers usually displayss avorable
attitude toward inclusion and in general, secondary teachers showed moragessta
inclusion (Thematic Group 9, 1996). Conversely, elementary school teacherswete f
to have overall more positive attitudes toward students with disabilities thanidid the
high school colleagues (Chalmers, 1991; Clough & Lindsay, 1991; Rogers, 1987; Salvia
& Munson, 1986; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996).

Multiple studies corroborate the findings that teacher attitudes towardispeci
students correspond with the education students receive and are critical tcéss sdic
students in mainstream classrooms. The analysis of teacher atttiwded their
students with and without disabilities offers meaningful insight regardingnibacit of
inclusive reforms (Cook, 2001, 2004; Cook, Tankersley, Cook, & Landrum, 2000).

Conclusion

The review of the literature presents areas of importance that include the
influences of education, educational practices, English language |leanalettse
significance of attitudes. Within the influences of education, state dedchfenandates

provide insight to the increase of stress for both teachers and studentstim pethe
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classroom. The English-only debate and language policies, although puoliticdlire,
find their way to the school building and impact what happens in the classroom.

The section on educational practices includes the language programs offered i
schools, which ultimately depend on qualified teachers and program implemm@en{Bbi
be effective in the classroom, consideration is given to the importance of aperopria
instructional strategies. In school, English language learners exhjarngéevels of
language development and require a variety of instructional strategiesdss the
general curriculum. The importance of teacher support concludes this sedeaclzers
affect student achievement and the success of ELLs and must be supported by the
administration in the classroom and through appropriate training opportunities.

The subject of English language learners follows the section on educational
practices. A portion of this section centers on a description of the languagepdesel
of ELL students. Language is a component of culture, along with values, betlefs a
norms which should all be carefully evaluated when addressing the educationalfneeds
ELLs. Although teachers express the benefits of having a diverse student bazlgr¢he
challenges in meeting the needs of all students.

This chapter concludes with a section devoted to teacher attitudes toward student
achievement. Studying teacher attitudes regarding the achievemgrdasfts in
mainstream classrooms highlights teacher perceptions of their role asoegludVhile
there is not a great deal of research on the inclusion of ELL students, rese@athen t
attitudes toward the inclusion of students with disabilities provided a desgdgsia of

the significance of attitudes toward achievement.
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The review of the literature in this chapter provided insight on research cashducte
on teacher attitudes and student achievement. Throughout the review, the four factors
addressed in the current study were embedded within the sections, including inclusion,
academic expectations, instructional strategies used, and support recehnagder 3 of

this dissertation will present the methods and procedures of this study.
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CHAPTER lll: RESEARCH METHODS

This chapter includes the research questions guiding the study, a description of
how the participants were chosen and recruited, details of the survey instrument, a
outline of the data collection process with an explanation of changes made to tfehresea
guestions, as well as the procedures employed to analyze the data.

Study Purpose and Research Questions

The purpose of this study was to explore middle school language arts teacher
attitudes toward the achievement of English language learners. In schools, 78% of
academic achievement has been traced to the quality of interaction betevéescher
and the student (Good, Grumley, & Roy, 2003). Caine and Caine (1994) also suggested
that the teacher in the classroom significantly affects learning. Thigher supported
by Larke (1990) who reported that a high correlation exists among educattugesiti
beliefs and behavior toward students of other cultures and their academimpeder
Therefore, determining teacher attitudes should be considered, as attituales tow
students are central to student success.

Through a quantitative examination of North Carolina language arts teacher
attitudes toward the achievement of ELL students in mainstream classes, tlangues
addressed in this research study included:

1. What are the attitudes of middle school language arts teachers toward inclusion
academic expectations, the instructional strategies used and the suppartfece

2. lIs there a relationship between the number of years taught by middle school
language arts teachers and the attitudes toward inclusion, academiaxpec

the instructional strategies used and the support received?
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3. Are there differences in attitudes toward inclusion, academic expastaand
the instructional strategies used among teachers who have taught ELL students
and those who have not?
4. Is there a relationship between middle school language arts teacher attitude
toward the support received and their attitudes toward inclusion?
5. How much time have middle school language arts teachers spent in training to
teach ELL students?
6. What types of training have middle school language arts teachers d&tende
7. How has the training NC middle school language arts teachers attendéedaffec
their teaching?
8. What training do middle school language arts teachers feel they need in order to
more effectively meet the needs of ELL students in their classroom?
9. What do middle school language arts teachers consider to be the grasétt be
and challenges of including ELL students in mainstream language arts 2Zlasses
Population and Sampling
In this study, the population included North Carolina middle school language arts
teachers who taught in middle schools with a six through eight configuration fross ac
the state. The state of North Carolina is divided into eight State Board Re(jioa1i®
are a number of school districts located within each region (Appendix A). To ensure the
best access to teachers who were likely to have ELL students in theio@iassr
purposeful sampling was the chosen sampling method (Babbie, 1990). This form of
sampling enabled the researcher to choose school districts with a largmentolt ELL

students. In each State Board Region, the school districts with the largest EL



75

population (using the October 2007 ELL headcount reported to the North Carolina
Department of Public Instruction) were initially invited to participatéh wne exception
as the school district did not contain middle schools with a six through eight
configuration. Consequently, in this region, the district with the next largest ELL
population was invited to participate. Each district was contacted to determine prope
procedures for obtaining permission for middle school language arts teachets sixeac
through eight middle school in the chosen district to participate in the study.
School Recruitment

In determining school district requirements for conducting research, a school
district website search was conducted. | made pre-recruitment phone dadislistrict
superintendent to establish contact and discuss specific details regarding doleigroc
for conducting research. My conversation with the district superintendent provided
information regarding policies and procedures specific to each district, inoackditi
identifying a contact person who would assist me with district participatitrenl
contacted the individuals who would assist me, which was helpful in determining how to
proceed. Each contact person was then emailed information about me, along with an
introduction to the study (Appendix D). Attached to the email was a permission form
(Appendix E) to be signed and returned to provide documented approval for
participation. | provided all the information requested by individual districtiufimg
three mini-research proposals). The process of notifying school distagetssting their
participation in this study was completed December 8, 2008. Four districts granted

permission, although, one district required permission to be given by the school
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administrator. Three districts declined to participate and one district did noiniddie
schools with a six through eight configuration.

To receive permission from the district that required school administrators’
approval, initial contact was made with seven school administrators by phone. They
were then sent an email to introduce myself, along with an introduction to the study
(Appendix D). Attached to the email was a permission form (Appendix E) to be signed
and returned to provide documented approval for participation. After multiple contacts
three of the seven school administrators granted permission for their teachers
participate in the study.

To recruit the districts within the four remaining State Board Regions, acieait
the district with the next largest ELL population. Notifying school disttct®quest
permission to conduct research continued until | received permission from gheh of
remaining districts. In three districts, the district with the secog@$atELL population
agreed to participate, while in the remaining district, permission veasegt from the
district with the sixth largest ELL population. Permission was granted aredwasra
school district representing each of the State Board Regions by March 5, 20§9. Six
eight schools participated in this study. Within the regions, school distritisgléakcin
the study served a total of approximately 32,000 ELL students. Overall, the percent of
ELL students within each district ranged from 5% to 15%. Table 3.1 displays the number
and percentage of ELL students, as well as the proportion of responding schools and
teachers from each region. Participation from school districts in eaehBSt@td Region
provided information that assisted in the generalizability of findings for stags and

school districts that are similar in demographics and size.
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Table 3.1

ELL Population, Number of Middle Schools and Respondents by Region

Participating
Middle Schools
Percentage of ¢/Total Middle Respondent§/

District ELL Student§ ELL Student®  School¢ Sampléd
Region 1 1,099 5 3/7 8/12
Region 2 1,318 7 4/4 14/17
Region 3 603 15 2/2 3/7
Region 4 1,579 7 3/3 10/14
Region 5 6,115 12 12/12 62/85
Region 6 17,035 13 30/30 201/476
Region 7 1,578 8 717 38/68
Region 8 1,896 7 6/6 39/61

®ELL students reported during the 2007 ELL head count completed by the North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction.

P October 2007 Average Daily Membership and October 2007 ELL head count completed
by the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction.

¢ Participating middle schools during the 2008-2009 school year.

4 Middle schools in each region during the 2008-2009 school year.

¢ Respondents in each region during the 2008-2009 school year.

"Middle school language arts teachers during the 2008-2009 school year.

Participants
All English language arts teachers in participating districts wightain middle

schools with a six through eight configuration were invited to participate. Survey
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(Appendix C) were distributed to 740 middle school language arts teachers across the
state of North Carolina during the 2008-2009 academic year. Middle school language
arts teachers included those who were teaching ELL students, those who were not
currently teaching ELL students, but had taught them in the past, and those who had not
taught ELL students at all. Teacher participation was voluntary and the pre-not
(Appendix F) explained the purpose of the study. Information in the cover letter
(Appendix G) ensured participants that the data would be confidential.

To contact middle school language arts teachers, access to email addeesse
needed to provide teachers with notices and a link to the survey. | contacted personnel
directors, curriculum directors and directors of technology to gain accesstet email
addresses. In some cases, the email addresses were provided by the dis¢riotherhi
districts did not have access to specific groups of email addresses. They ittahccess
specific teacher email addresses required assistance from schambeffsonnel, along
with school and teacher web pages.

All survey data were distributed and returned by April 18, 2009. There were 379
surveys returned by respondents. Four survey responses were deleted froah dise tot
the four teachers indicated they were English as second language tesstbasof
English language arts teachers. There were 375 responses included in theshgdg, gi
response rate of 51%. The demographic characteristics of the samplzoatedran
Chapter four.

Survey Instrument
A survey was used to determine attitudes of middle school language artsgeache

(Appendix C). A survey by Reeves (2002) was located and determined to have portions
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appropriate for this study. Her survey included pertinent information based onva revie
of the literature. Reeves used the survey to determine the attitudes of seteactasys
toward second language students in mainstream content classes through the use of
themes. Dr. Reeves was contacted and agreed to allow the survey to be changed and us
in the current study (Appendix B).
Survey of Secondary Teachers

Reeves (2002) utilized the teringlish as a second language (ESb)identify
the students, along with the tersubject area classe®) refer to the core classes the
respondents taught. Section A of the survey included questions 1 through 16 requiring
respondents to indicate their opinionstfongly disagree, disagree, agree or strongly
agree. In Section B of the survey, questions 1 through 11 were divided into three
sections: classroom practices, impact of inclusion, and teacher support. Respondents
were provided a three-point Likert scale, which included possible answsklom or
never, some of the time;, most or all of the timelIn Section C, questions one and two
allowed space for respondents to consider the benefits and challenges of including
English as second language students in subject area classes. Sectiomdedomith
demographic information used to categorize the responses. These questions included the
subject area taught by the teacher, the number of years as a teachendand @here
was a question for respondents to indicate whether English was their nativegaragd
another to indicate if they spoke a second language and the ability level attahmegd in t
language. Also, a question addressed teacher training in teaching langoeugy mi

students. The survey concluded with a comment section.
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Survey Used in the Current Study

With the assistance of the existing survey instrument constructed by Reeves
(2002) and a review of the literature, changes and modifications were onadse the
survey in order to address the questions posed in the current study. Early on, there was a
change in terms used to provide consistency in terminology. When referring to non-
native English speaking students, the term was chandeubish language learner
(ELL). There was also a change in the term to identify middle school language arts
classes amainstream classroomslo ensure understanding, respondents received a list
of terms and definitions (Appendix H). Respondents began the survey by descrilsing thei
current experience. Respondents were initially asked to indicate whetheuthently
taught ELL students, they did not currently teach ELL students, but had in the past, or
had never taught ELL students. If respondents indicated they had never taught ELL
students, they were to skip questions 17 through 20 in Section A. Section A included
guestions one through 20 with response optiorstrohgly disagree, disagree, agrard
stronglyagree Questions were initially grouped to include attitudes toward ELL
students, their native language, instructional strategies used by teactiesgpport
received. Section B required respondents to indicate the number of ELL students
enrolled in their classes during the 2008-2009 school year, how many ELL students they
had taught throughout their career, as well as the benefits and challenmgzsding
ELL students in their classroom. Section C of the survey included demographic
information requesting the number of years as a public school teacher,, gghdier
background and the highest educational degree completed. The questions included

whether the respondent had received training in teaching ELL students in theeast fi
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years, if so, the type, and how many hours. There was an open-ended question to
determine how the training affected their teaching and another to determine pesabtty
training were needed to effectively meet the needs of their ELL studems.tréining in
teaching ELL students had occurred in the past five years, the respondeneaiasl do
the comment section. All respondents had an opportunity to provide additional
comments.

Survey pilot testTo increase reliability and validity of the survey used in the
current study, pilot studies were conducted using the survey developed by Reeves, as
well as the revised survey used in the current study. Reeves conductedtagylat s
middle school with approximately 30 core teachers during a faculty meeting. |l@the pi
study differed from the primary study in that the pilot study was conductethatdle
school; however, the middle school included the largest ELL population. Teacher
feedback was used to determine the clarity and bias of the survey items p&adici
made very few suggestions for revising survey items, but did suggest includinge neut
or no opinion response. In the final instrument, the scale was not changed “... because
the addition of a neutral category might have allowed participants to avoid exgress
their opinions” (Reeves, p. 46). Respondents also noted difficulty with thé&irm
student, even though a list of definitions was included in the cover letter. Respondents
noted they took an average of 10 minutes to complete the survey.

A pilot study was also conducted using the revised survey in a middle school with
ELL students. The middle school consisted of approximately 31 languageaahsrtein
grades six through eight. This middle school was not included in the sample. Ata

faculty meeting, participants received a pilot study cover letter (App&f)dix read
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prior to responding to the survey. The survey took approximately ten minutes to
complete, with everyone agreeing to participate. The survey did not requirehange
the comments on the feedback form (Appendix L) indicated the survey was well
constructed.

Reliability of the survey was addressed with pilot study responses. Rgliabi
coefficients were calculated for the four scales. Initially,ustés toward ELL students
were reflected in survey items one through seven, with language reflected yitems
eight through 11. Instructional strategies used were reflected in suewey/i2 through
16 and support received was reflected in items 17 through 20. In terms of reliability
Cronbach’s alpha indicated moderate to moderately high coefficeests/2 - .86), with
support being the highest. Table 3.2 presents the reliability coefficientseftour

factors initially used in the current study.

Table 3.2

Reliability Coefficients from Pilot Test
Construct o
ELL Students 0.82
Language 0.85
Instructional Strategies 0.72
Support 0.86

To address the validity of the survey instrument, there was a careful reviegv of t
literature, along with an exploratory factor analysis calculated on then@€ystems.
Results indicated that while there were moderate to moderately high rgliabil

coefficients for each of the four scales, the exploratory factor analgsisfied different
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survey items, which formed factors. Table 3.3 shows the percentage of variabilit

accounted for, for each factor. As shown, factor one accounts for 27.5% of the variance.

Table 3.3

Variance of Exploratory Factor Analysis

Component % of Variance Cumulative %

1 27.5 27.5
2 15.2 42.7
3 12.4 55.1
4 12.1 67.2

The factor analysis results were then used to alter the scales to creatadif
scales. Table 3.4 includes the survey items rearranged accordinglyiegdlve survey
items that did not clearly load onto one of the scales. The change in the survey items
required a change in the names assigned to the variables within groups. The group
formerly named ELL students was changed to inclusion. Inclusion is defined as ELL
students who are in mainstream classes create a positive educatiasalhera and
benefit all students. In inclusive classrooms, ELL students are welconmedifigtream
teachers who believe they need longer than two years of enrolling in U. Sssichool
acquire English, and should not be included in mainstream classes until theg attain
minimum level of English proficiency. The inclusion variable also includes thef beli
that making English the official language should be supported. The group named native
language was changed to academic expectations. Academic expeatatictesi the

belief that ELL students can perform at the same or higher level than thatrof t
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mainstream peers and they would be encouraged to use their native language in

mainstream classrooms. The name of the two subsequent factors remaia@aethe s

Table 3.4

Revised Survey Scales

Inclusion

1. The inclusion of ELL students in mainstream classes creates a positisti@uc
atmosphere.

2. The inclusion of ELL students in mainstream classes benefits all students.

3. | welcome/would welcome the inclusion of ELL students in my mainstream
classroom.

8. ELL students should be able to acquire English within two years of enrolling in
U.S. schools.

9. ELL students should not be included in mainstream classes until they attain a
minimum level of English proficiency.

11. 1 would support legislation making English the official language.

Academic Expectations

4. | believe that ELL students are capable of performing at the same or kigtler |
than that of their mainstream peers.

10. I encourage/would encourage ELL students to use their native language in my
class.

Instructional Strategies

12. | allow/would allow ELL students more time to complete coursework.

13. | provide/would provide materials for ELL students in their native language.
15. | simplify/would simplify (providing assignments at student’s level of under-
standing) coursework for ELL students.

Support

17. | receive adequate support from district administration for ELL studentsrevho a
enrolled in my classes.

18. | receive adequate support from school administration for ELL students who are
enrolled in my classes.

19. | have received adequate training to work effectively with ELL students.

20. | am interested in receiving training/more training in working with Butents.

Data Collection
To collect data, appropriate documents were submitted to the InstitutionalvRevie
Board (IRB) by October 27, 2008, and | received approval to collect data on De&mbe

2008. I received approval from each of the eight school districts by March 5, 2009. Pre-
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notices (Appendix F), cover letters (Appendix G), thank you/reminders (Appendix I) and
final post cards (Appendix J) were emailed and mailed upon request betweenyrgpruar
2009 and April 13, 2009. All survey data were received by April 18, 2009.

The initial teacher contact was in the form of a pre-notice email (Appehdix F
The pre-notice included a brief explanation of the study, information regardengfives
for participants, an identification number to use on the survey and the expectedyate the
would receive the cover letter. The identification number assigned to ealcarteac
consisted of the school district number, the school number, and a number representing
each language arts teacher in that school. The identification number cahepgise
digits. Two days after the pre-notice, | sent an email cover letter/cdnsentAppendix
G) to the participants, asking them to complete the survey (Appendix C). The cover
letter/consent form included an introduction, the general purpose of the study,
confidentiality/privacy information, risks and benefits of participation. To avoid
ambiguity, a list of the definitions of key terms was included (Appendix H). The link to
respond to the survey found in Ultimate Survey through Western Carolina Univeaisity w
also included in the message. There were four individual thank you/remindsrdette
at one week intervals to non-respondents (Appendix I). While the pre-notice letter, the
cover letter and thank you/reminders were sent to the participants’ scholoheédness,
the final mailing was a post card (Appendix J) via the U. S. Postal Service.

The 42 participants who preferred a paper copy of the survey received a packet.
The packet included a cover letter (Appendix G), a survey (Appendix C), along with the
definitions of key terms (Appendix H), and a return self-addressed stamped envelope.

The thank you/reminder letters (Appendix I) were mailed at two week itdemth a
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copy of the survey and a return self-addressed envelope. There were 740 telachers
received the email to respond to the on-line survey through Ultimate Survey.

To obtain informed consent, the cover letter indicated that by completing the
survey, participants gave their consent to participate in the study. Thealstter
indicated that participation was voluntary and that participants had the rigbt not t
participate or to skip questions without penalty. The packet also included my contact
information. A 50% response return rate was expected. While overall, 379 surveys were
returned; four survey responses were deleted from the total as the fourdeadicated
they were English as a second language teachers instead of a leentsiéemcher,
bringing the total number of usable responses to 375, which was a response rate of 51%.

A $40.00 gift card was given to one participant from each of the eight school
districts. After the designated date and in the presence of two witnessas digint
names, one from each district for a gift card. The gift cards were senthhheumail.

Data Analysis

To analyze the data collected in the current study, teacher responseswndiie s
were downloaded from Ultimate Survey and then entered into the Statisttkalgedor
the Social Sciences (SPSS) Graduate Student Version 15.0. Data from 42 respondents
who requested a paper survey were coded and entered into SPSS. The data entered into
SPSS included both categorical and continuous variables. The use of the software
allowed for efficiency and accuracy of analysis.

Data analysis of the pilot study indicated moderate to moderately high
coefficients ¢ = .72 - .86), as reported earlier. The exploratory factor analysis idéntifie

different survey items, which formed two new factors. Scales were changeftett
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new scales and survey items were arranged accordingly. Table 3.5 inclucgesddtse f
identified as a result of the exploratory factor analysis and survey, itéomg with

descriptive data.

Table 3.5
Survey Items and Descriptive Data according to Factor

Range of
Factor Survey ltems Values M SD
Inclusion 1,2,3,8,9,11 6-24  20.11 3.64
Academic Expectations 4,10 2-8 6.76 1.29
Instructional Strategies Used 2, 13, 15 3-12 10.101.29
Support Received 17, 18, 19, 20 4-16 13.2512

The change in the survey items required a change in the names assigned to the
variables within groups. The group formerly named ELL students was changed to
inclusion, and the group named language was changed to academic expectations. The
other two factors remained the same.

Inclusion

Throughout the literature, there is very little information focused on inclusion and
English language learners. The term inclusion is usually associateduwsiémist who
have disabilities. Halvorsen and Neary (2001) define inclusion as students with
disabilities who are educated with age-appropriate peers in generai@detzéses and
receive specialized instruction through their individualized education progidh (|
using core curriculum and general class activities. An additional cearation of
inclusion was stated as the effort to ensure that students with disabili¢ied

neighborhood schools along with their friends, while also receiving the necessary
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specialized instruction to access the general curriculum (Nationgliegor Urban
School Improvement, n.d.). The definition of inclusion according to the United Nations,
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (2009) involves a change in schools to
meet the needs of all students, regardless of their challenges.

The inclusion of ELL students in mainstream classes creates a positive
educational atmosphere and benefits all students. In inclusive classroomsddnist
are welcomed by mainstream teachers who believe they need longer thaarsvofye
enrolling in U. S. schools to acquire English, and should not be included in mainstream
classes until they attain a minimum level of English proficiency. The iodwsriable
also includes the belief that making English the official language should be ®aopor
Academic Expectations

Teachers provide instruction in the content area with the expectation that students
will master the content. While there is research presented here that supgaorbtion
that teachers influence student achievement, the expectations for leaayimginbe
similar for all students. Initially, Merton (1948) suggested the self{falfibrophecy;
and later, Rosenthal and Jacobson (1989) applied the self-fulfilling prophecy terseach
The intention was that when teachers expected their students to do welltiorierac
between them was what guided their expectations to be fulfilled. Simifagachers
have lower expectations for students, then those students will perform lower than thei
peers. In fact, barriers to achieve expectations include teachers lnaviegpectations
for their students (Haynes, Tikly & Caballero, 2006), ethnic discrimination (Luzzo &
McWhirter, 2001), as well as low student ability (McWhirter, Torres, Salgado,l@e¥a

2007). To assist ELL students in overcoming academic challenges, teaclotatexpe
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of student achievement is even more critical, and expectations should be high for all

students.

Change in Questions

To address the newly identified factors, the research questions were changed to

reflect the different scales acknowledged in the analysis. The new questdyessed in

this research study are indicated with an asterisk below:

1.

*What are the attitudes of middle school language arts teachers towardbmclus

academic expectations, the instructional strategies used and the suppegtfecei

. *Is there a relationship between the number of years taught by middle school

language arts teachers and the attitudes toward inclusion, academiapgct

the instructional strategies used and the support received?

*Are there differences in attitudes toward inclusion, academic expmwaand

the instructional strategies used among teachers who have taught ELL students
and those who have not?

*Is there a relationship between middle school language arts teactuslestti

toward the support received and their attitudes toward inclusion?

How much time have middle school language arts teachers spent in training to
teach ELL students?

What types of training have middle school language arts teachers d®ende

How has the training NC middle school language arts teachers attenaeedaffe
their teaching?

What training do middle school language arts teachers feel they need in order to

more effectively meet the needs of ELL students in their classroom?
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9. What do middle school language arts teachers consider to be the grasétt be

and challenges of including ELL students in mainstream language arts 2Zlasses

In order to answer the research questions in this study, statisticaianedye
performed on the collected data. The statistical analysis included descsigatiistics,
including percentages. To determine relationships, Pearson Correlations anda8fgearm
Rho were conducted. Tlest projected to be used to analyze the results for RQ3 was
not used due to the small number of participants in one of the two categories. A Pearson
chi-square test was used in several instances to go beyond the researchgjimestder
to develop a better understanding of the sample in terms of their positive and negative
attitudes. Table 3.6 gives the method of analysis for each research questiae@inswe

this study.



Table 3.6

Statistical Analysis for Research Questions 1-9

Research Question Statistical Analysis

What are the attitudes of middle school language arts Percentages and
teachers toward inclusion, academic expectations, the Confidence Intervals
instructional strategies used and the support received?

Is there a relationship between the number of years tau§ipearman’s Rho
by middle school language arts teachers and the attitudes

toward inclusion, academic expectations, the instructional

strategies used and the support received?

Are there differences in attitudes toward inclusion, t Test

academic expectations, and the instructional strategies Results did not allow

used among teachers who have taught ELL students arfdr meaningful data

those who have not? due to the few
numbers of those
who had never taught
ELL students.

Is there a relationship between middle school languagePearson Correlation
arts teacher attitudes toward the support received and their
attitudes toward inclusion?

How much time have middle school language arts teacli®gscentages
spent in training to teach ELL students?

What types of training have middle school language art®ercentages
teachers attended?

How has the training NC middle school language arts Percentages
teachers attended affected their teaching?

What training do middle school language arts teachers feefcentages
they need in order to more effectively meet the needs of
ELL students in their classroom?

What do middle school language arts teachers considelRercentages
be the greatest benefits and challenges of including ELL
students in mainstream language arts classes?

91
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To further analyze the sample, respondents were identified as those who had
positive and negative attitudes toward the achievement of ELL students. Twekne sur
items (1-6, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16) were used to define the two subgroups with a cutoff
score of 30 to distinguish those who had negative attitudes from those who were found to
have positive attitudes. Someone who answstreagly disagre®r disagreeto all of
the items would have a total between 12 and 24. To capture a unique group, while not
excluding those who might have respondgdee,30 was determined to be the cutoff.
Hence, a person with a score on the 12 items of 30 or less was considered to have a
negative attitude; one with a score greater than 30 was considered to have a positive
attitude.

In the current study, negative attitudes were defined as respondents whadlbelieve
that the inclusion of ELL students and what they brought to the classroom created an
educational atmosphere that was not positive and was not seen as beneficial to the othe
students in the classroom. In the classroom of those who had negative attitudes, ELL
students were not welcomed due to the perception of their being an increase in the
teacher’s workload and additional time required of them. There was the bdlieftha
students were not capable of performing at the same or higher level than that of the
mainstream peers and they should attain a minimum level of English proficiemctopr
entering the mainstream classroom. Students’ native language was ned @iild
material in the student’s native language was not made availablesmiecee In
addition, these individuals would not provide ELL students additional time to complete
assignments, would not provide assignments at the student’s level of understanding, or

would not vary the ways in which a lesson was presented.
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Ethics

The quantitative study involved the analysis of data from middle school language
arts teachers throughout North Carolina. The data included survey responses fr
participants. The researcher obtained permission from the Institutional Révéed at
Western Carolina University. Permission was obtained from one school distachin e
of the eight School Board Regions prior to distributing the surveys to individual
participants. By completing the survey, participants gave their conseatnditidual
responses will remain anonymous and all data will be shredded after a pehoskof t
years.

Summary

This chapter was designed to provide an overview of the research methodologies
used in this study. The population and sampling were explained to provide clarity.
School districts were chosen based on the number of ELL students, and within each
district, all middle school language arts teachers were selecteditipadet The survey
instrument was modified to reflect the focus of this study. The results aba &alysis
assisted in making decisions regarding the variables and a change in tyateorsdor
each variable. The variables were changed to inclusion, academic erpsciaiih the
subsequent factors, instructional strategies used and support receivedngthaiisame.
In addition, the wording of four research questions was altered to reflectilszales.
Data were collected from the teachers who participated in this study throughctete
of North Carolina. Western Carolina University’s IRB approved the collectiontaf da
appropriate permission was granted for middle school language arts teachers t

participate in each district and participation was voluntary. Ethical consatera
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concluded the chapter. Chapter four will include the results of the data analyss&r a

each of the research questions and will conclude with a summary of the findings.
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CHAPTER IV: ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS

This chapter presents the findings relevant to each research question. digere w

nine questions to be answered in this study. The questions were as follows:

1.

What are the attitudes of middle school language arts teachers toward inclusion,
academic expectations, the instructional strategies used and the suppatfece

Is there a relationship between the number of years taught by middle school
language arts teachers and the attitudes toward inclusion, academiatBxpect

the instructional strategies used and the support received?

Are there differences in attitudes toward inclusion, academic expectatiahs

the instructional strategies used among teachers who have taught ELL students
and those who have not?

Is there a relationship between middle school language arts teacher sattitude
toward the support received and their attitudes toward inclusion?

How much time have middle school language arts teachers spent in training to
teach ELL students?

What types of training have middle school language arts teachers atended

How has the training NC middle school language arts teachers attendégdaffec
their teaching?

What training do middle school language arts teachers feel they need in order to
more effectively meet the needs of ELL students in their classroom?

What do middle school language arts teachers consider to be the gresétt be

and challenges of including ELL students in mainstream language arts 2Zlasses
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Respondent Demographics

Language arts teachers in middle schools within each of the eight State B
Regions were asked to participate in the current study. Across the state, 740 middl
school language arts teachers received surveys, with 375 useable survags retur
Useable surveys resulted in a response rate of 51%. During the 2008-2009 school year
the year in which the surveys were distributed and returned, 98.29712) of the
respondents were teaching ELL students or had taught ELL students in their éanguag
arts classrooms. Teacher respondents comprised more females (86.803) than
males (19.2%n = 72). Seventy-five percent of the respondents were White (75.2%,
282), with a small percentage identified as Black (19:7%74) and Hispanic/Latino
(1.9%,n=7), respectively. A little over half had attained a Bachelors degree (549%
206), slightly less than half had attained a Masters degree (432%62) and only a
small percentage had completed a Specialist or a six year degreen{£.3%o,
Respondents had 1 to 34 years of teaching experibheed(76,SD = 6.89).
Furthermore, there was a large portion of teachers with five to nine ydaesbing
experience (33.33%,= 125), and 26%n(= 96) having between one and four years at
the time the survey was completed, resulting in over half of the respondents kasing |
than nine years of teaching experience.

When looking at gender, most of the respondents indicated they were female (80.8%,

n = 303) and there was a larger percentage of females (64.5%85) who had positive
attitudes toward the inclusion of ELL students (38.85%,116). In comparison, a larger
percentage of males (47.2%= 34) were found to have had negative attitudes toward the

inclusion of ELL students, however the differences were not statisticallyisagri
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To determine additional demographic information and further describe theesampl
ethnicity was analyzed. More of the respondents identified themselves ag%##h2%,
n = 282), as compared to the 19.786=(74) identified as Black, 1.9% E€7) as Hispanic,
1.6% f = 6) as Asian or Pacific Islander, 1.3% (5) as other and n394.j as American
Indian. When comparing positive and negative attitudes among each of the ethnic
groups, 74.3 %n(= 55) of the Black respondents and 57.1%% (L60) of the White ones
had positive attitudes. While the groups were found to be different, the differenmees we
not found to be statistically significant.

A little over half (54.9%n = 206) had attained their Bachelors degree, with a slightly
lower percentage completing their Masters degree (43294,62). The smallest
number of respondents, (1.9%5 7) had attained an Education Specialist or six year
degree. A higher percentage of those who had attained more education, an Education
Specialist or six year degree, were determined to have more negatinkeat(57.1%n
= 4) than positive attitudes , (42.9%+ 3). A higher percentage of those who had
attained a Masters degree were found to have more positive attitudes (58.6%),
than negative attitudes (41.4% 67). Similarly, those who had attained a Bachelors
degree had a higher percentage of positive attitudes (61=83%5) than negative
attitudes (38.7% = 79). None of these differences were found to be statistically
significant.

Research Questions
The data presented in this section provide responses to the questions posed in this

study.
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Question 1
What are the attitudes of middle school language arts teachers toward inclusion,
academic expectations, the instructional strategies used and the suppastifece
Research question one explored middle school language arts teacher attitudes
toward inclusion, academic expectations, instructional strategies, and supmet4.1a

presents response totals and percentages for each survey item.

Table 4.1

Summary of Survey Items for each Factor

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
Inclusion n % n % n % n %
1. The inclusion of ELL 0 00 39 104 197 52.7 138 36.1
students in mainstream classes
creates a positive educational
atmosphere.
2. The inclusion of ELL 0 0.0 40 10.7 160 426 175 46.7

students in mainstream classes
benefits all students.

3. | welcome/would welcome 0 0.0 13 3.5 177 47.2 185 49.3
the inclusion of ELL students
in my mainstream classroom.

8. ELL students should be abld53 40.8 182 485 40 107 O 0.0
to acquire English within two

years of enrolling in U.S.

schools.

9. ELL students should not be0 0.0 39 104 157 419 179 47.7
included in mainstream classes

until they attain a minimum

level of English proficiency.

11. | would support legislation0 00 65 173 106 283 203 54.1
making English the official
language.



Academic Expectations

4. | believe that ELL students 2
are capable of performing at
the same or higher level than
that of their mainstream peers.

10. I encourage/would 0
encourage ELL students to use
their native language in my
class.

Instructional Strategies

14. | allow/would allow ELL 0
students more time to complete
coursework.

15. | provide/would provide 0
materials for ELL students in
their native language.

16. | simplify/would simplify 0
(providing assignments at
student’s level of under-
standing) coursework for ELL
students.

Support Received

17. | receive adequate supporD
from district administration for
ELL students who are enrolled
in my classes.

18. | receive adequate supporD
from school administration for
ELL students who are enrolled
in my classes.

19. | have received adequate 202

training to work effectively
with ELL students.

20. | am interested in 0
receiving training/more

training in working with ELL
students.

0.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

53.0

0.0

79 211
13 35
13 35
39 104
0 0.0
24 64
24 64
159 424
52 139

96

177

125

252

232

171

133

11

74

25.7

47.2

33.5

67.2

61.9

45.6

35.5

2.9

19.7

198

185

237

84

143

176

215

246

99

52.9

49.3

63.2

22.4

38.1

46.9

57.3

0.0

65.6
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Six survey items addressed attitudes toward the inclusion of ELL students.
Mainstream language arts teachers who responded (96.5%) indicated they would
welcome ELL students in their classrooms, while 88.8% reported ELL studentsl@eate
positive educational atmosphere. A large percentage (89.3%) reported that thennclus
of ELL students benefits the mainstream classroom, however, 89.6% also expiness
need for ELL students to attain a minimum level of English proficiency prior toremte
the mainstream classroom. Respondents (89.3%) also reported that ELL students should
be given longer than two years to acquire English with 82.4% supporting legislation to
make English the official language of the U.S.

Two survey items addressed attitudes toward academic expectations. The survey
items focused on the capabilities of their ELL students and the use of the studerd’s na
language in the classroom. Teacher attitudes toward academic erpscatindicated
by respondents (78.6%) showed a common belief in the capabilities of their ELL students
to perform at the same or higher level as compared to their peers, however, 21.4%
indicated by their responses that their ELL students were not capable of pegfatrthe
same or higher level than their peers. Most respondents (96.5%) also reported they
encouraged their ELL students to utilize their native language to achidneesatme or
higher level than that of their peers.

Three survey items focused on teacher attitudes toward instructionedistsat
used. Specifically, survey items included providing ELL students with additiomakd
complete assignments, providing materials in the student’s native languagdl, as
providing ELL students with assignments at their level of understanding. Mgsiclge

arts teachers (96.7%) indicated they would provide ELL students additionabtime t
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complete assignments, with a slightly lower percentage (89.6%) indicating/tly
provide materials in the student’s native language. All respondents (100%) noted they
would give assignments at the student’s level of understanding

The last area included attitudes toward support received. Support was described
as support from the administration at the district and school level, as well as sapport i
the way of training. Over 90% of respondents indicated they received support from the
district level, with 92.8% indicating school level administration provided support. Most
respondents (95.4%) stated they did not receive sufficient support in the way of training
More than 80% of respondents were interested in receiving training to teach EL
students. Table 4.2 provides descriptive statistics, along with a range of vsdde®
estimate the value of the population. UsinghhéSD), confidence intervals were

calculated for each factor.

Table 4.2

Descriptive Statistics and Confidence Intervals for Factors

Factor n M SD 95% CI
Inclusion 375 20.11 3.64 [19.74, 20.48]
Academic Expectations 3756.76 1.29 [6.63, 6.89]

Instructional Strategies Use®75 10.10 1.29 [9.97, 10.23]

Support Received 37213.95 2.12 [13.74, 14.16]

Among the variables, which included attitudes toward inclusion, academic
expectations, instructional strategies used and support received, ativees

inclusion were generally positive, however respondents preferred thattstodege a
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level of English proficiency prior to entering the mainstream classro@ttitudes
toward academic expectations revealed the importance of using a studeve’'s na
language and that ELL students were able to perform at the same or highérda
their peers, but over 20% indicated negative attitudes toward the abilitie$ stidents
as compared to their peers.

Most teachers indicated they had positive attitudes toward instructionafjstsat
by indicating they agreed with using appropriate instructional stestégihelp ELL
students access the general curriculum. Finally, while the respondentsethghositive
attitudes toward the support district and school level administration provided]sbey a
responded they needed additional support in the way of training and welcomed more
training opportunities to improve the effectiveness of classroom instruction.

Question 2

Is there a relationship between the number of years taught by middle school
language arts teachers and the attitudes toward inclusion, academiaxpgcthe
instructional strategies used and the support received?

Participants in this study ranged from teachers who had one year of ¢eachin
experience to those who had over 30 years of teaching experience. Table 4.3 provides

descriptive statistics for years as a teacher.

Table 4.3

Descriptive Statistics for Teaching Experience

n M SD

Years as a teacher 375 9.76 6.89
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A Spearman’s Rho was calculated to determine if there was a relationship
between the number of years taught by middle school language arts teadhéies a
attitudes toward the four factors. Years of teaching experience watatedrwith
inclusionrs(373) =-.06p = .27 [95% CI: - .02 - .04], academic expectatinyf873) =
.08,p=.12[95% CI. - .02, .18], the instructional strategies usg&¥3) = -.02p = .68
[95% CI: - .12, 08], and the support receiveB870) = -.02p = .69 [95% CI: - .08 .12],
but no significant relationship was found.

Question 3

Are there differences in attitudes toward inclusion, academic expectatiahthe
instructional strategies used among teachers who have taught ELL stundketitese
who have not?

The teachers who were currently teaching ELL students or had previously taught
them were combined to include those who taught ELL students. The survey results did
not allow for meaningful study of this question because only three responderaseiddic
never having taught ELL students while 372 indicated they had taught or werelgurrent
teaching ELL students.

Question 4

Is there a relationship between middle school language arts teacher attitudes
toward the support received and their attitudes toward inclusion?

When determining whether there was a relationship between teachelesttit
toward the support received and their attitudes toward inclusion, the assumption would be

that as the teacher received more support, then teacher attitudes toward inchuion w
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tend to be more positive. However, there was no statistically signifedatibnship
between the two variables(370) = .07p = .19, 95% CI [-.31, 0.17].
Question 5

How much time have middle school language arts teachers spent in training to
teach ELL students?

To determine how much time middle school language arts teachers had spent in
training to teach ELL students, the respondents were first asked if theychad:de
training within the past five years. Overall, 7586=281) had received training to teach
ELL students, while 25%n(= 94) had not participated in any type of training focused on
ELL students. Table 4.4 indicates the hours of training teachers receivecht&tea
students. More than half of the teachers (69.8%) who responded to this questionl receive

training to teach ELL students and had received one to 10 hours of training.

Table 4.4

Hours Teachers Attended Trainiqg= 281)

Hours n % 95% CI

1-10 hours 196 69.8 [64.38, 75.12]
11-20 hours 63 22.4 [17.54,27.3]
21-30 hours 14 5 [2.44, 7.52]
31 or more hours 8 2.8 [.9, 4.8]

To look further at attitudes, more specifically positive and negative attitutkelours of
training, Table 4.5 shows data generated from a Pearson chi-square teds Resul
indicated that while a higher percentage of those with positive attitudespgedcdin 31

hours of training or more, (87.5%= 7), the largest percentage of those with negative
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attitudes participated in only 11 to 20 hours (49.8%,31). Results indicated that

hours of training are not associated with positive or negative attituttes$(24,df = 4,p

= .18).

Table 4.5

Attitudes and Hours of Training

Hours of Training

31 or

Hours 0 1-10 11-20 21-30 more Total

Attitudes Positive Count 61 114 32 9 7 223
% 65.6 58.5 50.8 64.3 87.5 59.8

Negative Count 32 81 31 5 1 150

% 34.4 41.5 49.2 35.7 12.5 40.2

Total Count 93 195 63 14 8 373
% 100 100 100 100 100 100

Question 6

What types of training have middle school language arts teachers atended

Teacher training occurs in a variety of forms and participants attendferedi
reasons. Of those who responded, 75% of the respondents answered this question. Table
4.6 provides the results of the analysis. Most respondents attended in-service workshops
In-service workshops may include professional development opportunities conducted at
the teacher’s school or a particular school within the district. Often,timssrvice
workshops are conducted to introduce a new district or school initiative or to address a

specific need. For some, in-service workshops are a requirement, while tvads a
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voluntarily. A higher percentage of respondents with positive attitudes toward the
inclusion of ELL students (56%) attended in-service workshops as opposed to those with
negative attitudesn(= 44%).

Nearly 18% of the respondents indicated that they took college courses.
Respondents were limited to indicating the type of training; therefore, tlasracway
of knowing whether the college class was part of the respondent’s inithetdaaining,
a college class taken as part of a degree program, or a single claksgymken for
renewal credit. A small percentage attended training sessions at eenoafevith few
indicating they attended a different type of training, without specifyingybe of

training.

Table 4.6

Types of Trainingn = 280)

n % 95% CI
In-service workshops 191 68.2 [62.76, 73.66]
College classes 49 17.5 [13.05, 21.95]
Conference training 32 11.4 [7.7, 15.16]
Other 8 2.9 [.91, 4.81]

Question 7

How has the training NC middle school language arts teachers attendéedaffec
their teaching?

Unlike previous questions, respondents were asked to provide an answer to this
guestion by writing their response on the lines provided. This question yielded a very

small group of responses; only 1786+ 63) of those who completed the survey
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responded to this question. In reviewing the data, first individually, therctrodly,
categories were drawn from teacher responses to include six areas. Asrsfiable
4.7, teachers responded that training they received affected their telagihialping
them to better understand the culture of their students, increasing communication,
offering them more support, giving them additional instructional strateyigsetin the
classroom, increasing their confidence and helping them to learn how language is

acquired.

Table 4.7

Ways Training Affected Teachi(ig= 63)

n % 95% CI

Cultural understanding 1829 [17.41, 39.73]
Increased communicationl5 24 [13.29, 34.33]
Support 9 14 [5.65, 22.93]
Instructional strategies 7 11[3.35, 18.87]
More confidence 7 11 [3.35, 18.87]

Language acquisition 7 11[3.35, 18.87]

Cultural understanding and an increased ability to communicate with ELL
students accounted for 53% of the total responses. Support teachers received was al
reported to be a way in which the training they attended affected their teacking
according to the responses, the final three categories included learnitgnadidi
instructional strategies, acquiring more confidence, and understanding language

acquisition.
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Students in mainstream classrooms reflect the community in which theypdtive a
with an increased diverse student population, there is much to know about the students
entering the classroom. Language arts teachers stated that tnaioutigiral
understanding affected their teaching. Cultural understanding was alsbadexs
important for those who were identified as having positive (55r684107) and negative
(44.4%,n = 8) attitudes toward the inclusion of ELL students. In reviewing the
responses, comments that reflected cultural understanding included simikaterm
phrases that were suggestive of a single category. Terms and phrases icwlude,
learning about others, differences between cultures, understanding othersexed abf,
as well as addressing differences in the classroom. Teachers neied frai
understanding that goes beyond the superficial aspects of culture for a deeper
understanding, which should comprise values, and behavioral standards that outline
approaches to child rearing and schooling. Respondents noted that the training helped
them to learn about different cultures, the reasons why families of ELLnésuckame to
the United States, their beliefs, and values. One respondent stated, “Haviriggiadi
in cultural understanding training has given me a way to connect with the faafihey
ELL students.” In making connections with students and families, knowing how culture
operates in the classroom is equally important.

Along with individuals and groups, schools have culture. Making schools places
where all children can learn requires teachers to understand culture insdreata
Students can sometimes be caught between the expectations of school and home and if
forced to select one over the other, conflict will ensue. Understanding azdtureduce

conflict within the classroom. A respondent reported training in cultural undenstg
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proved to be helpful in learning the differences between school and family exqetati
in the classroom. And knowing the differences decreases potential problems.

Along with cultural understanding, an increase in communication appeared to be
of importance, especially with respondents who were found to be more positive (ii1.4%,
= 10) than negative (28.6% = 4) toward the inclusion of their ELL students. The
training, which included taking a language course, learning to communic¢htstudents
and parents, and learning commonalities among languages was deemed to be wry helpf
in the classroom. The inability for teachers to communicate with students and thei
families presented challenges in the classroom. When there was liontetLaication,
there was the chance of frustration and difficulty for both the teacher anddeats
Moreover, the limited understanding of English affected the way in which pavergs
able to support their children in the classroom. Several respondents reported tlyat mere
attempting to communicate with their students and the families of their ELLnésude
made the students and families feel more comfortable in the school building.efBgach
who make the effort to communicate, created a positive educational atmospherh for bot
students and parents. Respondents also indicated there were positive outcomes for thei
students as a result of the training in communication. One respondent stated, “I never
really thought much about the language | speak and my identity as an Americasabut
result of training in communication, | learned about the connection between an individual
and their language and what that means to them and their identity.”

The training respondents received affected their teaching by providing them
support. More specifically, respondents reported that “...support to attend training and

the encouragement to implement the new information” was necessary for positive
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change. They also indicated access to resources was helpful to successful
implementation. The support in the form of resources increased learning oppartunitie
for teachers even after the training had been completed. Resources inclu@dgoreduc
who could assist in various fields, computer programs, websites, books, and materials.
Teachers stated that having administrative support was crucial and agitorsstr
acknowledgment of the need to attend training was encouraging to teachers.

Teachers who responded to this question also indicated that the training they
attended gave them more confidence in the classroom. One respondent stated that, “A
result of the training, | felt better about what | was doing in the classroom teehing
ELL students.” Empowered by these newly found skills, whether the skillsfcame
training, additional resources or instructional strategies, teachersoeelteve they are
effective in the classroom.

Another area identified by respondents was obtaining additional instructional
strategies. In the classroom, teachers are required to accommuod ateplement
instructional strategies as indicated by student need and often times student plans
Understanding and identifying appropriate strategies are essentiadiémtssuccess. For
those who responded, training in instructional strategies affected how thbt/Ehilg
students. One respondent mentioned that she adjusted her schedule whenever possible to
allow students more time to complete assignments to provide them opportunities to work
in cooperative groups and to allow them to use their native language in the classroom.

Understanding language acquisition was also identified as affectingetaening.
Language acquisition was identified by respondents who used terms and phrases

comprised of learning how one acquires a language, language and how to learn a
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language, as well as learning what students go through while acquiringizagangOne
respondent expressed the importance of “... knowing how a second language was
acquired and what children experience as they learned a second language.”e8he stat
that she learned, “... details included an understanding of the phases a student may
experience while being immersed in a second language which provided greghdr ins

and clarification to misconceptions regarding students who remained silent in the
classroom.” She went on to explain that, “...students who remained silent for a period of
time were not refusing to speak, but instead, the students were processingatheir ne
surroundings.” Another respondent reported that it was important to know that “... even
though ELL students were talking with their friends did not necessarilyatartsl the
academic language required in the classroom.”

Respondents identified six ways in which the training affected their teaching
While responses to this open-ended question were few compared to the total number of
surveys returned, of those who responded, having additional information in cultural
understanding was identified as having affected their teaching the most.

Question 8

What training do middle school language arts teachers feel they need in order to
more effectively meet the needs of ELL students in their classroom?

Thirty-seven percenn(=137) of the respondents identified specific training that
would help them more effectively meet the needs of ELL students. As displaydalen Ta
4.8, trainings included Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP),
communication/language, cultural awareness, instructional strategies,-gothgn

training. In addition, the teachers included in this study had an average of appebxima
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nine years of teaching experience, giving them time to adjust as a taadigive them
more knowledge and insight about the training needed to be more effective in the

classroom.

Table 4.8

Training Neededn = 137)

n % 95% CI

SIOP 52 38 [29.83, 46.09]
Communication/Language33 24.1 [16.93, 31.25]
Cultural awareness 2619 [12.41, 25.55]
Instructional strategies 1510.9 [5.72, 16.18]

On-going training 11 8 [3.48, 12.58]

Given that many teachers are not receiving the training necessary to tdach E
students effectively, respondents identified training that was needed. Regponde
described the type of training that included scaffolding and language goats wath
content goals. These terms reflect training in SIOP. Training in SIORJesatHied as
being the training most needed in meeting the needs of ELL learners. SIOPsrbkide
implementation of high quality instruction using scaffolding, providing appropriate

background information, while integrating language and content objectives. One

respondent noted, “I am hoping to be able to participate in SIOP training soon to increase

my teaching strategies to use with my ELL students.” Others indicate8I®@& had
helped them a great deal in their mainstream classrooms. They were gladritie

provided the training and recognized its value.
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Training in communication/language was also identified as needed for
mainstream teachers of ELL students, especially those who find the inclu&bh of
students a positive experience. The ability to communicate with students and their
parents were of great concern for respondents. Several respondents noted that the
difficulty in communicating with their students and respective families se¢ely based
on the inability to speak English; therefore, learning English was crucial.

Parents of ELL students have a desire to help their children succeed and do well
in school. One respondent reported that, “The language barrier between me, my,students
and their families, hinders my ability as a teacher to address school psoaedse
procedures in my classroom, which can sometimes lead to miscommunication.’isTo ass
in the communication barrier, districts attempt to secure resources thatahale
individuals in the community who speak a second language or hire interpreters who can
assist with communication needs. One respondent noted that even though their district
was larger and had access to more resources, for example interpretekgethdom few
interpreters available and scheduling them was even more difficult.

Training in cultural awareness was also identified as a need for teacbedsr
to more effectively meet the needs of ELL students. Approximately 75% cfableetrs
who participated in this study identified themselves as White, indicatingesgry
teachers who were minority. This adds to the disproportionate number of minority
student to minority teacher ratio. Some stated they found themselvesytedEL L
students the same, regardless of ethnicity, when in fact they should be tkeated li

individuals. Several respondents reported they did not have an understanding of different
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cultures. They felt there was a great deal they did not know and the more theg,learn
the more equipped they would be to meet the needs of ELL students in the classroom.

Training in instructional strategies and on-going training were identified a
necessary for respondents to meet the needs of ELL students. They noted the need for
instructional strategies specific to teaching ELL students. Accordiregpondents,
approximately 25% never participated in training to teach ELL students. Of those who
indicated a way in which training affected teaching, 11% reported that tramning
instructional strategies affected their teaching. One respondet sit@evanted to “...
use appropriate strategies unique to ELL students, but had a difficult time getting
assistance from someone in the building.” Finally, on-going training was neentet
the needs of ELL students. One or even two trainings were not as effective@sgn-g
training. Some respondents suggested that there needed to be a mechanism fapfollow-
and the ability to process lessons with colleagues; therefore, improving adtmggand
learning.
Question 9

What do middle school language arts teachers consider to be the greatétt be
and challenges of including ELL students in mainstream language artselasse

The final question requested middle school teachers to state the greatest benefit
and challenges of including ELL students in mainstream language arts .classegy-
three percentn(= 87) responded by indicating the benefits of including ELL students in
mainstream language arts classes. The benefits included the exposuredb cultur
differences, a positive example, bilingualism, and students’ experiencele 4T@

indicates the frequency of responses.
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Table 4.9

Benefitg(n = 87)

n % 95% CI

Exposure to cultural differencegl4 50.6 [40.06, 61.08]

Bilingualism 20 23 [14.15, 31.83]
Positive example 1213.8 [6.54, 21.04]
Students’ experiences 112.6 [5.66, 19.62]

Exposure to cultural difference (50.6%, n = 44) was found to be a benefit and
received the greatest number of responses by those who responded to this open-ended
guestion. Since schools comprise adults and students who are different in mang,respect
getting along with individuals who may be different creates learning oppaginit
throughout the day. In the current study, respondents expressed the importance of a
diverse classroom and the need for students to understand differences. One respondent
stated that “Having a diverse student population in a classroom createsaneiiping
opportunities regularly.”

A benefit for some was the ability for students to speak a different language and
the possibility of becoming bilingual. While students are required to understand and
speak the language of instruction, English, students enter the classroom witg varyin
linguistic abilities. Teachers described the difficulties of having tmlaaecond
language and the time it takes; however, when ELL students learn English an@ becom
bilingual, teachers find this to be an incredible achievement and acknowledgenfits

of being bilingual.
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The last benefit noted was that of students’ experiences (12.6 %, n = 11). ELL
students bring experiences, both similar to and different from that of thesnes.
One respondent stated, “Personal experiences bring rich discussion and undgrtandin
the students in the classroom.” Because the class includes students with iarious |
experiences, there may be students who lack opportunities to explore the world around
them. A respondent mentioned that when ELL students were able to share their personal
experiences, classmates discovered another way of life which is s@s@tconceivable
for students who only know their immediate community.

In addition to the benefits of including ELL students in mainstream language arts
classes, middle school teachers also conveyed challengesn(42856y7). Interestingly,
there were more teachers who provided responses to the challenge question than to the
benefit question. As seen in Table 4.10, the inability to communicate with their student
presented challenges for those who responded to this question. English is spoken in the
classroom and is used to communicate with parents. For parents who do not speak the
English language, communicating with school personnel is very difficult. A respondent
stated, “The inability to communicate with students and their families matacitnen
and follow through at home very difficult.” The respondent went on to explain that the
parents of ELL students wanted very much to help their children, but the languagpe barr

made it difficult for parents to understand an assignment.
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Challengegn = 157)
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n % 95% CI
Communication 51 32.5 [25.15, 39.81]
Lack of English proficiency 27 17.2 [11.3, 23.1]
Lack of teacher support 24 15.3 [9.66, 20.92]
Insufficient planning time 21 13.4  [8.05, 18.71]
Cultural difference 21 13.4  [8.05, 18.71]
Lack of school readiness 13 8.2 [3.97, 12.59]

Students’ inability to use academic language increased difficultyolbrthe

teacher and the student. A respondent affirmed that the ELL student’s limited #gewle

of English required teachers to change the way in which they presented instructiona

material. The lack of English proficiency was also noted to prevent studami$uity

understanding the vocabulary necessary and required the teacher to front-load the

vocabulary, as well as provide background knowledge for a deeper level of

understanding.

Teachers also indicated that a challenge to including ELL students in reamstr

classrooms was the lack of support they received during the school year, as avisltk

of planning time. Some respondents stated that there was an overall lack of support and

not simply a lack of support for teachers who taught ELL students. However,

respondents who had positive attitudes (41.7%,10) found support to be important,

while a higher percentage of those with negative attitudes (58.3%4) found support

to be a challenge. Several also stated that there was an overall absenceraj praeni

or sufficient planning time, which was a challenge. Respondents expresseduéey n
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had enough planning time to provide the necessary differentiated lessons requatied for
students.

Challenges also included cultural differences and lack of school readiness. La
of school readiness was especially a challenge for those who acceptstufiénts in
their classroom (84.6%,= 11). The comments provided by the respondents linked
cultural differences and lack of school readiness. Cultural differencesyasechers
and students require a level of understanding by both groups to understand how schools
operate and what occurs in the classroom. There are programs for children pear to t
enrolling in school to ease the transition from pre-school to school. One respondent
reported that one of the reasons ELL students lack school readiness “... refers back t
their culture and the importance of the extended family.” The respondent went on to
explain that “Many times the cultural expectation is that children remaeihouse
until they are ready to begin school and extended family members care fbildhenc
while the parents are working.” These culturally ingrained familiditicms may differ
and be seen as potentially limiting learning opportunities for children.

This chapter analyzed the data gathered from middle school langusage art
teachers regarding their attitudes toward the achievement of ELL studetdsvdda
analyzed and findings described to determine respondents’ attitudes. Clvaptel fi
discuss the findings, limitations and delimitations, implications for praatidepolicy

and suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSIONS

The recent shift in demographics has changed the student population enrolling in
schools across the U.S. Similarly, North Carolina is experiencing gicgastudent
population. Most recently, the change in the student population includes an influx of
students who speak a language other than English, referred to as English language
learners.

For years, schools have been the principal institution responsible for atsignil
ELL students new to this country. While ELLs face unique challenges to academic
success, federal and state policies have currently narrowed the definitcadefrac
success as their performance on a state standardized test (Darling>htirae04).
Performance on standardized tests is difficult when ELL students havellimtgish
proficiency. Furthermore, the state of North Carolina policies requikesildents to
demonstrate language proficiency after only one year, even though researatssugge
academic language acquisition necessary to succeed in the classraosraftec five to
seven years of instruction (Collier, 1987; Cummins, 1996). Academic succeskas furt
complicated by the recent change in the location to which ELL familiemaveng.
Previously, families of ELL students moved to larger cities with a grpadspect of
employment opportunities and educational resources. More recently, thesesfaanke
relocated to more rural areas with schools that have fewer ELL students (30@8.
While policies dictate requirements related to services for ELL studewts, L
students scattered amongst the total student population make it difficult for ddatonss
to justify additional teachers and resources. Moreover, in rural areas, tlabifyaof

gualified staff is extremely limited.
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Purpose of the Study
This research study investigated the attitudes of middle school langtsge ar
teachers who have English language learners in their mainstrearahassrin the
classroom, teachers are in a position to influence student achievement aattithees
toward their students are critical to student success. The most recenadlatadeaon
attitudes toward ELL students describe attitudes toward students in oret distchool,
but there are very little data on the inclusion of ELL students in school distriossac
particular state and within regions or data unique to middle school language #tsseac
in North Carolina (Hirschfield, 2004; Hollis, 1997; Reeves, 2002). To address this gap in
the literature, this study offered insight to teacher attitudes towaatthevement of
ELL students specific to North Carolina.
This chapter will include a discussion of the results, limitations, and delongat
recommendations for further research, as well as implications for futwtecprand
policy. The following questions guided this study:
1. What are the attitudes of middle school language arts teachers toward inclusion,
academic expectations, the instructional strategies used and the suppastifece
2. Is there a relationship between the number of years taught by middle school
language arts teachers and the attitudes toward inclusion, academiaxpect
the instructional strategies used and the support received?
3. Are there differences in attitudes toward inclusion, academic expastadind
the instructional strategies used among teachers who have taught ELL students

and those who have not?
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4. Is there a relationship between middle school language arts teacher attitudes
toward the support received and their attitudes toward inclusion?
5. How much time have middle school language arts teachers spent in training to
teach ELL students?
6. What types of training have middle school language arts teachers dtende
7. How has the training NC middle school language arts teachers attendéedaffec
their teaching?
8. What training do middle school language arts teachers feel they need in order to
more effectively meet the needs of ELL students in their classroom?
9. What do middle school language arts teachers consider to be the grasétt be
and challenges of including ELL students in mainstream language arts 2Zlasses
To date, there is very little research focused on inclusion and ELL students.
Discussion
Language arts teachers who participated in this study indicated poditiveest
toward the inclusion of ELL students. Similar results were found in the stuBgdéyes
(2002), which indicated that a little more than 70% reported having positive atitude
toward the inclusion of ELL students. In the current study, respondents indicatéebthat t
inclusion of ELL students created a positive educational atmosphere and benlefited al
students. Responses also indicated that language arts teachers welcbhraral&its in
their mainstream classrooms. When asked to indicate the benefits of indhldling
students, the exposure to cultural differences was found to be the response given by more
respondents. An additional benefit was found to be the experiences that students bring to

the classroom. Data reveal that teachers value the culture expetiesicELL students
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bring to the classroom (Cho & DeCastro-Ambrosetti, 2006).). This belief could be
explained by the overall changing demographics and schools’ change in focus to now be
on preparing students for a more global society.

At the time the survey instrument was modified and distributed, ELL students
who received an eligible score on the state English proficiency assdssare provided
up to two years before being included in the state’s accountability model. The
accountability model includes high stakes testing which requires ELL ssument
participate in the end of grade test in reading and writing in gradestinoegh eight or
the end of course test in English, Algebra and writing in grades nine througke.twel

Since the distribution and collection of survey responses, the North Carolina
Department of Public Instruction (2010) distributed a memo changing the lengtreof ti
from two years to one year. With the inclusion of English learners comesirgaistic
diversity. Students’ native language is a fundamental part of who theyiachvaduals,
however their limited knowledge of the language of instruction often poses dyfficult
the classroom. Students are not given sufficient time to learn academghiEwglich
requires five to seven years if provided support, although it could take as long aoseven t
ten years if not supported (Cummins, 1980). Language arts teachers (89.3%gdndicat
that two years was not long enough to acquire the English language. Tpeirses
may signify a true understanding of the time it takes to acquire a second language

Mainstream classrooms include students who vary in abilities and learnieg) styl
Students should be given the opportunity to learn alongside their peers. In the current
study, 89.6% of the respondents felt that ELL students should attain a minimum level of

English proficiency prior to entering the mainstream classroom. This pegeastarger
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than the results found in the study conducted by Reeves (2002). Results from her study
found that 73.4% felt that there should be a minimum level of English proficiency
attained prior to entering the mainstream classroom. While participdraghistudies

agree that a minimum level of English should be attained prior to entering ittt naem
classroom, a class designed just for ELL students is difficult to justify.

Legislation to make English the national language has been a discussion among
many for some time (Berube, 2000). There were a large percentage (82.4%) of
respondents who would support legislation making English the official language. While
interpreting the reasons for supporting such legislation is difficult, it magatelthe
assumption that English was already the official language since Northrn@arab
declared English as the official language. It may also indicate amagmeby many in
both studies that English should be the dominant language since it is used in the
classroom, as well as in society.

The attitudes toward academic expectations provided indications of what might be
occurring in the classroom. Students respond to the expectations of theirdeacher
Rosenthal and Jacobson (1989) determined that teachers form expectations for their
students and then interact with their students based on those attitudes. The students who
are responding to high expectations are treated differently from the stuekgaading
to low expectations. Students recognize the expectations and then act acgoitheg|
majority of teachers (78.6%) who responded in this study indicated that ELL students
were capable of performing at the same or higher level as that of their emimgteers.
Those who believe that ELL students are not capable of performing at the sagtesor hi

level than that of their mainstream peers are more problematic. As etlpraviously,
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teachers play a role in the success of their students, if teachers do not exiseds <0
achieve, then chances are that they will not.

Academic expectations included teachers who would encourage ELL students to
use their native language in their classroom. Respondents (96.5%) overwhelming|
reported they would encourage the use of a student’s native language. Research found
that allowing students to complete assignments in both their native language asid Eng
deepened their understanding of the concepts and also raised scores on cukegislum
(Kenner, 2007).

While teachers may have indicated this belief, research offers a different
perspective of what actually transpires in the classroom (Dentlerfi@eHd.997).

During the school day, teachers are responsible for the education of a number o$.student
According to the N.C. Department of Public Instruction (2010), in grades four through
nine, the teacher and student ratio include one teacher for 22 students, with up to 29 in a
class. In grades ten and up, the teacher and student ratio include one te&her for
students, with up to 32 or more in a class (NCDPI). For teachers who teach four class
periods per day, they could be responsible for the education of approximately 128
students or more per day. It is difficult to follow through with so many studérds w

have a variety of needs when instructional time is limited; behavior problemsdema
attention, there is little time to plan and teacher responsibilities contimoer¢ase. In

reality, teachers find it difficult to encourage ELL students to use th@redahguage

when native-language resources are limited and ELL students are requisxddnstrate

English proficiency to meet state standards (Thomas & Collier, 1997).



125

During the school day, teachers stated they provide instruction in such a way as to
meet students’ individual needs. To access the curriculum, students often require
accommodations to learn and demonstrate understanding. In the classroom, there are
currently a larger number of students who have specific needs which are met theough t
help of a specific plan. While there are ELL students who have a 504 plan, acfyansi
Impairment plan, or an Individualized Education Program which is a plan, mdny EL
students have an ELL plan. A plan for ELL students includes instructional and testing
modifications and accommodations. These modifications and accommodations occur in
the classroom and during testing, with providing additional time to complete assignme
and providing assignments at the students’ level of understanding to be the most widel
used (NCDPI, n.d.).

Respondents in this study overwhelmingly reported they would allow ELL
students additional time to complete assignments (96.7%), provide materials in a
student’s native language (89.6%), and provide assignments at the student’s level of
understanding (100%). Research suggests that teachers would provide additeotal tim
complete assignments and assignments at the student’s level of understatitbsg ase
often used with many students. Those who understand the need for additional time may
realize the effort that ELL students put forth to complete assignments. [Elagiggiage
learners often times use a translating dictionary as a resource, whiclesegiditional
time.

Respondents indicated they would provide assignments at the student’s level of
understanding. Providing assignments at the student’s level is not to be interpreted a

“dumbing down the curriculum”, but should reflect appropriate instruction. In Reeves
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(2002), 60% felt that changes should be made to coursework for ELL students to have
access to the general curriculum.

While respondents in the current study believed that ELL students should have
access to material in their native language, providing material in thenttudative
language occurs much less (Cho & Reich, 2008). Many times, there are fewagssourc
languages other than English. When searching for material in second la)dhageis
usually more available in Spanish than other, less frequently used languages.

The results from the survey items focusing on support showed positive attitudes
toward support received at the district level (92.5%), and the school level (92.8%), but
indicated they did not receive adequate training (95.4%) to work effectivélyBlult
student. Respondents (85.3%) did indicate they were interested in receiving fraining
working with ELL students.

District and school administration support is offered in various ways. Support
may be in the form of scheduling time for teachers to complete paperwork ongecuri
funding for professional development opportunities. While respondents indicated they
received adequate support from the district level and school administration, oivtimse
responded to the open-ended question, 42%157) identified teacher support as a
challenge. The lack of teacher support is problematic in that researchaadrctwhen
teachers feel they are not being supported, their self-efficacy is dffetie support
gives them more confidence in what they are doing. According to Karabeniclodad N
however, teachers do not receive sufficient support at any level and efteativeg is

always an issue (2004).
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Regarding the support teachers actually receive, a contradiction in response
exists as respondents first indicated they felt supported by the admionsthawever,
they also noted support as a challenge, indicating they did not receive suffipipatts
When respondents were given a choice of agreeing with a positive statementotbey
likely agreed or strongly agreed. One possible explanation is that teachehave
decided that they were supported because they had resources that might noalble avail
to other districts that have smaller populations of ELL students. However, wiegnagi
opportunity to write in their answer, their written responses contradicted previous
responses possibly revealing further insight to their reality.

Support in the way of training was identified as inadequate. Language arts
teachers felt they had not received training necessary to provide effestivetion in
the classroom. Of the 75% who indicated the number of hours of training they had
participated in, 70% participated in one to ten hours of training, which is more grainin
than reported in the results of a survey conducted in 2002 (National Center for &@ducati
Statistics, 2002).

When respondents were clustered by those who had either positive or negative
attitudes and looking at the training that affected their teaching, those witiligpos
attitudes found language acquisition and increased communication to be ways in which
training affected their teaching. For those who were found to have negativeesittit
support and more confidence were found to affect their teaching. There is naita def
explanation for teacher responses; however, it may be that teachers withraed to

have positive attitudes are more confident in their abilities and knowledge abertea
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(Reeves, 2002). It may also be that teachers with negative attitudes havétiiuoss a

because they lack the confidence and the support needed to be effectiveanstumnt.
While teachers indicated they have not received adequate training to téach E

students, there is currently not a law in North Carolina requiring teacheagtimpate in

a specific number of hours of training or course credits to teach ELL stumers

required in other states. The reason for this is perhaps North Carolina does not have

comparable numbers of ELL students even though N.C was found to have the fastest

growing ELL population (U. S. Census Bureau, 2001).

Throughout the U.S., current teachers have differing levels of teachingeexger
During the 2007-2008 school year, 82% of teachers nationwide participated in the
Schools and Staffing Survey (National Center for Education Statistics, 2010). From
those who participated, the average number of years of experience was 13.&clySimil
the average number of years of experience for middle school languagaeinesrs
across North Carolina who participated in this study was nine years. Thsisnal
indicated there was no relationship between the number of years taugtutdig school
language arts teachers and their beliefs about inclusion, acadenutaérps,
instructional strategies used, and the support they received. Howeverhesesalable
indicates that teachers with some experience are more effective thanvttitoaone, but
more is not always better (Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, Rockoff, & Wyckoff, 2007). Tescher
tend to show the greatest improvements during their first few years on the job when the
become better equipped to perform their responsibilities.

In looking at the difference in attitudes toward inclusion, academic expectations

and instructional strategies used among those who had taught ELL students and those
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who had not, in this sample, 99% of the respondents currently taught or had taught ELL

students. As a result, it was impossible to determine a difference due to theogaitsup t

It would seem that perhaps those without firsthand experience would be more positive

with higher expectations than those who had dealt with the reality of theoolassr,

perhaps those without firsthand experience would see the task as bigger than it was, and

have lower expectations as to what could be accomplished. Although the total number of

respondents who indicated they had no experience with ELL students did not allow for a

meaningful analysis, the large number of those with experience could betaehrdt of

the districts that were chosen to participate in this study as they wergslisith a large

ELL student population. It would seem appropriate for districts with a large taberst

population to recruit teachers with ELL experience to avoid spending additional

professional development funds and time to train teachers with no ELL experience.
Respondents listed training that affected instruction and training they nedusbt

to be effective in the classroom to be comprised of cultural understanding,

communication and language, as well as instructional strategies. Teachessamaldiie

importance of these topics when teaching ELL students. Cultural understanding is

helpful for teachers when responsible for educating a diverse population. iMasy t

teachers are not aware of cultural differences even though such knowledge would

enhance their understanding of family expectations related to education.t Abtpas,

family values often times result in keeping young children at home wigémesd family

members instead of having the children participate in early intervention proghnat

prepare children for school (Delprit, 1995) This is insightful information considering

teachers reported there to be a lack of school readiness.
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Data were analyzed by teachers with positive attitudes and those witlveega
attitudes as a way to further describe the sample. A Pearson chi-sgtiaraste
calculated, when appropriate. While no significant relationships were foundnfzeges
reveal interesting results. A larger percentage of male respor@dehtegative attitudes
than did female respondents. Pearman, Huang, Barnahart and Mellblom (1992) found
similar results when they studied teachers who taught students with dssbiResults
found more males with negative attitudes than females, but males were found tebe mor
confident in their ability to teach students with disabilities. The resultsso$tindy,
while not specific to ELL students, may provide us with an idea of the attitudes male
teachers are perceived to have toward diverse students.

Limitations and Delimitations of the Study
There are limiting factors with regard to this study. There was no way of

verifying the honesty of the participants’ responses to the statements on the asithe
responses to the survey were self-reported. There was the assumption that the
participants responded honestly, as the responses were anonymous, howbees tea
provided responses that were contradictory in nature. When asked to give a response
a Likert scale as to their agreement to support provided at the districttarad evel,
teachers indicated they received adequate support. However, when askeditoanrite
response as to what they perceived to be the challenges of the inclusion ofidents
15.3% ( = 24) stated that support was a challenge. Another limitation was that in three
regions, the school districts with the largest ELL population did not grantgsomifor

the study to be conducted in their districts, which required me to contact thergest la
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district until permission was granted for middle school language adkédes to
participate.

Delimitations are also noted. Language arts teachers were siireggkiding
other mainstream teachers. The survey was given to middle school language arts
teachers; therefore, language arts teachers in each distrectheesnly source of data.

An additional delimitation has to do with the size of the districts. There is dlgossi

threat to external validity. Generalizing results to districts with dlsmraumber of ELL

students is unlikely because the study focuses on districts with a large ELatmopul
Recommendations for Future Research

The current study explores the attitudes of language arts teachers,lbotsieg
mention the role of the ESL teacher and his or her relationship with the mainstream
teacher. Mainstream teachers face challenges in providing ELL studdéngsguality
education and often times lack relevant training and skills. There is htil@rkabout
how ESL teachers are utilized and what support they provide for mainstreamdeacher
ESL teachers are in a position to be a resource and mainstream teaclieg wefit
from assistance by those who, in many cases, have been formally trelaedguage
acquisition and language development and have the background relevant to the needs of
ELL students. Uncovering their perspective may assist in better méstimgeds of
ELL students.

For some English language learners in mainstream classrooms, they guddenl
become members of a culture they know nothing about and expectations that conflict
with their way of life. The differences in what is deemed appropriate behawohool

and what is appropriate at home can cause children to choose one over the other, which
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puts children in a complicated position. Responses in this study identified lcultura
understanding as training that is important when teaching ELL students. Reseald
assist in determining teacher’s current understanding of differencesuresudind
potential ways in which to alter what occurs in the classroom.

Finally, during the data analysis process, it was noted that teashenses were
contradictory. Teachers responded they were supported when responding to a Likert
scale item, but when asked to write in their response, they noted support as gehallen
Therefore, using qualitative data gathering methods may provide insigheacher
realities. Observing the interaction between the teacher and the stutdentlassroom
would add a deeper level of understanding. More information can be gleaned from what
is actually occurring in the classroom. With this in mind, qualitative relseaay
provide teachers an opportunity to give specific details regarding tdaetnerior toward
ELL students in mainstream classrooms.

Implications for Practice and Policy

The data in this study contribute to practice by establishing middle school
language arts teacher attitudes toward the achievement of ELL studentgsdite r
provide insight into teacher attitudes toward inclusion, academic expestati
instructional strategies used, and support received. Because teachens imavedible
responsibility and can affect student’s academic success, this study subpaorted to
include courses in teacher education programs, as well as training desigiéckss &he
needs of a diverse student population. Furthermore, research supports the notion that

training can increase teacher self-efficacy (Gandara, Maxaii-€ Driscoll, 2005).
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The more teachers know about their students or what to teach, the more confident they
are in their ability to teach. The unknown often times causes barriers.

To provide effective instruction in the classroom, teachers need school
administrators who support them. As a result of what teachers will need to bssfulcc
in the classroom, it is critical for school administrators to understand the ndéds of
teachers who are responsible for a diverse student population in his or her school building
and support them during the day. Studies show that teachers benefit from additienal ti
to collaborate with colleagues and prepare differentiated lessons (&akidamvell-Jolly
& Driscoll, 2005). School administrators need leadership skills and an understanding of
those in their school building to ensure positive student outcomes.

Teachers in mainstream classrooms are required to produce students who will
show proficiency on state assessments. A score on a state standardeftheest
student performance in the classroom, without looking at the whole child. Currently, one
test score, maybe two if retested, on one day should not determine student pedprmanc
especially when students who do not speak the language are required to take a
standardized test after only one year of instruction in English, while smeoligly
learning content subject material. Research supports the need for studentsato have
longer period of time to learn the academic language necessaryntadeaent
(Cummins, 1996). Respondents in this study also reported the need for ELL student to
have a minimum level of English proficiency prior to entering the mainstr&ssrgom.
There is great concern that requiring students who are not yet @nbficia language and
then testing them in the second language before they have had an opportunity to learn the

language, which consequently could result in detrimental outcomes for students and
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schools is not fair to the student or the school. Federal and state policy makers should
delve further to gain a clear understanding of student linguistic needs $ediratl and
state policies will reflect accurate language acquisition eapens based on research

and best practice.

The changing student population requires a change in what occurs in the
classroom. To address this changing student population, states have determined that
teachers need additional training in meeting the needs of this population. While the
number of ELL students entering schools throughout North Carolina is stiNvegfat
lower than the ELL student population found in other states, respondents in this study
identified the need for teachers to participate in training. In North Gardaéachers are
currently required to attain 15 continuing education units (CEUS) within a five-yea
period to renew their teaching license. It would seem appropriate that those making
educational decisions would consider including a course or courses designed t® addres
the needs of ELL students. This is not to increase the number of CEUs required by
teachers to renew their certification, but instead become part of the 15 CEUSs.
Implementing this requirement would ensure that teachers would participegming
focused on the unique needs of ELL students. In addition, this may also persuade teacher
education programs to include a course to address the needs of ELL students.

Conclusion

The increase in the number of ELL students in mainstream classrooms requires
school districts to meet the needs of a diverse student population. Many ELL students
enter the classroom with limited English speaking skills and little knowledidpeioinew

surroundings. Results from this study provide a snapshot of the attitudes of North
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Carolina teachers who teach ELL students in their mainstream languagklasses.

This study adds to the research by providing data from middle school language arts
teachers throughout the state of North Carolina regarding their attitudesing on the
inclusion of ELL students, academic expectations, instructional strateggdsand

support received. Future studies will be able to draw upon the findings to expand the

current literature on the achievement of ELL students in mainstreanpclassr
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Appendix A
Table Al
North Carolina State Board Regions
Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4
Beaufort Brunswick Durham City Bladen
Bertie Carteret Edgecombe Columbus
Camden Clinton Franklin Cumberland
Chowan Craven Granville Harnette
Currituck Duplin Halifax Hoke
Dare Greene Johnston Lee
Gates Jones Nash-Rocky Mount Montgomery
Hertford Lenoir Northampton Moore
Hyde New Hanover Roanoke Rapids Richmond
Martin Onslow City Robeson
Pasquaotank Pamlico Vance Scotland
Perquimans Pender Wake Whiteville City
Pitt Sampson Warren
Tyrrell Wayne Weldon City
Washington Wilson
Region 5 Region 6 Region 7 Region 8
Alamance- Anson Alexander Asheville City
Burlington Cabarrus Alleghany Buncombe
Asheboro City Charlotte- Ashe Cherokee
Chatham Mecklenburg Avery Clay
Caswell Cleveland Burke Graham
Chapel Hill- Gaston Caldwell Haywood
Carrboro Shelby Catawba Henderson
Davidson Kannapolis Davie Jackson
Guilford Kings Mountain Elkin Macon
Lexington City Lincoln Hickory City Madison
Orange Stanly-Albemarle Iredell McDowell
Person Union Mooresville City Mitchell
Randolph Mount Airy City Polk
Rockingham Newton-Conover Rutherford
Stokes Rowan-Salisbury Swain
Thomasville City Surry Transylvania
Winston- Watauga Yancey
Salem/Forsyth Wilkes

Yadkin
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Appendix B

Permission for Survey Use

Ne‘bﬂlv[ﬁ's T |0F

Lincoln

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION AND HUMAM SCIEMCES
Department of Teachirg, Leaning anc Tzacher Education

September 7, 2007

To whem t may concern.

Elizabeth Younce has my penmission o ase my suvey “ESL Student in Mainstream
Classes: A Survey of Teachers™ for her own research purpeses. My work and survey
should be cited where appropriate in Ms, Younce's research reports.

I 'would appreciate 2 copy of the results of Ms. Younce's research findings.

Best of luck, Elizabeth!

Sincerely.

Jenelle Reaves
Assisiant Professor. ESL Education

118 Henzlik Hall / P-O. Box 88C355 ;| Lincoln, NE 685880355 ; (402) 472-2231 / FAX (402) 472-2837
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Survey (Page)l

English Language Learner Students in Mainstream Classrooms

A Survey of Language Arts Teachers

START HERE:

164

Check the box that best describes your experiencéerfglish language learners are
identified by indicating a student’s first language is not English on the Hamgulage

Survey that is completed when enrolling all children.)
I I currently teach ELL students

I 1do not currently teach ELL students, but | have taught them in the past

I I have never taught ELL students’

If you have never taught ELL students, please skip questions 17-20 in Section A.

Section A

Please read each statement and place a check in the box which best describesa@ur opi

>

Strongl|

Disagr

e

(O]

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1. The inclusion of ELL students in mainstream classes
creates a positive educational atmosphere.

2. The inclusion of ELL students in mainstream classes
benefits all students.

3. | welcome/would welcome the inclusion of ELL
students in my mainstream classroom.

4. | believe that ELL students are capable of performing
at the same or higher level than that of their mainstream
peers.

5. The inclusion of ELL students in my classes
increases/would increase my workload.

6. ELL students require/would require more of my time
than other students require.

7. Upon the completion of two years in public schools, all
ELL students should be included in North Carolina’s
accountability model.

8. ELL students should be able to acquire English within
two years of enrolling in U.S. schools.

9. ELL students should not be included in mainstream
classes until they attain a minimum level of English
proficiency.
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Strongly
Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly
Agree

10. | encourage/would encourage ELL students to use
their native language in my class.

11. I would support legislation making English the official
language of the US.

12. | allow/would allow ELL students more time to
complete coursework.

13. | provide/would provide materials for ELL students in
their native languages.

14. | give/would give ELL students a passing grade if they
display effort.

15. | simplify/would simplify (providing assignments at
student’s level of understanding) coursework for ELL
students.

16. | modify/would modify (varying the way in which a
lesson is presented) assignments for the ELL students
enrolled in mainstream classes.

**|f you have never taught ELL students, please skip questions 17-20.**

17. | receive adequate support frondistrict administration
for ELL students who are enrolled in my classes.

18. | receive adequate support fronschool administration
for ELL students who are enrolled in my classes.

19. | have received adequate training to work effectively
with ELL students.

20. | am interested in receiving training/more training in
working with ELL students.

**|f you have never taught ELL students, please skip to Section C.
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Section B
21. How many ELL students were enrolled in your classes during the 2008-2009
school year?

22. Approximately how many ELL students have enrolled in your classes
throughout your teaching career?

23. Please list what you consider to be tlggeatest benefits of including ELL
students in language arts classes.

24. Please list what you consider to be thgeeatest challenges of including ELL
students in language arts classes.

Section C- All RESPONDENTS please answer

Please answer the following questions. Your answers will assist in the categorization of
the responses.

25. How many years have you been a public school teacherquding this year)?

26. Please indicate your gender
Male O
Female O

27. Please indicate your ethnic background.

White (non-Hispanic) O
Black (non-Hispanic) O
Hispanic/Latino O
American Indian (]
Asian/Pacific Islander O
Other Specify

28. Please indicate the highest educational degree completed.
Bachelors degree
Masters degree
Education Specialist/Six-year degree
Doctoral degree

ogoono
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29. Have you received training in teaching ELLs in the past five years?
Yes O If yes, complete questions 30, 31 and 32.
No O If no, skip to comments.

30. If yes, please indicate the types of training attende@heck all that apply.

In-service workshop O
College class O
Conference O
Other

Specify

31. If yes, approximately how much time have you spent in training to teach ELL
students?

1-10hours O
11-20 hours O
21-30hours O
31 or more O

32. If yes, when teaching ELL students, how has the training you received etted
your teaching?

33. What training do you feel you need in order to more effectively meet the ro=e
of ELL students in your classroom?

Comments: Please write any additional comments you may have concerning the
inclusion of ELL students in mainstream classes.

Thank you for completing this survey
Please submit survey when completed.
Adapted from a survey instrument designed by Janelle Reeves (2002)
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Appendix D
Letter of Invitation to Superintendent/Designee

Superintendent/Designee
County Schools
Address
, NC
September 29, 2008

Dear )

My name is Elizabeth S. Younce and | am a doctoral student in Educational Lgadérshi
Western Carolina University. | am in the process of completing a résstadty titled
“North Carolina Middle School Language Arts Teachers’ Attitudes ancepeon of the
Inclusion of English Language Learners in Mainstream Classrooms.” ufveysesults

will assist in providing valuable information for middle school teachers, asawslithool
districts and teacher education programs.

To conduct this research, | have received approval from the Institutional RRvaw at
Western Carolina University. | have enclosed copies of these documents cSp@mmi
for your review. The survey should take participants approximately 15 minutes.
Participating school districts, schools and middle school teachers will be kepiecdiaf
and a summary of the statistical findings will be included in my dissertation.

| am requesting approval to allow middle school teachers in your district tmbeected
electronically and complete an on-line survey. | have enclosed a form \ehighes
your signature for permission and if desired a request for a copy of theasyritmdings
of the study.

Please reply by returning the permission form in the self-addressed, stamapleghe by
October 10, 2008. If you have any questions, you may contact me at 828.226.3570,
eyounce@jcpsmail.org or Dr. Sandra Tonnsen, 828.227.3324, tonnsen@email.wcu.edu.
Thank you again for your assistance. | appreciate you taking timeygonbusy

schedule to help me complete this important research study.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth S. Younce
Ed. D. Candidate
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Appendix E
Permission Form
| give permission
______ldo not give permission

for middle school language arts teachers from

County to participate in the survey from Elizabeth S. Younce.
I would like a copy of summary findings from this study,
E-mail Regular mail

I would not like a copy of summary findings from this study.

Signature Date

Superintendent/Designee
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Appendix F
Pre-notice Letter
School
Address
. NC
Date

ID Number:

Dear Teacher:

As a middle school language arts teacher, within a few days you wiNeemeie-malil
which will include a web address to complete a brief survey for a reseadghbsting
conducted in school districts across North Carolina for a doctoral dissertatiostudiie
will focus on the perceptions and attitudes of middle school language arts teddhers
inclusion of English language learners in mainstream classes.

This email is sent to you in advance as to provide you with prior notice and give you a
opportunity to choose how to complete the survey. There are two ways in which to
complete this survey. There is the option of completing the survey online or a paper cop
may be sent. If you would like a paper copy, please respond to this email with the
address you would like the survey to be mailed.

Please complete the survey by 2008. As a token of appreciation for
completing the survey, all participants will be entered in a drawing to win onghaf ei
Visa gift cards. Each Visa gift card will be valued at $40.00.

Your time and completion of this survey is greatly appreciated as | knowitmbted and
schedules are hectic. | believe the results will benefit our educationas eéff@roviding
our students the education they deserve. If you have any questions, you mayneentac
at 828.226.3570, eyounce@jcpsmail.org or Dr. Sandra Tonnsen, 828.227.3324,
tonnsen@email.wcu.edu. By completing this survey, you have given consent to
participate in the survey.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth S. Younce
Ed. D. Candidate
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Appendix G
Survey Cover Letter
School
Address
, NC zip code
Date

ID Number:

Dear Teacher,

| invite you to participate in a research study | am conducting as a dattataht at
Western Carolina University, Cullowhee, North Carolina under the supervision of Dr.
Sandra Tonnsen.

This survey is to be completed by middle school language arts teachers @ho tea
language arts in grades six through eight. Those who are not languagechdsstaa
grades six through eight should not complete the survey. Your total participation time i
this activity should be approximately 15 minutes. To avoid ambiguity, there & lis

key terms and definitions included with this cover letter.

Please complete the survey by 2008. As a token of appreciation for completing
the survey, all participants who enter by 2008 will be entered in a drawing to win
one of eight Visa gift cards being given away in each district. Eachgifisaard will be
valued at $40.00.

Your participation in this survey is voluntary and you have the right not to participate or
to skip questions without any penalty to you. However, | hope you will participate and
respond to all of the questions as your participation will provide valuable informati

an effort to understand language arts teachers’ attitudes and perceptionsigebardi
inclusion of English language learners. Your responses are held in strict noefatel
survey responses will be reported for the group as a whole and the source ohtomme
on the open-ended items will not be released. Instead of using your name, an
identification number will be assigned to allow for anonymity. After completidheof
study, the email list will be shredded and all completed surveys will be inaitiia a
locked drawer at all times and shredded after a period of three years. Resporalent
request summary findings via the Internet.

If you have questions or concerns, please contact me at 828.226.3570,
eyounce@jcpsmail.org or Dr. Sandra Tonnsen, 828.227.3324, tonnsen@email.wcu.edu.
If you have any concerns or questions about how you are being treated in this study,
contact Chair, IRB at 828.227.3177. By completing this survey, you have given your
consent to participate in this survey.
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The researcher agrees not to disclose specific information about schactisgdisthools,
or teachers. All information disclosed will be reported as statistical ddease respond
to this email if you would rather complete this survey in paper form. | appeeeur
willingness to help me with this study.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth S. Younce
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Appendix H
Definitions of Key Terms

English Language Learners (ELLS): ELLs are students whose homagns
not English and who are in the process of learning English (Yedlin, 2003). In North
Carolina, determining if a student is an ELL begins by the answers provided onea Hom
Language Survey form completed by all parents enrolling their childremawolsgNorth
Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2007b).

English as a Second Language Students (ESL): In this study, Englisleesna S
Language is a program for students who are learning English (Rossell, 2005).

Inclusion: In this study, inclusion refers to the integration of ELL students into
mainstream classes with no ESL teacher to assist in the classroomtuBéhts
participate in traditional middle school language arts classes, but may lmbquilfer
ESL services.

Mainstream: Mainstream classes are core or elective coursesaakeeadit and
are not designed as language service or special needs classes; howegtndEhis and
students with special needs may enroll in mainstream classes.

Middle School: In this study, a middle school consists of grades six through eight.
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Appendix |
Thank You and Reminder

Recently, you received an email with a web address regarding a survtyhabo
attitudes and perceptions of middle school language arts teachers of the inclusion of
English language learners in mainstream classes. If you alreadyetediiiie survey, |
sincerely appreciate your willingness to participate. If you have noiagetime, please
consider completing the survey today.

| realize this is a busy time of the year, but as language arts tegoberssponses are
critical to the results of this study. As | mentioned previously, your angwers
confidential and will be combined with others before results are reported. Ithease
previous email with the web address has been deleted from your email account, | am
providing the web address for you

Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me
(Elizabeth S. Younce) at 828.226.3570, or by email at eyounce@jcpsmail.org. You may
also contact my dissertation chair, Dr. Sandra Tonnsen at 828.227.3324, or by email at
tonnsen@email.wcu.edu. If you have concerns about your treatment as a paiticipa

this study, you may contact the IRB Chair at 828.227.3177. By completing and returning
this survey, you have given consent to participate in the survey.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,

Elizabeth S. Younce
Ed. D. Candidate
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Appendix J
Postcard Reminder

Dear

Several weeks ago you should have received a survey on English Language Learn
Students in Mainstream Classes. The survey was asking for your attitudes and
perceptions regarding the inclusion of English language learners. If you haveisampl
the survey, thank you very much! If you have not yet completed the spigagedo so

as soon as you can. Also, if you could talk with your middle school language arts
colleagues and ask them to complete the survey if they have not done so, it would be
greatly appreciated.

For your convenience, you may complete the survey online at

Thank you for your help and for your time in completing this survey. If you have any
guestions about the survey or you need the survey resent to you, please contact E.
Younce at 828.226.3570.
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Appendix K
Pilot Study Cover Letter
January 5, 2008
Dear Colleague,

| would like to invite you to participate in a pilot study. | am in the process gbletimg

a research study titled “North Carolina Middle School Language Artsh€esiAttitudes
and Perceptions of the Inclusion of English Language Learners in Mainstream
Classrooms.” Attached is a survey which is part of the research study anof &éig
terms and definitions. The pilot study is conducted to ensure the quality of the survey
constructed for this study. The survey data gathered in this pilot study wiknot
included in the final analysis of the data. After completing the survey, pleagerdhe
feedback questions included.

| believe this study is important and will benefit teachers throughout Nortiitzg as
well as school districts and teacher education programs. With the increasing nfimbe
English language learners enrolling in North Carolina public schools and federal
legislation holding schools and teachers accountable for the academic aemegem
English language learners, the goal of my study is to understand teat¢hdesitind
perceptions of the inclusion of English language learners in content area.classes

Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me
(Elizabeth S. Younce) at 828.226.3570, or by email at eyounce@jcpsmail.org. You may
also contact my dissertation chair, Dr. Sandra Tonnsen at 828.227.3324, or by email at
tonnsen@email.wcu.edu. If you have concerns about your treatment as a paiticipa

the pilot study, you may contact the IRB Chair at 828.227.3177. Thank you again for
your assistance. | appreciate your taking time from your busy schedudp me

complete this important research study.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth S. Younce
Ed. D. Candidate
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Appendix L
Feedback Questions for Pilot Study

Feedback Questions
Please answer the following questions after conmgehe survey.

. Which, if any, items on the survey were unclear to y@l€ase explain.)

. Which, if any, items did you find difficult to answePlease explain.)

. Approximately how long did it take you to complete the survey?

. This survey uses a four point scale (strongly agree, agree, disagree, agly stro
disagree). While completing this survey, did you feel this scale adequately
allowed you to express your opinio(i?not, please explain.)

. In your opinion, which, if any, items on the survey display a bias on the part of
the researcher?

. Please provide any additional comments you would like to make.

Thank you for participating in this pilot study



