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Supervisor: Zena Moore

A mixed methods study consisting of a survey and classroom observations was 

conducted with ten English-as-a-Second-Language teachers and 112 students from the 

Yellow Rose Independent School District (YRISD) to determine teacher effectiveness in 

the teaching of literacy to Middle School (MS) English-Language-Learners (ELLs) using 

the Language Enrichment II (LE II) Program. The survey explored teachers’ 

backgrounds, attitudes about teaching behaviors, program application, and beliefs and 

attitudes of the program. The classroom observations searched for classroom interaction.

Five research questions were asked: (1) Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy 

to MS ELLs using the LE II program based on teacher background? (2) Is teacher 

effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to MS ELLs using the LE II program based on 

teacher attitudes towards teaching behaviors? (3) Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching 

of literacy to MS ELLs using the LE II program based on teacher application of the LE II 

program? (4) Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to MS ELLs using the LE

II program based on teacher beliefs and attitudes of the LE II program? (5) Is teacher 
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effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to MS ELLs using the LE II program based on 

teaching behaviors? This research examined quantitative data to test the following

hypotheses: There is no statistically significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the 

teaching of literacy to Middle School English-Language-Learners using the Language 

Enrichment II Program as measured by student test scores among teachers with:

� Ho1: different backgrounds,

� Ho2: different attitudes towards teaching behaviors, 

� Ho3: different LE II application of program,

� Ho4: different teachers’ beliefs and attitudes of the LE II program, and

� Ho5: different teaching behaviors.

The findings show statistically significant differences in student achievement on 

standardized test scores when associated with certain attributes of teacher background, 

teacher attitudes toward teaching behaviors, teacher application of program, teacher 

beliefs and attitudes of the program and teaching behavior. Thus, the null hypotheses 

were rejected only for certain characteristics of the independent variables.
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CHAPTER 1

PROBLEM, QUESTIONS, PROCEDURES, DELIMITATIONS AND 

LIMITATIONS

INTRODUCTION

There is a large population of English-Language Learners in the Yellow Rose 

Independent School District (YRISD) in South Texas, which is the participating school 

district for this study. Being a Mexican-American woman, whose ethno-cultural identity 

is a key motivator for studying English literacy and the English-Language Learners

(ELLs); this researcher became involved with the education of the ELL population 

throughout her professional life as an educator.

From 1975 to 1980, this researcher’s fifth grade class was usually composed of 

approximately 30 to 35 students with a variety of reading abilities. Among the students 

were English-Language Learners who were literate in Spanish but were at the beginning 

level of English language acquisition and English-Language Learners who did not have a 

formal education in their native country; therefore, they were unable to read in Spanish or 

English. The instructional focus was on providing uniform classroom instruction for all 

pupils. Individual differences in reading ability were recognized and the class was 

divided into ability grouping for reading instruction. This provided the readers with an

opportunity to proceed at their own pace. Basal readers, which are used to form the 

reading base for a specific grade level, were used for instruction. Having multiple levels 

of reading ability in the classroom sometimes left very little time to address each 

individual need. Nonetheless, some English-Language Learners advanced quite rapidly. 
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However, others had great difficulty learning to read in English. Once identified, these 

students who had special needs in reading instruction were provided with remedial 

tutoring classes. This classroom setting seemed to repeat itself every school year and 

questions on how to address the problem of the non-readers surfaced continuously.

PROBLEM

MIDDLE SCHOOL ENGLISH-LANGUAGE LEARNERS

Public schools in America now serve 5.5 million students who do not speak 

English as a first language (Paige, 2004). Bernhardt (2000) wonders how instruction is to 

accommodate the array of first languages that come into play among learners of second-

language-literacy. This conceivably is the most imperative practical issue that faces the 

field of education today.

The U. S. Department of Education (www.ed.gov, 2005) reports the numbers of 

English-Language Learners in the United States schools have risen over the past two 

decades and continue to grow. The national growth of English-Language Learners

between the years of 1990 and 2000 grew 46 % from 2,388,243 to 3,493,118 

respectively. The number of limited Spanish English proficient students grew by 57 % 

nationwide between 1990 and 2000, with the largest density occurring in the states of 

California, Arizona, New Mexico and Texas.

For the school year 2003-2004, there were 44,315 students in the Yellow Rose 

Independent School District (YRISD) with the majority of the student population, 

approximately ninety-eight percent, of Hispanic origin. Most of these Hispanics were 

Mexican American, with 18,932 enrolled in bilingual or English-as-a-Second Language



3

instruction. Four thousand (4,000) of the English-Language Learners were enrolled in the 

secondary schools. Many of these 4,000 students were recent immigrants; some of whom 

arrived in this district unable to read in their first language.

LITERACY INSTRUCTION FOR ENGLISH-LANGUAGE LEARNERS

Literacy instruction for the English-Language-Learner is one of the many 

instructional priorities at the YRISD. In 1988, the YRISD implemented an integrated-unit 

approach curriculum framework with units for several subject areas to be used for ELL 

instruction in the YRISD middle schools. The integrated units were designed by the 

English-as-a-Second-Language (ESL) teachers under the supervision of the ESL 

coordinator and the guidance of the Bilingual Education administrator. Materials for 

different subjects were identified and selected and instructional objectives were written.  

Activities were also recommended for each subject area.

This in-house designed methodology provided the English-as-a-Second-Language 

(ESL) teachers with the required State of Texas educational elements. The ESL teachers 

were asked to integrate reading instruction and related language skills in the numerous 

learning activities, all focusing on a specific curriculum theme (Heilman, Blair & Rupley, 

1998).

Seven years later, the integrated unit approach was replaced by the current method 

for ESL instruction at the YRISD: the Language Enrichment II program. The Language 

Enrichment II (LE II) program, a program originally designed for dyslexic pupils, was 

introduced in the YRISD middle schools as a literacy program for ELLs and has been 

used for literacy instruction with the middle school recent immigrant ELLs ever since.
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THE LANGUAGE ENRICHMENT II PROGRAM

The Language Enrichment II (LE II) program was introduced to the YRISD 

middle school Reading, English and English- as-a-Second-Language (ESL) teachers at a 

meeting with YRISD curriculum personnel and Neuhaus Education Center personnel.

The teachers were informed of the district’s plan to use the program for literacy 

instruction with the middle school ELL student population. The teachers were also 

provided with information regarding the LE II program implementation and training 

requirements. LE II program implementation in the YRISD requires the training included 

with this program.

The Language Enrichment II program can be described as an Alphabetic Phonics 

based instructional program which follows contemporary versions of the Orton-

Gillingham method. This method was the basis for the work at the Texas Scottish Rite 

Hospital in Dallas that developed into the Alphabetic Phonics curriculum (Neuhaus Ed. 

Center, 2003). Alphabetic Phonics-based instructional programs emphasize 

characteristics associated with the English alphabet. These include phonological 

awareness, letter-sound correspondences, and the structure of English orthography 

(Adams, 1990). The goal of Alphabetic Phonics-based instruction is to develop rapid and 

accurate word recognition, reading comprehension, and spelling skills. This goal is 

achieved through direct and systematic instruction. The sequential program emphasizes 

the phoneme as the critical unit of analysis for successful reading, phonological analysis, 

and spelling (Neuhaus Ed. Center, 2003).
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The background of the LE II program is associated with Samuel T, Orton, a 

pathologist, neuropathologist, neurologist, and psychiatrist who studied and wrote about 

the neurobiological concepts and theories concerning dyslexia. Orton discovered that

dyslexia was not a perceptual dilemma or a problem with vision; to be more precise, it 

was a problem of language, a “specific reading disability” (Henry, 1998, p. 6).

In his studies, Orton found that fifty percent of his patients had reading difficulties.

These patients also had interrelated language ailments which including problems with 

receptive and expressive language, paragraph comprehension, spelling, composition, and 

other functions. These functions being: disorders in speech, disability in spelling and in 

writing, failure to get hold of skilled movements with accuracy, and difficulty in learning 

foreign languages after they had mastered English. Orton believed that the cause of 

dyslexia had a biological basis (Henry, 1998).

J. L. Orton (1966) informs us that Samuel T. Orton saw reading as one point of 

the child’s language maturity, preceded by oral language (hearing and speaking) and 

expressed in writing, which included spelling. Orton looked at the retardation of attaining 

reading as an assortment of interferences with the ordinary process of growth and 

development. He was overwhelmed with the instability in recognition and recall of the 

orientation of letters and the organization of letters in words, which he termed 

strephosymbolia meaning twisted symbols. He saw this as a difficulty of an exclusive 

nature in the association process. He observed mixed right-and-left laterality in the motor 

pattern of scores of retarded readers with these reversal predispositions. Orton 

constructed the hypothesis of an equivalent assortment of control in the two hemispheres 



6

of the brain in areas which sub serve the visual or reading part of the language role and 

are normally active only in the dominant hemisphere. He suggested that the mirrored 

(antitropic) images of the two hemispheres might conflict when the child tried to position 

together associations with letters and spoken words, thereby fabricating confusions and 

orientation miscalculations and a delay in learning to read (Orton, 1966).

Dyslexia as Defined by the Texas Education Agency. Current information on 

dyslexia, derived from The Dyslexia Handbook (2001) distributed by the Texas 

Education Agency, defines dyslexia as a disorder of structural origin noticeable by a 

difficulty in learning to read, write, or spell, apart from traditional instruction,

intelligence and socio cultural opportunity. Dyslexia is identified as one of several 

different learning disabilities. It is recognized as a specific language-based disorder 

characterized by difficulties in single-word decoding, usually reflecting insufficient 

phonological processing. It is described as difficulty with different forms of language

including problems with reading and proficiency in writing and spelling (International 

Dyslexia Association Research Committee in collaboration with the National Center for 

Learning Disabilities and the National Institutes of Child Health and Human 

Development, 1994).

A student may be identified as being dyslexic if the student displays intelligence, 

receives the same classroom instruction that benefits most children, but nevertheless

struggles with some or all aspects of reading, writing and/or spelling (The Dyslexia 

Handbook, 2001). The difficulties may take place in phonemic awareness and 
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manipulation, reading comprehension, single-word decoding spelling, reading fluency, 

and/or written composition (The Dyslexia Handbook, 2001).

Treatment for Dyslexia. Samuel T. Orton advocated that the treatment for 

dyslexia should be educational. He advocated “teaching aspects of the structure of the 

English language” (Henry, 1998, p. 8). He believed that the “logical training for dyslexic 

children would be that of extremely thorough, repetitive drill on the fundamentals of

phonic association with letter forms, both visually presented and reproduced in writing 

until the correct associations were built up and the permanent deletion of the reversed 

images and reversals in direction was sure assured” (Henry, 1998, p. 8).

Language Enrichment II Program Components

The Language Enrichment II program is a literacy program made up of several 

components. Students who are ELLs, newcomers in the ESL I classes, are instructed at 

the beginning of the school year with basic language skills using Foundations for 

Language (Neuhaus Education Center, 1999). Instruction with this component is done 

during the first six weeks of instruction with the LE II program. The first week of 

instruction with this component includes an introduction, which covers multisensory 

learning, the importance of multisensory learning and language learning. Also included 

are phonological awareness, letter recognition, oral language and listening instruction. 

The second week of instruction includes the history of English and instruction in 

phonological awareness, letter recognition, oral language, and listening. The other four 

weeks include phonological awareness, letter recognition, the alphabetic principle, rapid 

work recognition and oral language and listening (Neuhaus Education Center, 2000).
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Once the Foundations for Language (Neuhaus Education Center, 1999) are 

covered, the students are introduced to Multisensory Reading and Spelling (MRS) (Allen

and Wickerman, 1993). Multisensory Reading and Spelling is a structured, sequential 

curriculum for students who need to develop their reading and writing skills. The material 

recommended to be used in the ESL classes is found in two volumes of lessons, Book 1 

and Book 2 which contain 25 lessons each. The ESL teachers at YRISD are asked to 

cover one lesson per week. Each lesson presentation follows a schedule and teachers take 

approximately a week or more  to teach one lesson. Each lesson begins with a reading 

practice. The following materials are used and a definite sequence is followed when the 

teachers cover an MRS lesson: 1) The Initial Reading Deck (IRD) also known as the 

visual deck contains 98 English symbols with their pictured key words and identifying 

code marks (Cox, 2002). When covering the IRD the student is asked to say the name of 

the letter, to identify the picture on the card and then say the sound the letter represents 

(Allen & Wickerman, 1993). The IRD is presented daily in random order until students’ 

responses are instant and automatic (Cox, 2002). This is done in order to institute 

student’s instant translation of seen symbol into speech sound (Cox, 2002). 2) The 

teacher made Auditory Deck (Allen & Wickerman, 1993) is covered next. The Auditory 

Deck is used to sound out the letters to the students and have them write the letter. Each 

sound is on a different card so that the cards can be shuffled and can then be dictated in a 

different order in each lesson. 3) The Visual Review (Allen & Wickerman, 1993) consists 

of a reading syllables practice. 4) The Auditory Review (Allen & Wickerman, 1993) 

provides the students with an opportunity to listen to words echo the words and follow 
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the teacher instructions on the changes that will be made to the words. 5) The Spelling 

Review (Allen & Wickerman, 1993) provides the students with an opportunity to spell 

words. 6) The New Material (Allen & Wickerman, 1993) consists of a review of 

something that students already know. 7) The Visual Practice (Allen & Wickerman, 

1993) of new material contains exercises in which the students code words and read the 

words silently and orally. 8) The Auditory Practice (Allen & Wickerman, 1993) of new 

material consists of listening practices and echoing of the words dictated. 9) The Spelling 

Practice (Allen & Wickerman, 1993) consists of spelling practice activities. 10) The 

Review (Allen & Wickerman, 1993) section includes a review of the visual deck cards 

and the auditory deck.

Multisensory Grammar and Written Composition. Instruction with this component 

includes learning the parts of speech which are introduced using color codes. Activities 

include the reinforcement of the parts of speech and written expression (Carreker, 1993).

Practices for Developing Accuracy and Fluency. This LE II component includes 

stories found in a manual. The teachers are asked to select a story that is “one grade level 

below the reading level of the lowest reader in the group” (p. i). The teachers make 

copies of the stories and prepare a record sheet for each student. The students are then 

tested for reading for accuracy and fluency (Neuhaus Education Center, 2000). The

reading process includes: a) words for the story are reviewed with the Rapid Word 

Recognition Chart; b) the entire class reads the story; c) review the words on the Rapid 

Recognition Chart; d) review the punctuation marks found in the story; e) reread the 
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story; and f) individually reread the first 100 words of the same story (Neuhaus 

Education Center, 2000).

Multisensory Instruction

The components to the LE II program include the use of multisensory instruction. 

Multisensory instruction has been used to refer to any learning activity that includes the 

use of two or more sensory modalities simultaneously to take in or express information. It 

also refers to generic hands-on activities in the classroom that engage the tactile or 

kinesthetic senses. The assumed rationale for multisensory instruction has been that 

kinesthetic activities help to establish visual-auditory associations in learning grapheme-

phoneme correspondences, as well as to establish left-to-right letter progression (Orton, 

1966).

According to Moats & Farrell (1999) multisensory teaching connects listening; 

speaking, reading and writing, and these methods support the connection of oral language

with visual language symbols. These multisensory methods can involve the use of touch 

and movement to ease conceptual learning in all academic areas. Moats and Farrell 

(1999) further maintain that learning experienced through all senses is helpful in 

reinforcing memory. For example, they mention the Montessori, Fernald and Keller, 

Strauss and Lehtinen methods and indicate that these methods have reported positive 

results in the educational growth of students, and credit their success to the kinesthetic 

methods used. Each method contains an emphasis on language components and 

systematic, sequential, organized teaching.
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Phonological Awareness

Adams (1990) and Snow, et al. (1990) posit that phonological awareness which 

includes segmenting, blending, and manipulating sounds in words and learning the names 

of letter and their associated sounds, or awareness that speech is composed of smaller 

units of sound, is believed to facilitate understanding of the relationship between sounds 

and symbols in alphabetic languages.

LEARNING TO READ

Brady and Moats (1997) emphasize that “the kind of instruction needed to foster 

reading success must also address a variety of goals” (p. 10). First, they specify that 

children profit from instruction that is systematic, sequential and explicit. The student 

needs “to discover that words are composed of meaningless sounds and to learn to 

identify these sounds. Phonological sensitivity usually takes place in rhymes and the 

beginning sounds in words. Gradually, the child attends to the sounds at the ends of 

words and, eventually to the middle sounds, developing awareness of individual 

phonemes at all positions with spoken words” (p. 10). Students begin by reading and 

writing sounds in isolation, i.e., “linking the knowledge of the speech sounds with their 

corresponding letter patterns” (p. 10), then blending the sounds into syllables and words.  

Students acquire early decoding through systematic instruction “that highlights regular 

patterns in written English and from reading stories with words selected that enable them 

to practice their decoding knowledge” (p. 10). Reading for meaning through practice of 

spelling and reading skills will aid the students in learning to read. As the students’ 

reading skills progress, “ the need for decoding instruction shifts to more sophisticated 
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spelling patterns and on how to recognize the main syllable patterns in English. Brady 

and Moats (1997) also specify that “a good teaching program will encompass 

comprehension and writing skills” (p. 11).

Goldenberg (1996) reports that educators unfortunately, have little research upon 

which to base policy and practice when instructing English-Language Learners. Gersten 

and Woodward (1994) warn us that teachers tend to describe themselves as 

overwhelmingly uncertain about the appropriate methods to use to instruct these students 

in English.

Numerous issues have been raised in reference to teaching English literacy to the 

middle school English-Language Learners. For example, changes in the racial/ ethnic 

organization of student enrollment which can change the language and culture in the 

nation’s public schools. Even though differences in student backgrounds can offer 

opportunities to augment the learning environment, these differences can also raise 

challenges for schools (National Center for Education Statistics, 2004). These issues have 

opened avenues for research and the need to address these pedagogical concerns.

Choy (2003) in her interview of Professor Nonie Lesaux from the Harvard 

Graduate School of Education quotes the professor who states that in order to design a 

strong reading program for English-Language Learners, it is necessary to understand the 

uniqueness of English-Language Learners. Professor Lesaux indicates that while there is 

no superlative reading program for English-Language Learners, the best programs are 

usually designed to serve the needs of a particular group of English-Language Learners

and recognize the strong relationship between language development and literacy skills 
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(Choy, 2003). Lesaux also mentions that it becomes of paramount importance, especially 

with older students, to consider cultural orientation in literacy instruction when there is a 

dominant group of English-Language Learners in the classroom. She indicates that the 

students’ interpretation of literacy and the students’ cultural knowledge that comes from 

parents and family become important factors to consider. Implanting cultural knowledge 

into instruction can help to make it more germane and meaningful for students (Choy, 

2003). Therefore, to provide the reader with background on the English-Language-

Learner, the topics of culture, language and literacy are presented here for this mixed 

methods study.

CULTURE, LANGUAGE AND LITERACY

August and Hakuta (1997) specify that home culture validation, accommodation, 

or inclusion in the classroom may allow for effective schools. However, Leung (1994) 

reports that school is viewed as a culture that expects and reinforces a certain set of 

cultural abilities. Great time and effort has been spent on the search for a clarification  of 

the role of culture on the achievement model of minority students.

It is important for educators to realize that culturally and linguistically diverse 

learners come to schools with their own cultures, values and languages or dialect, which 

can differ from those of the school (Heilman, et al. 1998). This is supported by the Texas 

Education Code §§29.051-29.064, Chapter 89 under Adaptations for Special Populations 

Subchapter BB, Commissioner’s Rules Concerning State Plan for Educating Limited 

English Proficient Students Statutory Authority which specifies that the:
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Limited English proficient students shall be provided instruction using second 

language methods in English to introduce basic concepts of the school 

environment which instills confidence, self-assurance, and a positive identity with 

their cultural heritages. The program shall address the history and cultural 

heritage associated with both the students' home language and the United States 

(Texas Education Agency, 2004).

Understanding the Student’s Culture. Bavin (1995) reports that to facilitate 

knowing about interaction among the minority children in a classroom, it is important 

that the educator become aware of the interaction and language behavior of the students’ 

culture. Educators need to learn how different cultures address conversation, and also 

learn that children acquire linguistic forms and knowledge about appropriate language 

through social interactions. It is imperative to know that the manners in which children 

learn roles for verbal interactions and the ways they learn what is appropriate language 

behavior are shaped by culture.

Elsasser and Steiner (1987, p. 47) conceive that minority students on many 

occasions have not had the opportunity to maintain conversations with people who are 

not members of their economic and social community, therefore, the process before true 

communication between speakers of minority groups and members of the dominant 

culture becomes a reality requires time.

Over sixty years ago, Sapir warned against the fitting but dangerous symbol that 

culture is a neatly packed-up group of forms of conduct handed over little by little to the 

passively inquiring child (Wolcott, 1997). On the other hand, culture is not something 
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given, but something to be slowly but surely discovered (Wolcott, 1997). If minority 

students are to become cognizant of the dominant culture, which is the culture of the 

public institutions of education, they need to be provided opportunities to gradually 

discover the different cultures within a school setting. This will require patience from the 

institutions of education in order to allow ongoing discovery.

LANGUAGE

Collier (1995) specifies that to facilitate communication and cognitive processes, 

beginning a new language is similar to starting life all over again. Children who are 

“engaged in the process of language learning are viewed as active learners” (Elsasser & 

Steiner, 1987, p. 46). This process: “the interweaving of language and thought” (Elsasser 

& Steiner, 1987, p. 46) is the concept of internalization. In this process children “are able 

to unite the diverse strands of their experience to form critical human consciousness”

(Elsasser & Steiner, 1987, p. 46).

Bavin (1995) posits that when children are learning a language, people assume 

that children go through a one-word stage followed by a two-word stage. Actually, in 

order to produce language, children must be able to segment the speech stream into units 

of meaning. Thus, they must be able to extract and remember the units. While some 

children first produce single words and later combine these into longer words, others 

begin by segmenting related words from the input, which they later analyze into short 

units. 

Cambourne (1988) examined what comes to mind when one hears or reads the 

phrase “language learning.” He discovered that the picture in our mind is one of a young 
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child learning to use the oral mode of the language of his/her culture, i.e. learning to talk. 

He assessed that he very seldom gets a response which suggests that “language learning” 

also includes learning how to use the written form of language, i.e. learning how to read 

and write.

Patrikis (1988) posits that “the relation of language to culture will always be 

partial. Language is only one element of culture. It is a condition for culture; you can 

study language without culture, but you cannot study culture without language” (p. 22).

Heath (1986, p.147) conceives that language learning is cultural learning. The learning of 

language takes place within political, economic social, ideological, religious and aesthetic 

relationships of each community.

HOME LANGUAGE AND CULTURE

Trueba (1993) as cited by Faltis (1993) informs us that a child’s native language 

is an important instrument in the achievement of self-identity, cultural acquaintance and 

cognitive knowledge. Trueba (1993) points out “the reason disempowerment occurs in 

the context of rapid social, cultural, and linguistic change in immigrant, refugee, and 

other minority children is that many of these children experience a rapid loss of their 

home language and culture” (p. xiii). Trueba (1993) specifies, “In a very real sense, the 

home language and culture becomes the ‘survival kit’ for minority children” (Trueba as 

cited by Faltis, 1993, p. xiii).

SECOND CULTURE

As children become involved in the school setting, they bring with them their 

culture’s folk psychology, a system learned early in their lives and in which they have 
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learned to organize their experience in, knowledge about, and transactions with the social 

world (Bruner, 1990). Students already have perceptions of their culture and some 

perception of the dominant culture.

Brown (1995) has noted how second language learning in some ways involves 

acquiring a second identity, and how second language learning is often second culture 

learning. It is important to fully understand that different cultures are found in the 

institutions of public education. These institutions, which are required to meet the 

educational needs of all students, sometimes find themselves unprepared, and even 

unable to meet the needs of students who are not of the dominant culture.

In order to create instruction relevant to culture Ladson-Billings (1995) indicates 

that “culturally-relevant teaching must provide a way for students to maintain their 

cultural honor while succeeding academically” (p. 476). Wallerstein (1983) posits that in 

order to do well in the United States, new arrivals need English; yet for their emotional 

and social stability, the new arrivals also need to preserve their cultural integrity.

LITERACY

English-Language Learners are one of the most rapidly growing segments of our 

total student population. Yet, ELLs, especially those with Spanish as their first language, 

are two times as liable to be below the reading level of their Asian American or White 

peers even though literacy is one of the most elemental academic skills, essential in its 

own right and essential for triumph in all other academic areas (Hispanic Dropout 

Project, 1996; NCES, 1997; NAEP, 2000 as cited by Ramirez, 2000).
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Brady and Moats (1997) remind us that “reading failure is epidemic” (p. 2). 

“Declining test scores in reading have been noted in many states, most visibly in 

California, where the inability of children to read, spell, and write well has become a 

matter of widespread public concern” (p. 2).

Brozo and Simpson (1995) posit that meaningful developments are growing on 

the American literacy setting, and that low literacy levels can be found in both minority 

and majority students. “National assessment data of reading and writing continue to point 

to the fact that many junior and senior high school students cannot read or write beyond 

basic levels of literacy” (Brozo & Simpson, 1995, p. 4). It is evident that the concern 

about educating the ELL is not only a Texas concern but, as mentioned by Choy (2003), 

the whole United States is experiencing a problem with low literacy levels in the English-

Language Learner population. Even now, Roberts (1994) warns us that literacy concerns 

and issues are becoming increasingly important to ESL, Bilingual education (BE) 

practitioners, and teacher educators.

Snow, Burns and Griffin (1998, pp. 27 & 28) recognize that children from poor 

families, and of Hispanic descent are at much greater risk of poor reading outcomes than 

are middle-class, European-American, and suburban children. Hispanic students, 

especially those who are English-Language Learners, consistently are among those with 

the lowest levels of literacy, and are likely to come from homes that are poor and with 

parents with limited education (Ramirez, 2000).

Ruiz de Velasco (2002) relates, “Recent studies of immigrant secondary 

education programs have recognized two English-Language Learners subpopulations as 
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being of special concern” (p. 9). One special concern is the immigrant young person who 

arrives after the fourth grade. Time is limited for these students to become skilled in a 

new language and pass required subjects for promotion and high school graduation (Ruiz-

de-Velasco, 2002). Another subgroup, according to Ruiz-de-Velasco (2002), is the 

growing number of newcomers who are under-schooled, and, who must overcome

significant literacy gaps and the effects of sporadic schooling in their home countries.  

One estimate of prior schooling of middle school ELL students indicates that twelve 

percent of these students have missed two or more years of instruction since age six (Ruiz 

de Velasco, 2002). Under-schooled English-Language Learners mostly arrive in this 

country with a weak literacy base for learning a second language. They also have 

difficulty working at age-appropriate levels in required subjects even when these are 

taught in their native or first languages (Ruiz-de-Velasco, 2002). What is more, because 

most English-as-a-Second Language programs for secondary school students assume 

some native language literacy as a base for second language learning, they are not 

designed to develop the essential literacy “that children would normally have acquired in 

elementary schools” (Ruiz-de-Velasco, 2002, p. 10).

In Texas, Chapter 89 under Adaptations for Special Populations Subchapter BB,  

Commissioner's Rules Concerning State Plan for Educating Limited English Proficient 

Students Statutory Authority: The provisions of this Subchapter BB issued under the 

Texas Education Code, §§29.051-29.064, specifies the following:

(2) Linguistic. Limited English proficient students shall be provided intensive 

instruction to develop proficiency in the comprehension, speaking, reading, and 
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composition of the English language. The instruction in academic content areas 

shall be structured to ensure that the students master the required essential 

knowledge and skills and higher order thinking skills (Texas Education Agency, 

2004).

FIRST LANGUAGE LITERACY

In order to assure cognitive and academic success in a second language, a 

student’s first language system, oral and written, must be developed to a high cognitive 

level at least through the elementary school years. Many studies have found that 

cognitive and academic development in first language has an extremely important and 

positive effect on second language schooling (Collier, 1995).

Krashen (1996) specifies that being a good reader means that a child has gained a 

functional knowledge of the principles of the culture’s writing system, such as the 

English alphabetic writing procedure for children in the United States, and details of its 

orthography. Roberts (1994) posits that there is no loss of time in learning English, since 

skills will transfer as English is introduced. Roberts (1994) cites Goodman and Goodman

(1979) who found that elementary grade Spanish, Arabic, Samoan, and Navajo students 

learned to read English more easily if they were literate in their first language than if they 

were preliterate bilinguals. 

Krashen (1996) also indicates that first language reading has been shown to be a 

good predictor of second language reading ability for a wide variety of languages, 

including Spanish as a first language and English-as-a-Second Language. Krashen (1996) 

posits that if one learns to read by reading, it will be much easier to learn to read in a 
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language one already understands. There is no need to relearn acquired knowledge; thus, 

time spent developing conceptual knowledge in the primary language, including a 

multidimensional concept such as literacy is not considered wasted time (Roberts, 1994).

LITERACY INSTRUCTION IN MEXICO

Smith, Martinez-Leon and Jimenez (2003) conceive that attempts have been made 

to “draw on Mexican knowledge and practices around the area of literacy to improve 

reading instruction for Spanish- speaking students in the United States” (p. 3). Smith, et 

al. (2003) state that “until fairly recently, instruction and research on literacy 

development in U.S. schools paid little attention to the language and literacy practices 

ethnic- and linguistic-minority students bring to the classroom” (p. 1). 

In considering the literacy practices of other countries, Smith, et al. (2003) 

identified Mexico as the country of origin of various students in U.S. schools, and chose 

to conduct a qualitative study in central Mexico. They collected data over a period of six 

months and sought “to explain the ideas and ideologies about the uses of written and 

spoken language in Mexican schools and communities” (p. 3). Their goal being: to 

present the implications of their research for teachers of the United States “who work 

with students of Mexican origin” (p. 3).

Data collected involved first and fourth grade classrooms in two adjoining 

primary schools. One of the schools was attended by children of working-class parents. 

The other school was a private Montessori school which was attended mostly by children 

of “middle-class and professional parents” (p. 3).Thirty-four classroom observations were 

conducted in addition to audio-taped interviews with principals and teachers of first and 
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fourth grade at each school. Analysis was also conducted of student-produced texts and 

other documents which were created at the schools.

Smith’s, Martinez-Leon’s and Jimenez’s (2003) findings indicated the following 

in the uses of oral and written language: a) writing was highly controlled in both 

schools, b) student writing included short, isolated texts which derived from dictation or 

copying of models produced by the teacher, c ) students infrequently had opportunities 

to “write texts longer than the sentence level” (p. 3), d) exceptions included copying 

paragraph-length text from the chalkboard, e) no examples were observed of students 

writing for communicative purposes; f) there existed an “overall concern for correctness 

of form, in spelling, accent marks and punctuation, as well as in the actual quality of 

student handwriting” (p. 4); g) students’ work was edited at once and individually, h) 

literacy lessons were likely to be self-contained, and i) form of redone work was more 

important than content or meaning conveyed.

The author’s findings in the area of spoken language indicated: a) few restrictions 

were observed on what students said or how they said it, b) the noise level volume in the 

classrooms did not seem to distract the students nor the teacher, c) the observed talking in 

class was related to the lesson as indicated when the students called out answers to the 

teacher.

The author’s findings in the area of reading indicated that: a) reading was not as 

“controlled as students’ writing or as free as oral language” (p. 4), b) there were few 

instances of free reading observed and when it did occur, it was a solo activity and 

“regarded as outside the curriculum” (p. 4). 
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However, oral reading was greatly monitored and controlled. Students’ 

mispronunciations and/or inability to read a word were immediately corrected. Miscues 

during recitation were immediately corrected by teacher and students (Smith, et al. (2003).

Instructional trends in Mexico have also been studied by Miller (2001). He states 

that “Mexican educators consider literacy instruction to be a 2-year process. Usually the 

same teacher will have the students for the first 2 years of the primary school” (p. 712).

Miller (2001) posits that “each Mexican school has the traditional standardized 

curriculum, but at the same time each is unique” (p. 715). Miller (2001)  conducted a study 

throughout 20 years which included thirteen visits to Mexico, analysis of 632 

questionnaires, 100 visits to schools, 70 classroom visitations, interviews of 100 Mexican 

government officials and visitations to schools and government facilities in six Mexican 

states. The purpose was to provide an update on Mexican teachers’ viewpoints on reading 

instruction and primary school education.

In reference to writing, he found that “cursive writing instruction was removed from 

the curriculum in 1972 and reinstated in the 1992 reform” (p. 711). But even now, “only 49

% teach this skill” (p. 711).

Miller’s (2001) study included a question on reading in which teachers indicated 

that they spent time on each part of the language arts program mentioned in the question,

these being: “readiness, vocabulary, comprehension, oral reading and grammar” (p. 711).  

Miller (2001) found “in the 1998-1999 questionnaires, 82 % of the teachers focused on 

reading readiness, 90 % on vocabulary, 88 % on comprehension, 87 % on oral reading and 

91 % on the teaching of grammar” (p. 711).
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In reference to materials and activities used to supplement the curriculum, “90 % of 

the teachers conducted class discussions, 87 % used classroom libraries, 86 % used small 

group instruction, and 86 % read to the students” (p. 712). 

Miller (2001) states that in 1993-1994 a new curriculum was introduced in Mexico 

with an “emphasis was on cursive writing, critical thinking and task-based instruction. 

There was less emphasis on the structural linguistic approach and teachers were free to 

choose their method for initial reading instruction” (Miller, 2001, p. 712). The new model 

of instruction allows teachers to pick and choose the methods and the strategies that they 

feel work best for them. Answers to the questionnaire indicated that “About 11 % of the 

teachers indicated that they used the onomatopeyico system” (p. 713). This method allows 

for the teaching of sounds, followed by the teaching of syllables. The sight-word method is 

used by about 18 % of the teachers. The eclectic method, “whereby they borrowed from 

the other methods” (p. 713) is used by 32 % of the teachers. Another method used is 

PALEM (Propuesta para el Aprendizaje de la Lengua Escrita y las Matemáticas) whereby 

“the students learn reading comprehension through writing” (p. 713). 

LIMITED PROFICIENCY IN ENGLISH

Snow, Burns and Griffin, (1998) posit that “Speaking a nonstandard variety of 

English can impede the acquisition of English literacy by introducing greater deviations

in the representation of sounds, making it hard to develop sound-symbol links” ( pp. 27 & 

28). This variation in the use of the English language and a limited proficiency in English 

have been presented as an explanation for the English-Language Learners’ higher risk of 

reading difficulties.
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Snow, Burns and Griffin (1998) found English-Language Learners experience 

difficulty when interacting with English text if they do not have some mastery of English. 

A child who is considered a good reader in English is one who has gained a functional 

knowledge of the principles of the English alphabetic writing system. For alphabetic 

languages, many of the same principles that are valid in English are also valid for the 

other languages.

Ruiz de Velasco (2002) relates that the education of English-Language Learners

encompasses a critical need for new and as yet undiscovered resources. 

ENGLISH LANGUAGE LITERACY 

It is currently recommended that when students are attempting to learn to read 

English, the English-language-learner should learn to speak English first which will 

contribute to the students’ eventual fluency in English reading. There is indication that 

oral proficiency provides a foundation to support ensuing learning about the alphabetic 

principle through an understanding of the structure of spoken English words and of the 

language and content of the material they are reading (Snow, et al. 1998). A significant 

instructional implication is that English-Language Learners should develop their English 

oral abilities first, and then later, when oral proficiency is more developed, second-

language reading should be introduced. However, it is unclear whether English-as-a-

Second Language oral proficiency is a prerequisite for English-as-a-Second Language

reading (Fitzgerald, 1995).

Antunez (2002) specifies that “reading is the skill upon which success in every 

other academic area is based” (p. 1). She specifies that the teaching and learning of 
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reading remains complex, especially for the English-language learner with their many 

linguistic and academic characteristics. Antunez (2002) further explains that it cannot be 

assumed that what works in teaching English literacy instruction is to all intents and 

purposes what works in literacy instruction to English-Language Learners. She specifies 

that reading programs must be tailored to the students the program serves (Antunez, 

2002).

LITERACY DEVELOPMENT

Brady and Moats (1997) say that “literacy instruction is a complicated task” (p. 

1). To answer the question on the difficulty of learning to read, Brady and Moats (1997) 

tell us that “the unnaturalness of written language, and the intellectual demands of 

learning to read, is one reason much of the world remains illiterate” (p. 4). Different 

recommendations and assessments have been shared by researchers regarding literacy 

development. Flores (1982) as cited by Barnitz (1985) states that “a growing body of 

evidence illustrates that language differences, although they influence reading, do not 

necessarily interfere with reading” (p. 8). Language differences indicate the language 

differences between the students’ native language and English. Barnitz (1985) specifies 

that “n onnative English speakers can learn to read English while they are learning the 

language” (p. 8); they learn language and learn to read a language by using and reading it.  

Hudelson (1984) specifies that “ESL learners are able to read English before they have 

oral control of the language” (p. 224). Consequently, language and reading instruction 

support each other (Barnitz, 1985). Barnitz (1985) mentions that the more a child 

practices oral language the more vocabulary learned, the easier reading becomes for the 
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English-language learner. Barnitz (1985) also explains that once having learned the 

symbols and beginning to read, the reader interacts with the text, and during the reading 

process, constructs a meaningful representation of text through an interaction of his/her 

conceptual and linguistic knowledge with the cues that are in the text.

Barnitz (1985) also informs us that “reading a second language can be facilitated 

or “short-circuited” by the extent of language proficiency” (p. 9) and “can facilitate 

growth in second language proficiency” (p. 9). This growth in a second language can be 

secured by listening to high interest reading as well as by reading aloud, and silent 

reading. Reading allows for repetition, which allows the vocabulary to be internalized 

and later used in what is spoken and what is written.

READING STRATEGIES AND TRANSFER

Durgunoglu and Öney (2000) emphasize “It has been well documented that 

students with limited English proficiency are at higher risk for having reading problems” 

(p. 78). Durgunoglu and Öney (2000) indicate it is not clear how “initial exposure to 

literacy in a second-language affects the subsequent development of literacy skills in that 

language” (p. 79). Reviews by Fitzgerald (1995a, 1995b) cite a large amount of evidence 

that readers use knowledge of their native language as they read in a second language and 

specify that Spanish phonological awareness and Spanish word recognition predict 

children’s English word recognition and pseudo-word recognition.

Gersten (1996) indicates that teachers need to teach children how to transfer into 

English what they know in their native language. Recently bilingual education theorists 

believed that once students were academically proficient in their native language and 
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could understand abstract concepts, they would easily transfer these abstract concepts 

into English provided they had had adequate exposure to English and were motivated to 

learn English. However, more recent research has shown that this type of cross-language 

transfer is more difficult for children than was previously believed. Even proficient 

readers must work hard to transfer knowledge from one language to another. For less 

proficient readers, the problem is immense.

Cummins (1979) tells us that academically mediated language skills are 

interdependent, thus the level of second language competence which a bilingual child 

attains is partially a function of the type of competence the child has developed in the 

first language at the time in which intensive exposure to the second language begins 

(Cummins, 1979). In this hypothesis Cummins proposed that the successful transfer of 

knowledge and expertise across languages was dependent on the development of 

cognitive proficiency in one language-usually the dominant language. Barnitz (1985) 

assures that “similarly, as reading and language are intimately related, much language 

and literacy proficiency in one language can transfer to proficiency in another language” 

(p, 9).

Kamil (2003) mentions a review conducted by the National Literacy Panel made 

of six subgroups who reviewed literature on the relationship between primary and second 

language literacy. The subgroups primarily focused on development which is “the 

relationship between oracy and literacy as well the skills from L1 to L2” (p. 11). Sixty-

one studies were found that particularly investigated the transfer of literacy among 

languages. Preliminary examination revealed that 20 % to 30 % of L1 skills transfer to 
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L2.  The components that transferred included cognates (Spanish and English). The 

subgroups found that approximately 10,000-15,000 cognates transferred, “which is 

equivalent to one-third to one-half of the average educated person’s active vocabulary” 

(p. 11). The subgroups also found that writing often exceeds oral proficiency, and may be 

dependent on orthography and connected to spelling. The subgroups’ findings regarding 

spelling indicated there is “short- term negative interference from the first language, as 

well as predictable invented spelling errors” (p. 11). The subgroups also found “a positive 

transfer between primary language and second language, especially with regards to 

phonemic awareness with few negative transfer outcomes” (p. 11). They also found that 

“vocabulary transfers with greater ease from one cognate language to another” (p. 11).

There is more evidence, direct and indirect, supporting the cross-language-

transfer hypothesis. Jimenez (1994) in his studies of language transfer describes language 

as a general term describing the carryover of previous performance or knowledge to 

subsequent learning. Transfer in the context of bilingual individuals, as stated by Jimenez 

(1994), refers to timely cross-linguistic accessing of information. It involves recognition 

on the part of a bilingual individual that a situation or problem is similar enough to 

information learned in one’s other language such that a link is justified between the two 

domains (Jimenez, 1994). Positive transfer occurs when the prior knowledge benefits the 

learning task-that is, when a previous term is correctly applied to present subject matter. 

Negative transfer occurs when previous performance disrupts the performance on a 

second task (Jimenez, 1994).
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Roberts (1994) draws our attention to the fact that the question of transferability 

of literacy skills is mostly related to how literacy is defined. Roberts (1994) indicates that 

the response to this statement is both affirmative and negative. Affirmative responses are 

hereby considered. Definitions, which limit literacy to encoding/decoding skills and

functional abilities generally involve rather low level skills and are determined by 

consensus to transfer. Lessow-Hurley (1990) as cited by Roberts (1994) specifies that

“these skills include pre-reading skills of directionality, sequencing, the ability to 

distinguish shapes and sounds, and knowledge that written symbols correspond to sounds 

and can be decoded in order and direction” (p. 2). Mace-Matluck (1982) as cited by 

Roberts (1997) indicates that “other skills include: activation of semantic and syntactic 

knowledge; recognition of some rhetorical devices and knowledge of text structure” (p. 

2); additionally, Goodman, Goodman and Flores, (1979) as cited by Roberts (1994)

identify the skill of “learning to use cues to predict meaning” (p. 2); and Hudelson (1987) 

identifies the strategies such as “awareness of the variety of purposes for reading and 

writing, providing information describing a process, and strategies such as 

experimenting, and hypothesizing, creating, and constructing meaning” (p. 2.).

Negative responses are hereby considered. Roberts (1994) specifies that “many 

are beginning to see literacy as much more than a decoding/encoding skill” (p. 3). 

Fishman (1989) as cited by Roberts (1994) posits that literacy can be seen as “a

phenomenon that requires local cultural validity and that may, therefore, take different 

forms, pursue different goals, be linked to different contextual and institutional supports 

from one speech community to another and even from one speech network to another”
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 (p. 2). Weinstein (1984) as cited by Roberts (1994) says that “literacy is not a set of 

mechanical coding and decoding skills, but rather a way of processing information which 

will affect ways of interacting (p. 3).

Collier (1994) attests that academic knowledge, academic skills, conceptual 

development, concept formation, subject knowledge and learning strategies developed in 

the first language will all transfer to the second language. Baker (1996) posits that a 

child, who learns to read in Spanish at home or in school, does not have to start from the 

beginning when learning to read in English. Both in learning to read and in learning to 

write, language skills acquired in a first language can, at least, if developed beyond a

certain point in their primary language (L1), be recruited at relatively early stages of their 

second language (L2) acquisition for relatively skilled performance in their second 

language (L2), consequently, shortcutting the normal developmental progression in their 

L2. 

INITIAL INSTRUCTIONAL PLACEMENT OF THE ENGLISH-LANGUAGE LEARNER AT 

YRISD

The middle school English-Language Learner arrives at YRISD and attends the 

middle school that he/she is zoned for. There are ten middle schools at YRISD. Upon 

arrival, the Home Language Survey (Texas Education Agency, §89.1215) is administered 

to each student new to the district and to students previously enrolled who were not 

surveyed in the past. The home language survey is used to establish the student’s 

language classification for determining whether the district is required to provide a 

bilingual education or English as a second language program. The school district requires 
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that the survey be signed by the student’s parent or guardian for students in grades pre-

kindergarten through Grade 8, or by the student in grades 9-12. The original copy of the 

survey is kept in the student’s permanent record. The home language survey is 

administered in English and Spanish. For students of other language groups, the home 

language survey is translated into the home language whenever possible. 

The home language survey contains the following questions: 1. What language is 

spoken in home most of the time? 2. What language does your child (do you) speak most 

of the time?

All middle school students new to YRISD who answer English to both questions 

on the HLS are assigned to an all-English program and are categorized as non-ELL.  All 

students who are new to the district, and who answer Spanish to either of the HLS 

questions, for whom no information is obtained from the previous school district, are

placed into an ESL program if they meet the following criteria:

• The score on the English oral language proficiency test is 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5,

• If the student’s score on either the English reading or the English language 

section of the norm-referenced test at his/her grade level is below the 40th

percentile; or

• Does not meet state performance standards for the English language 

criterion-referenced assessment instrument (TAKS) Standard Scale Score 

in Reading and Writing as applicable,

• In the absence of the above required data, evidence that the student is not 

academically successful
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• All English-Language Learners assigned to the Bilingual Education 

Program are categorized according to the following: Beginner, 

Intermediate or Advanced.

If the response on the home language survey indicates that a language other than 

English is used, the student is tested in accordance with (§89.1225) of the title (relating to 

Testing and Classification of Students).

See Table 1.1 for pre-LAS-Oral student scale scores for this study’s student 

sample.

Table 1.1

Interpretation of LAS-Oral 2C/2D Total Pre-Test Score for Student Sample

Number of Students Score Level Category

111 0-54 1 Non-English Speaker

0 55-64 2 Limited English Speaker

1 65-74 3 Limited English Speaker

0 75-84 4 Fluent English Speaker

0 85-100 5 Fluent English Speaker

At YRISD the Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) which is 

composed of an administrator, a bilingual or ESL teacher and a parent of a bilingual or 

ESL student that is not an employee of the district, must meet within four weeks of the 

students’ initial enrollment in the district. The LPAC obtains all necessary 

documentation, convenes, reviews all pertinent information, and decides if the student 
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meets the English-Language Learner criteria Education Code §29.063 (ca); 19 TAC 

§89.1220 (a)-(g ).

The LPAC then a) designates the language proficiency level of each English-

Language Learner, b) the level of academic achievement of each English-Language 

Learner, c) designates, subject to parental approval, the initial placement of each students 

in required bilingual or ESL program, d) facilitates the participation of ELLs in other 

special programs for which they are eligible provided by the district with either state or 

federal funds, and e) classifies students as ELL and recommend their exit from the 

bilingual or ESL program.

The LPAC also documents all the following information on the special programs 

folder at YRISD:

• the identification of the student as ELL,

• the designation of the student’s level of language proficiency,

• the recommendation of program placement,

• parental approval of entry into, and placement within, the program,

• the dates of exemptions fro the criterion-referenced test, criteria used for 

this determination, and criteria provided to students to ensure adequate yearly 

progress,

• The date of exit from the program and parental notification; and



35

• The results of monitoring for academic success, including students 

formerly classified as limited English proficient, as required under the Texas 

Education Code, (§29.063 ( c ) (4).

YRISD also requires that the LPAC document program design codes for special

education Limited English Proficient students (§89.1220). These are: Special Education 

teacher with Bilingual/ESL Certification, Reading Improvement with Bilingual/ESL 

Certified teacher, ESL Inclusion, ESL Technology Lab, Tutorial with ESL 

Methodologies, ESL Methodologies Staff development; Co-planning between 

Bilingual/ESL and Special Education teachers, use of Bilingual/ESL state-adopted 

materials in the Special Education class and parental contacts in first language and other 

(supported by written documentation).

Parental Authority and Responsibility. YRISD follows the recommendation 

specified by §89.1240 Parental Authority and Responsibility (Texas Reg. 3107, 2002):

• The parents at YRISD are notified that their child has been classified as 

limited English proficient and recommended for placement in the required 

bilingual education or ESL program.

• Ensures that the parents understand the  purpose of the program content.

• The parents are also provided information describing the ESL language 

program recommended; its benefits to the students and its being an 

integral part of the school program.

• The parent/guardian is asked for approval in writing of entry or placement 

of the student in the ESL program.
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• The parent’s approval is considered valid for the student’s continued 

participation in the required ESL program until the student meets the exit 

criteria described in §89.1225(B) of this title  “Testing and Classification 

of Students”, graduates from high school or the parent requests a change 

in program placement.

HIGH STAKES TESTING

Afflerbach (1998) posits that “reading assessment must play a central role in our 

efforts to help every child learn to read” (p. 239). English-Language Learners at YRISD 

are tested with the state mandated Reading Proficiency Test every spring of the school 

year. Afflerbach (1998) informs us that “large-scale district-wide and state-wide reading 

assessments are often labeled high stakes because they are presumed to have potentially 

serious consequences for students and teachers” (p. 253).

Hoffman, Assaf and Paris (2001) quote (Heubert & Hauser, 1999) who posit that 

state mandated standardized tests are “ ‘high stakes’ because they are often used to make 

decisions about tracking, promotion and graduation of students (p. 237). The concern with 

high-stakes testing is with the “negative impact  on students, especially low-achieving and 

minority students, who may be retained in grade or denied high school promotion because 

of poor test performance” (Hoffman, et al. 2001, p. 237). However, proponents of high 

stakes testing argue that these tests are beneficial for minority students because “they hold 

all schools-be they rich or poor, predominantly white or predominantly minority to 

identical standards” (La Roche & Shriberg, 2004, p. 211).
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The Reading Proficiency Test in English (RPTE) was meant to serve as a “guide to 

measure the progress English-Language Learners make toward their eventual 

assessments by the English TAKS” and is “based upon the structure of the English TAKS 

Reading exam” (Valenzuela & Black, 2000) as cited by Rodriguez, Robertson, Kramer &

UT Austin, (2004, pp.6-7). However, Rodriguez, et al. (2004 p. 8) cite Valenzuela and 

Black, (2000) who indicate that “The actual data reported by the Texas Education 

Agency on the Reading Proficiency Test in English (RPTE) do not bear out its promise as 

a tool for measuring the linear advancement of students” (p. 8). Multi-year statewide data 

suggests “students may remain at levels of proficiencies over more than one year” (p. 8).

“in 2001, 51 % of the students who were receiving ESL or bilingual instruction for four 

years or more did not reach an Advanced level” (p. 8).

Valenzuela and Black (2000) as cited by Rodriguez, et al. (2004) posit that the 

Reading Proficiency Test in English (RPTE) “does not fit within the official accountability 

formulae for determining individual and school ratings” (p. 6). However, “its similarity to 

the TAKS invites the same fever of reporting and comparison, and makes it susceptible to 

similar kinds of policy-making” (p. 7). 

The passage of the federal legislation No Child Left Behind of 2002 allowed for 

the modification of using the RPTE as a guide to preparation for the TAKS. With this law, 

schools now need to demonstrate Adequate Yearly Progress for preset percentages of each 

of its students, including English-language learners “across a matrix of assessments which 

are negotiated between the states and the U. S. Dept of Education” (Rodriguez, et al. 2004 

p. 8).



38

Valencia and Buly (2004) posit that “every year thousands of U.S. students take 

standardized tests and state reading tests, and every year thousands fail them” (p. 149).  

Valencia and Buly (2004) cite Elmore, (2002); Linn & Shepard, (2000) who state that 

“although legislators, administrators, parents, and educators have been warned repeatedly 

not to rely on a single measure to make important instructional decisions” (p. 149), “scores 

from state tests still seem to drive the search for programs and approaches that will help 

students learn and meet state standards” (Valencia & Buly, 2004, p. 149). 

Valencia and Buly (2004) further indicate that “in the current environment of 

high-stakes testing and accountability, it has become more of a challenge to keep an eye 

on individual children, and more difficult to stay focused on the complex nature of 

reading performance and reading instruction” (p. 164). Valencia and Buly (2004) 

conducted an empirical study in a U.S. school district of 18,000 students. They drew from 

the results of the study which addressed students who failed a fourth-grade state reading 

test. Approximately fifty percent of students had failed the test over the past years. They 

randomly selected 108 students during September of their fifth grade, who were not 

receiving supplemental studies or English as a Second Language instruction. The purpose 

was to understand test failure of students who are typically found in the regular classroom 

and are experiencing reading difficulty. Regular classroom teachers were responsible for 

the reading instruction of the students.

The 43 percent of English-language learners in their student sample were not 

receiving additional support since their reading abilities were considered sufficient 

according to school guidelines. This allowed the ELLs to exit supplemental ESL programs, 
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but they were failing state tests and not doing very well in their classroom. Valencia and 

Buly (2004) recommend that ELLs be provided additional help in the form of “more 

sustained instructional support over time and of scaffolding their integration into regular 

classrooms” (p. 164).

Valencia and Buly (2004) also indicate that the evidence of their study 

demonstrates “that students fail state reading tests for a variety of reasons and that, if we 

are to help these students, we will need to provide appropriate instruction to meet their 

varying needs” (p. 161). They mention strategies that may help classroom teachers meet 

the needs of their students. For example, they posit that “teachers need to go beneath the 

scores on state tests by conducting additional diagnostic assessments that will help them 

identify students’ needs” (p. 162). To address the different reading needs of the students, 

they recommend that instruction be “multilevel, flexible and small-group.” They specify 

that “students need materials that differ in difficulty, topic and familiarity; and guided 

practice to apply the strategies to different types and levels of materials”

(p. 162).

La Roche and Shriberg (2004) quote Figueroa and Hernandez (2000) who state 

that: “The sheer diversity of backgrounds among U.S. students (particularly the large 

number of Latino students for whom English is a second language) provides a massive-

and to this point unsolved-challenge to the validity of high-stakes tests” (p. 212).

La Roche and Shriberg (2004, p. 212) introduce the challenges presented by high-

stakes exams to Latino students: 1) Receipt of a diminished, test prep-heavy curriculum



40

(p. 214). 2) “Disproportion in the admittance to courses and material that normally are 

significant requisites to success in state-created exams” (p. 212). 3) “Misinterpretation and 

overgeneralization of test results” (p. 212). Linn (2000) relates that “When a new high stakes 

exam is created, the typical pattern is that Latino students will score very poorly relative to 

White students and/or more affluent students” p. 213). These Latino students show gains in 

performance with each ensuing administration of the exam. Typically, this growth levels off 

over time. “When either the test is significantly altered or the same, students are compared 

based on a different achievement measure test scores drop and gaps between white and non-

white students remain significant” (Linn, 2000, p. 213). 4) “Increased dropout rates among 

minority and/or lower performing students are a common finding in states that have 

implemented high-stakes exam” (p. 213). 5) Negative psychological implications. “In Texas 

it has been reported that the combination of past low performance on a high stakes test and 

the knowledge that one must pass a similar test to graduate has had negative psychological 

effects on students” (Valenzuela, 2000, p. 214). “These effects may include reduced 

academic motivation, increased test anxiety, and fewer students viewing college as a realistic 

possibility even if students feel confident about their ability to pass their school’s other 

graduation requirement” (Valenzuela, 2000, p. 214).

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The rationale for this study was to determine teacher effectiveness in the teaching 

of literacy to middle school English-Language Learners using the Language Enrichment 

II program at the YRISD.
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The primary purpose for this research includes determining teacher effectiveness 

in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language Learners using the

Language Enrichment II program. This program is primarily designed for use with other

student populations such as children with dyslexia. Teacher effectiveness in literacy

instruction with recent immigrant students was measured using scale scores on the 

Reading Proficiency Test in English (RPTE) and the Language Assessment Scales-Oral 

(LAS) for school year 2003-04.

Several influences, independent variables, on the RPTE and LAS-Oral were 

assessed for impact on the students’ scores:

• teacher background

• teacher attitudes towards teaching behaviors

• teacher application of Language Enrichment II program

• teacher beliefs and attitudes of the Language Enrichment II program, and

• teaching behavior.

Approximately 20,000 YRISD students are English-Language Learners. Every 

year thousands of recent immigrant students arrive at the YRISD from many parts of the 

world, with a great majority coming from Mexico. Since the majority of the ELLs in the 

YRISD arrive from Mexico, and the language spoken in Mexico is also an alphabetic 

language, these students seem to have an educational advantage over those ELLs who are 

not familiar with an alphabetic language such as English.

This study is significant in that:
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1) There is limited research on teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to 

English-Language Learners using an intervention such as Language Enrichment II.

2) The information derived from this investigation will contribute to a literacy

program planner’s understanding of teachers’ attitudes and beliefs and effectiveness 

when using the Language Enrichment II program for instruction.

3) With this information, professionals working with English-Language Learners

can obtain a better understanding of how important it is to assess the variables presented 

in this mixed methods study and teacher effectiveness when selecting a literacy program 

for English-Language Learners.

4) The information gathered also may be used to refine and improve the quality and 

composition of existing literacy programs used with English-Language Learners.

STUDY QUESTIONS

Five questions guided the conduct of research and analysis of data.  

1) Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher background?  

2) Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher attitudes towards teaching 

behaviors?

3) Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher application of the Language 

Enrichment II program?

4) Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-
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Language Learners using the Language Enrichment II program based on teacher beliefs 

and attitudes of the LE II program?

5) Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the LE II program based on teaching behaviors?

HYPOTHESES

For the research questions the null hypotheses were assumed and tested 

employing Analysis of Variance.

Ho1: There is no statistically significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the 

teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language -Learners using the LE II 

program as measured by student test scores among teachers with different backgrounds.

Ho2: There is no statistically significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the 

teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language -Learners using the LE II 

program as measured by student test scores among teachers with different attitudes 

toward teaching behaviors.

Ho3: There is no statistically significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the 

teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language -Learners using the LE II

program as measured by student test scores among teachers with different LE II program 

application.

Ho4: There is no statistically significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the 

teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language -Learners using the LE II 

program as measured by student test scores among teachers with different beliefs and 

attitudes of the LE II program.
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Ho5: There is no statistically significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the 

teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language Learners using the LE II program 

as measured by student test scores among teachers with different teaching behaviors.

PROCEDURES

The study followed a quantitative mixed methods study design. Surveys and 

observations of ten middle school YRISD ESL teachers were conducted to gather data on 

influences on student performance. Student performance and teacher effectiveness were 

measured with student scale scores on the Reading Proficiency Test in English (RPTE) 

and the Language Assessment Scales-Oral (LAS-Oral). One hundred twelve middle 

school students from YRISD participated in the study.

Literacy for English-Language Learners Survey (LFELLS)

The Literacy for English-Language Learners Survey (LFELLS) was the tool 

designed by this researcher to gather data. It contained four sections: (a) the Survey of 

Bilingual Teachers’ Epistemology and Teaching Practices (SBTETP); (b) Teaching 

Behaviors Questionnaire (TBQ); (c) Teacher Application of the  LE II program; and (d) 

Teacher Beliefs and Attitudes of the LE II program. The works of Marchant and Bowers 

(1990) and Flores (1999) were used for survey construction. Permission was granted 

through electronic mail by G. J. Marchant to use the Teaching Behaviors Questionnaire 

in totality. Section one of the SBTETP was used with permission from Flores (1999).

The ten participating ESL teachers are experts in the area of teaching with the 

Language Enrichment II, as they have received extensive training on the philosophy, use 

and implementation of the program. They have also participated in on-going review 
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sessions, and several practicums. Their answers on the Literacy for English-Language 

Learners Survey (LFELLS) were the major items of analysis. 

The demographic information on the teachers was obtained through questions 

regarding; (a) educational degrees obtained; (b) certification and; (c) English-as-a Second 

Language (ESL) teaching experience. The assessment of attitudes toward teaching 

behavior was explored through the use of 36 closed Likert-scale format items found in 

the Teaching Behaviors Questionnaire by Marchant and Bowers (1990). The assessment 

of the teachers’ application of the LE II program was examined through ten (10) Likert-

scale format items in a closed interview. The assessment of teacher beliefs and attitudes 

of the LE-II program was looked at with a closed interview containing nine (9) Likert

scale format items.

The researcher utilized MINITAB to assist in the analysis of the survey data. Part 

A of the LFELLS included the teacher sample backgrounds and served to answer 

research Question #1: Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school 

English-Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher background?  

Data gathered for Part B of the LFELLS included teacher attitudes toward 

research-based teaching behaviors as measured by Teaching Behaviors Questionnaire 

(Marchant, 1990) which contained 36 questions. This information served to answer 

research Question #2: Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school 

English-Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher attitudes towards 

teaching behaviors? Data gathered for Part C of the LFELLS measured teachers’ 

application of the LE II program. This information served to answer research Question # 
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3: Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language 

Learners using the LE II program based on teacher application of the Language 

Enrichment II program? Data gathered for Part D of the LFELLS measured teachers’ 

beliefs and attitudes of the LE II program. This information served to answer research

Question #4: Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher beliefs and attitudes of the 

LE II program?

FLANDERS INTERACTION ANALYSIS SYSTEM CATEGORIES (FIAC)

The participating ten teachers were also observed using the Flanders Interaction 

Analysis Categories (FIAC) in their Beginners English-as-a-Second Language

classrooms for the purpose of obtaining classroom interaction data, specifically teaching 

behavior. Flanders (1970) posits that “the major feature of this category system lies in the 

analysis of initiative and response which is a characteristic of interaction between two or 

more individuals” (p. 39). A total of thirty classroom observations of twenty minutes 

each were conducted. The observations occurred every two weeks for twenty minutes for 

a total of three observations per teacher. Each of the observations was conducted using an 

observation form which allowed for 399 codings. The researcher and Associate-Observer 

coded the observation form every three seconds for a total of 20 minutes. In summation, 

1,197 observation codings were made per teacher. This information served to answer

research Question 5: Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school 

English-Language Learners using the LE II program based on teaching behaviors?
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STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Standardized scores for Reading Proficiency Test in English (RPTE) and 

Language Assessment Scales-Oral scores (LAS-Oral) were collected for the 112

participating students for the 2003-04 school year. These scores were used as the measure 

for determining teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the Language Enrichment II program. 

Analysis were used to describe the relationship of 

• student achievement and teacher background

• student achievement and teacher beliefs and attitudes toward teaching 

behavior

• student achievement and the LE II program application

• student achievement and teacher beliefs and attitudes of the LE II 

program; and

• student achievement and teaching behaviors.

DELIMITATIONS

Findings from this investigation are representative of the participating YRISD 

teachers, students and programs. The results of this study will be generalizable only to 

other populations of this kind.  The units of analysis are specific to the YRISD and these 

factors should be considered when extrapolating to other populations.
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LIMITATIONS 

Sample Limitations

Due to achievability and economic constraints (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991), a 

total of ten accessible English-as-a-Second Language teachers were conscripted to 

participate in this study. The number of participating teachers was limited because of the 

select group in which they belong.  Including these specialized teachers in the research 

was necessary as the number of teachers who are teaching the LE II program to recent 

immigrants equals to one teacher per school in all but one case. This convenient method 

of selection allowed the researcher to specify the criteria to be used for the selection of 

the teacher sample. The criteria specified that the instructor be currently teaching recent 

immigrants with the LE II program at the YRISD.

The student population was selected through convenient sampling from ten 

middle schools at the YRISD. Those students who were invited to participate in the study 

were being instructed by an ESL teacher using the LE II program; were recent arrivals in 

middle school; and were not proficient in the English language. One hundred and twelve 

(112) students agreed to participate in the study with their parents’ permission. The 

representing number of students per school was not equal.  The students participating per 

school were as follows: Teacher A= 18; Teacher B= 8; Teacher C= 7; Teacher D= 13; 

Teacher E= 7; Teacher F= 6; Teacher G= 8; Teacher H= 14; Teacher I= 17; and Teacher 

J= 14. It would have been ideal to have an equal amount of participating students per 

campus to obtain an equal amount of student scores per school, however, one-half of the 

10 participating schools had eight or less students participating in the study. 
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Design Limitations

The small pilot sample (N=4) leads to a lack of confidence in the soundness of the 

survey. However, the pilot sample included the administrator of the Bilingual Education 

program at the YRISD, an YRISD Bilingual Education Lead Teacher, and two YRISD 

ESL teachers with several years of ESL teaching experience. Recommendations from the 

pilot sample were taken into consideration and adjustments were made to the survey 

accordingly. The works of Marchant and Bowers (1990) and Flores (1999) which have 

been proven reliable sources were utilized for the design of this survey. Two sections of 

the survey, Section C which addressed application of the LE II program, and Section D 

which addressed attitudes and beliefs about the LE II program were designed by the 

researcher who is a trainer of the program. 
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DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS 

Attitude: A mental position with regard to a fact or state; a feeling or emotion toward a 

fact or state (Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, 1993).

Phonemes: Speech sounds, phonemes, are the basic building blocks of words, the 

smallest units that make one word different from another (Green, 2000). 

Phonetics: Phonetics is the study of the speech sounds that come to mind in each 

language and in all languages. It is a topic within the broader subject of phonology

(Moats, 2000).

Phonology: Refers to the sound structure of speech, and in particular, to the perception 

representation, and production of speech sounds (Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998).
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

INTRODUCTION

This literature review draws from the fields of educational psychology, bilingual 

education and educational research. To better comprehend the relationship between 

student achievement and teacher backgrounds, teaching behavior and teacher beliefs and 

attitudes, a thorough review of the literature is necessary.

TEACHER BACKGROUND

Many factors affect student learning. For many years, educators and researchers 

have debated which school variables influence student achievement. Using data from a 

50-state survey of policies, state case study analysis, the 1993-94 Schools and Staffing 

Surveys (SASS) and the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), Darling-

Hammond (2000) examined the ways in which teacher qualifications and other school 

inputs are related to student achievement across states. Quantitative analyses indicate that 

measures of teacher preparation and certification are the strongest correlates of student 

achievement in reading and mathematics, both before and after controlling for student 

poverty and language status (Darling-Hammond, 2000).

A growing body of research shows that the quality of the teacher in the classroom 

is the most important predictor of student outcomes (Goldhaber & Anthony, 2004). In 

attempts to understand what quality of the teacher means, the following will be reviewed:  

teacher certification, degrees and teaching experience.
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TEACHER CERTIFICATION AND DEGREES

Darling-Hammond (2000) found that among the variables which assessed teacher 

quality, the percentage of teachers with full certification and a major in the field is a more 

powerful predictor of student achievement than teacher education levels, for example 

master’s degrees.

Certification or licensing status is a measure of teacher qualifications: it attests to 

a teacher’s knowledge about subject matter and knowledge about teaching and learning. 

A standard certificate usually means a teacher has been prepared in a state-approved 

teacher education program at the undergraduate or graduate level and has completed a 

major or a minor in the field(s) to be taught plus anywhere from 18 to 40 education 

credits, depending on the state and the certificate area, including between 8 and 18 weeks 

of student teaching. Most states now require one or more tests of basic skills, subject 

matter knowledge, and/or teaching knowledge or skills as the basis for the initial or 

continuing license or for admission to teacher education (Darling-Hammond, 2000).

Darling-Hammond (2000) states studies have found a somewhat stronger and 

more consistently positive influence of education coursework on teachers’ effectiveness. 

Some of these studies include those by Ashton and Crocker (1987) who found significant 

positive relationships between education coursework and teacher performance in four of 

seven studies they reviewed. In addition, Everston, Hawley, and Zlotnik (1985) reported 

an unfailing positive outcome of teachers’ formal education training on supervisor ratings 

and student learning. Eleven of the thirteen studies showed greater success for fully 

prepared and certified versus uncertified or provisionally certified teachers.
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Mandeville and Liu (1997) studied the effect of teacher certification on U.S. 

seventh grade students’ mathematics achievement by matching 33 schools in which 

teachers had secondary math certification with schools where teachers did not have the 

math certification. Their findings indicated students from schools with higher levels of 

teacher certification performed better on thinking skills than their peers in lower level 

certification schools, but there was no significant difference in performance on 

understanding and knowledge and competence in math.

The 1992 and 1994, National Assessments of Educational Progress has 

documented how specific kinds of teacher learning opportunities correlate with their 

students’ reading achievement. On average, fourth grade students of teachers who were 

fully certified, who had master’s degrees and who had had professional coursework in 

literature-based instruction did to a certain extent better than other students in reading 

assessments (NCES, 1992 & 1994).

A study of high school students’ performance in mathematics and science using 

data from the National Educational Longitudinal Studies of 1988 (NELS) found that fully 

certified teachers have a statistically significant positive impact on student test scores 

relative to teachers who are not certified in their subject area, as do teachers who hold a 

degree in mathematics or mathematics education (Goldhaber & Brewer, 1999). 

Goldhaber (2001) posits that “recent research provides strong evidence that 

teacher quality is the single most important school factor affecting student achievement” 

(p. 16). He identifies three measures that appear to be good indicators of quality. These 
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include degree in subject, performance on standardized exams and selectivity of college 

attended.

Goldhaber, Brewer and Armstrong (1999) investigated the contributions of the 

teacher on student achievement and found about three percent of the contribution that 

teachers make toward explaining student achievement is associated with teacher 

experience and degree levels plus other characteristics. The remaining 97 percent is made 

up of qualities or behaviors.

TEACHING EXPERIENCE 

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) requires that all teachers be highly 

qualified by the end of the 2005-2006 school year (Greenberg, Rhodes, Ye, & 

Stancavage, 2004). However, the authors indicate experienced teachers often try to move 

to districts, schools and classrooms with a more privileged student body and higher 

resources.

Hawkins, Stancavage & Dossey (1998) specify that teaching experience can be 

viewed as a resource to which students have access. Teachers with more teaching 

experience have worked with a greater multiplicity of students and have developed a 

greater stock of instructional strategies.

Hawkins, et al. (1998) found that in 1996 the amount of general teaching 

experience for teachers of fourth-grade mathematics was eleven to twenty- four years. 

Findings indicated that students who were taught by teachers with less than 5 years of 

teaching experience had performance below the performance of students whose teachers 

had 6-10 years or 25 or more years of teaching experience.
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Greenwald, Hedges and Laine (1996) found in their meta-analytical study “The 

Effect of School Resources on Student Achievement” that teaching showed very strong 

relations with student achievement. Teaching experience indeed had a positive and 

significant effect on student achievement.

Greenberg, et al. (2004) used data on individual students and their teachers from 

the 2000 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) eighth-grade 

mathematics assessment to examine the relationship between four aspects of teachers 

qualifications: certification, graduate major/minor, highest degree and teacher experience 

and student achievement in mathematics.

When comparing teacher qualification to student achievement in mathematics, the 

results on teacher experience indicated that students whose teachers had more than five 

years of teaching experience in math scored significantly higher on the NAEP 

mathematics assessment than students whose teachers had less experience teaching 

mathematics.

After having analyzed teacher certification and subject-area expertise as the two 

teacher credentials most associated with higher NAEP mathematics scores, investigation 

of data was conducted on whether or not different types of eighth-grade students were 

equally likely to have teachers with these and other qualifications. Findings indicated that 

students in low-ability classes were less likely to have a teacher with more than five years 

of experience in mathematics instruction than students in high ability classes.

In order to provide more accurate estimates of how much teachers affect the 

achievement of their students, Rockoff (2003) obtained panel data covering over a decade 
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of elementary school student test scores and teacher assignment in two adjoining school 

districts in New Jersey. The study linked teachers with their students for a period of up to 

twelve years, and contained up to five years of annual test scores for all elementary 

students in a number of schools.

Rockoff (2003) collected data that spanned the 1989-1990 through 2000-2001 

school years. The test scores collected were from nationally standardized basic skills 

reading and math tests and up to four subject areas which were given to students in a 

given year. Data collected from District A were from students in first through fifth grade 

and data collected from District B were second through sixth grade. He also gathered 

information on students’ gender, ethnicity, special education classification and ESL 

enrollment as well as school, grade, and teacher identifiers. Teacher identifiers were 

matched with data on their highest degree earned, teaching experience and year of birth. 

Rockoff (2003) found that teaching experience significantly raised student test scores in 

reading subject areas. The reading test scores differed by approximately 0.2 standard 

deviations on average between beginning teachers and teachers with ten or more years of 

experience.

Okpala, Smith, Jones and Ellis (2000) conducted research to examine the impact 

of selected educational resources and student/family demographics on the achievement 

scores of fourth-grade students in North Carolina county public elementary schools 

during the 1995-1996 school year. Forty-two elementary schools with 4,256 fourth-grade 

students made up the study population.
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One of the questions that guided the study included: “Is there a significant 

relationship between selected teachers characteristics and students’ reading and 

mathematics achievement scores” (p. 2)? Teachers’ education and experience were the 

two variables used to answer the question.

The data gathered included achievement scores of the fourth grade students from 

the forty-two schools in mathematics and reading as measured by End-of-Grade test. This 

data was obtained from the Department of Assessment and Statistics of the County’s 

Board of Education. Teacher variables were obtained from the North Carolina School 

Building Improvement Report of each school (Okpala, Smith, Jones and Ellis, 2000).

The mean and standard deviation values of the independent variables and the 

dependent variables were analyzed. The percentage of teachers with master’s degrees had 

a positive correlation with mathematics achievement at a significant level of 1 percent but 

had no impact on reading. The “percentage of teachers with ten years of experience was 

positively correlated with reading and mathematics achievement scores of students at 

significance levels of 5 percent and 1 percent respectively” (Okpala, et al. 2000, p. 5).

Rosenholtz (1986) indicates that while many studies have established that 

inexperienced teachers (those with less then three years of experience) are typically less 

effective than more senior teachers, the benefits of experience appear to level off after 

five years, especially in non-collegial work settings. A possible cause of this trend in 

experience effects is that older teachers do not always continue to grow and learn and

may grow tired in their jobs. Furthermore, the benefits of experience may interact with 
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educational opportunities. Veteran teachers in settings that emphasize continual learning 

and collaboration continue to improve their performance.

TEACHER BELIEFS AND ATTITUDES

Pajares (1992) examines the meaning researchers give to beliefs and how this 

meaning differs from that of knowledge. He explores the nature of belief configurations 

and offers a combination of findings about the nature of beliefs.

Pajares (1992) posits that “the beliefs teachers hold influence their perceptions 

and judgments, which, in turn, affects their behavior in the classroom, or that 

understanding the belief structures of teachers and teacher candidates is essential to 

improving their professional preparation and teaching practices” (Ashton, 1990; Ashton 

& Webb, 1986; Brookhart & Freeman, 1992; Buchmann, 1984; Clark, 1988; Dinham & 

Stritter, 1986; Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986; Fenstermacher, 1979, 1986; Goodman, 

1988; Munby, 1982, 1984; Nespor, 1987; Tabachnick, Popkewitz, & Zeichner, 1979; 

Weinstein, 1988, 1989; Wilson, 1990) (p. 307).

Pajares (1992) offers definitions of beliefs and mentions Abelson (1979) who 

“defined beliefs in terms of people manipulating knowledge for a particular purpose or 

under a necessary circumstance” (p. 313). Sigel (1985) as quoted by Pajares (1992) 

defined beliefs as “mental constructions of experience, often condensed and integrated 

into schemata or concepts that are held to be true and that guide behavior” (p. 313). Clark 

(1988) as quoted by Pajares (1992) called teachers’ beliefs preconceptions and implicit 

theories. He indicated that beliefs “tend to be eclectic aggregations of cause-effect 
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propositions from many sources, rules of thumb, generalizations drawn from personal 

experience, beliefs, values, biases and prejudices” (p. 313).

Marchant (1988) posits “the attitudes of teachers can affect their behavior (e. g. 

Bauch, 1982; Brown, 1968; Dobson, Hopkins and Elsom, 1973), and ultimately the 

achievement of their students” (Ramsay & Ransley, 1986) (p. 3).

Nespor, (1987) indicates:

It can certainly be argued that teachers’ beliefs play a major role in 

defining teaching tasks and organizing the knowledge and information 

relevant to those tasks. But why should this be so? Why wouldn’t 

research-based knowledge or academic theory serve this purpose as well? 

The answer suggested here is that the contexts and environments within 

which teachers work, and many of the problems they encounter, are ill-

defined and deeply entangled, and that beliefs are peculiarly suited for 

making sense of such contexts (p. 324).

Nespor (1987) stipulates that belief systems include affective feelings and 

evaluations, vivid memories of personal experiences, and assumptions about the 

existence of entities and alternative worlds, all of which are simply not open to outside 

evaluation or critical examination in the same sense that the components of knowledge 

systems are.

Wilson (1990) explains her approaches used with her prospective teachers 

regarding beliefs about teaching, learning and knowing. She indicates that most of her 

prospective teachers believe that teaching is telling, and that the work of teaching 
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involves telling and explaining things to the students. Most of her prospective teachers 

also believe that learning involves absorbing the information. Many of her prospective 

teachers also believe in active learning, engaging students in educational activities such 

as using manipulatives, writing stories, and conducting experiments. Upon examination 

of how the prospective teachers talk about the activities, it is obvious that the prospective 

teachers see the activities as “pleasant methods to make the business of learning more 

palatable-not as methods that reflect different assumptions about how and why learning 

takes place, about what is to be learned, and about what role the teacher plays in the 

enterprise” (p. 206).

Wilson (1990) stipulates that the attitude of,  “No matter what students do on their 

own, teaching ultimately means that students learn something that teachers provide” (p. 

206), is more apparent during midterm when her class watches videotapes of teachers 

who ask students to locate, explore and solve their own problems. The videotapes 

watched show classroom conversations packed with false starts, discussions at a tangent 

on the face of endless arguments. The prospective teachers’ reactions after viewing 

fifteen minutes of the videotape on one graph brings many negative reactions on the time 

allotted to the activity being viewed. Wilson (1990) has found out that the prospective 

teachers believe that the teacher should tell their students something clearly and 

concisely, and then every motivated learner would leave the class with the same 

understanding. She indicates, “The beliefs my students hold about teaching as telling, 

developed through years of classroom experience, are deeply rooted and insidious” (p. 

206).
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Wilson (1990) further posits that the beliefs that prospective teachers have about 

teaching, learning, and knowing divulge themselves in more than their answers. Their 

beliefs also surface in their behaviors; the prospective teachers believe that school is 

about obedience, politeness and respect for the teacher. She has found that her 

prospective teachers come to class prepared, raise their hands when they want to speak, 

read their assignments, and take notes. She explains that teaching educators requires 

“bringing to the surface beliefs that they have that may inhibit their ability to learn” (p. 

208).  Teaching, she specifies, requires reflecting on one’s own knowledge and beliefs 

and considering one’s actions and their consequences. She mentions one common belief 

among her students that “experience will teach them everything they need to know in 

teaching” (p. 208).

Solomon, Daniel, Battistich, and Victor (1996) assessed attitudes, beliefs, 

perceptions and classroom practices of teachers in twenty-four urban and suburban 

elementary schools throughout the United States. They used teacher questionnaires and 

classroom observations during a school year. The purpose of the study was to examine 

teacher assumptions about students and effective teaching practices of teachers in low-

and high-poverty schools. The aims of the study were to make comparisons and to 

examine the consistency of findings regarding other aspects of teacher orientations, 

perceptions, and practices with those reported such as: expectations for academic 

performance are lower for economically disadvantaged students and lower expectations 

are generally associated with less frequent, less positive, and less stimulating teacher 

behavior.  
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Solomon, et al. (1996) collected the teacher questionnaire and classroom 

observation data as part of the baseline data collection for a larger study evaluating an 

intervention in 12 schools, with another 12 serving as a comparison group. The baseline 

data which was used in the present study were collected during the school year before the 

start of the intervention. Four hundred and seventy six (476) regular education 

elementary school classroom teachers in grades K-6 in 24 urban and suburban schools in 

six school districts throughout the country participated in the study. 

A teacher questionnaire was completed by the participating teachers in the spring 

of 1992.  Scales were constructed from the questionnaire responses and were grouped 

with some individual items into four sets. One set reflected teachers’ educational attitudes 

and beliefs. These included (a) belief in the importance of teacher authority and student 

compliance; (b) control ideology; (c) skepticism regarding students’ learning potential; 

(d) belief in the importance of student self-direction, exploration, collaboration and 

understanding; and (e) trust in students. A second set reflected teachers’ feelings about 

teaching. This included feeling of efficacy as a teacher.  A third set reflected teachers’ 

perceptions of the school climate (Solomon, et al.1996).

Four visits spread throughout the year were made to each classroom, one by each 

of the four trained observers. Each visit was divided into a series of 4-minute segments.  

Observations were recorded with a series of three-point ratings.  Scales and items 

representing teacher practices, classroom activities and student behavior were 

constructed. (Solomon, et al. 1996).
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Teacher and school characteristics were also collected. Data on teacher 

characteristics which researchers thought might be linked to the poverty level of the 

schools was collected. Among the characteristics collected were: grade taught; ethnicity, 

level of education, length of teaching experience and students’ mean reading and 

achievement test scores (Solomon, et al. 1996). Scales derived from the teacher 

questionnaire and the classroom observations were placed into sets according to content 

(educational attitudes and beliefs, feelings about teaching, perceived school climate, and 

classroom observations). Teachers in the high-poverty schools tended to be more 

skeptical about students’ learning potential, to put less stock in constructivist approaches 

to teaching and learning and to be less trusting of students (Solomon, et al. 1996).

Teachers saw the high-poverty as being less pleasant, supporti ve, stimulating or 

innovative. Teachers saw themselves as being less involved in school planning. Teachers 

in the high-poverty schools felt less positive about their working conditions and less 

satisfied with their jobs, but did not feel less personally motivated or efficacious

(Solomon, et al. 1996). Teachers in high-poverty schools were less warm and supportive, 

slightly more irritable, put less stress on intrinsic motivation, involved students less in 

discussion and exploration of their thinking and have had less actively engaged students 

(Solomon, et al. 1996).

The relationship among the teacher attitudes and the classroom practices showed 

significant and reliable patterns of relationships. This indicated that the activities and 

practices that distinguished the three groups of classrooms were related to the attitudes of 

the teachers. Teacher beliefs and attitudes were related to the application and behaviors 
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that were most constant with them. The relationships were maintained when student 

achievement levels and school poverty level were controlled. Teachers’ attitudes 

pertaining to authority and command and their constructivist beliefs were found to be on 

the whole “important correlates of their classroom practices” (Solomon, et al. 1996, p. 8). 

Solomon, et al. (1996), posit that “teachers saw students in high-poverty schools as less 

capable, in other words even when performance was equivalent. This suggests that 

expectations exerted a powerful influence on attitudes” (p. 8).

Karabenick and Noda (2004) state that attitudes are important because they affect 

teachers’ motivation to engage with their students, and this, in turn, can transform into 

higher student motivation and performance. For their study, on “Professional 

Development Implications of Teachers’ Beliefs and Attitudes Toward English-Language 

Learners,” Karabenick and Noda (2004, p. 58) obtained data from 729 teachers from a 

school district’s three high schools. A survey was developed which identified knowledge, 

attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors that impact regular and bilingual classroom teachers’ 

delivery of quality educational services to ELL students in regular and bilingual settings.  

Seventy-eight items were generated with 14 conceptual areas identified. A 5-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 for “strongly disagree,” to 5, for “strongly disagree” was utilized.  

The survey also included an open-ended section.  

Teachers’ attitudes toward ELLs can also affect teachers’ interest in professional 

development attempts to improve ELL-related competence and to disperse of uncalled-

for beliefs about language and cognition which, accepted, can slow down attempting new 
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instructional practices that contribute more to ELL student success (Karabenick & Noda, 

2004). 

The findings on teacher attitudes toward English-Language Learners and English-

Language Learners-related beliefs indicated that in general, teachers in the district held 

good attitudes toward having ELLs in their classrooms. Particularly, 70 % agreed that 

ELLs would be a welcome addition to their classroom. Less than half, 43 %, indicated 

that they would like to have ELL students in their classroom. 51 % disagreed with the 

statement that they would rather not have ELL students in their classes, and 53 % 

disagreed that they preferred not to admit ELL students in their classrooms.  However, 

despite these generally favorable attitudes, a substantial number of teachers were either 

uncertain or had unfavorable attitudes (Karabenick & Noda, 2004). 

Whereas the greater part of district teachers were very confident in their ability to 

teach nearly all students, they were less confident in teaching ELLs. This finding pointed 

to the need of making training a focal point on building skills, intensifying resources, and 

enhancing teachers’ sense of efficacy and confidence, and therefore, enthusiasm to work 

with the ELLs (Karabenick & Noda, 2004).

In a study by Rueda and Garcia (1994), teacher beliefs related to assessment in 

general and assessment of language minority students in particular were examined. The 

study investigated teachers’ belief systems or mental models and everyday practices 

regarding the nature, function and uses of assessment with a special focus on reading 

with Latino language minority students. 
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It was hypothesized that teachers’ beliefs would be influenced by professional 

training as well as by other factors such as folk theories about testing and second 

language reading and related factors. A constructivist perspective on teacher beliefs was 

adopted for this study. In such a perspective, the teacher is seen as a knowing, meaning-

making being. This knowing and meaning influences their actions. 

Rueda’s and Garcia’s (1994) study contained three research questions: (a) What 

are teachers’ beliefs about assessment in the area of reading with Latino students? (b) Do 

these beliefs vary by professional training and affiliation? (c) Do these beliefs correspond 

with classroom practices? 

Three groups of teachers of Latino language minority students were included in 

the study (n=18 per group). All the teachers in the study taught in urban Southwest 

classrooms made up of primarily Latino language minority students in the third and 

fourth grades. One group consisted of teachers with bilingual credentials who had 

successfully completed the state-required credentialing provisions for teaching bilingual 

students. The second group of bilingual special education teachers was “waivered” 

bilingual teachers. These teachers taught in bilingual classrooms but were not fully 

credentialed as bilingual teachers. The third group was made up of bilingual educations 

teachers of reading disabled, language minority students. All members of this last group 

of teachers taught in pull-out special education classrooms. 

Rueda and Garcia (1994) found that there was “much variance in teachers’ 

assessment beliefs and practices, both within and among groups” (p. 21). They also found 

that special education teachers “appeared to be different in their beliefs from the other 
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two groups in a direction further removed from educational initiatives in education and 

instructional development” (p. 21). Rueda and Garcia (1994) emphasize that a most 

probable assumption is that “professional training programs continue to emphasize a 

pseudo-medical orientation, which is reflected in remedial types of practices and beliefs” 

(p. 22).

Fuchs, Fuchs and Phillips (1994) conducted a study for the purpose of examining 

the relation between teachers’ beliefs about the importance of good student work habits 

and the 1) teachers’ responsiveness to student academic performance during planning and 

2) the academic growth of two students at different achievement levels within each 

classroom. 

Teachers’ beliefs were measured among 121 educators from grades 1-6. Each 

teacher had taught reading or math to a set of students which included at least one student 

with a restricted learning capability. Teachers’ beliefs were measured using a nine-item 

scale. Teachers who scored 0.99 standard deviations above the mean (n=24) were 

considered to have strong beliefs about the consequence of good work habits while 

teachers scoring 0.99 standard deviations below the mean (n=18) were considered the 

group with less strong beliefs (Fuchs, et al. 1994).

Results of the study indicated that teachers with high standards and strong beliefs 

about the consequence of good student work habits and classroom behavior reported 

planning more responsively to individual student performance and effected greater 

student achievement. Teachers with higher classroom expectations for students’ work 

habits had outcomes of greater achievement with students at noticeably different
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achievement points, within mixed-ability classrooms, in reading plus math (Fuchs, et al. 

1994).

TEACHING BEHAVIOR

Hamachek (1969, as cited by Darling-Hammond, 2000, p. 11) informs us 

“successful teachers tend to be those who are able to use a range of teaching strategies 

and who use a range of interaction styles, rather than a single, rigid approach.” 

Strong research support has linked student learning on variables such as teacher 

clarity, enthusiasm, task-oriented behavior, variability of lesson approaches, and student 

opportunity to learn criterion material. Teachers’ abilities to structure material ask higher 

order questions, use student ideas, and probe student comments have also been found to 

be important variables in what students learn (Rosenshine & Furst, 1973; Darling-

Hammond, Wise & Pease, 1983; Good & Brophy, 1986). 

Rosenshine (1971) indicates data from different investigators using different 

methods of observation systems have shown certain teacher behaviors are consistently 

correlated with student achievement gain. However, these correlations are not always 

significant and typically are only marginal to moderate in strength even when they do 

reach significance. Nevertheless, the consistency in findings for certain variables is 

encouraging. 

Strong criticism of students is correlated negatively with achievement gain. 

Positive correlates include warmth, business-like orientation, enthusiasm, organization, 

variety in materials and academic activities, and high frequencies of clarity, structuring 
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comments, probing questions asked as follow-up to initial questions and focus on 

academic activities.

According to Rosenshine (1971), no significant correlations have been found for 

nonverbal expression of approval, use of student ideas, or amount of teacher talk. Mixed 

results have been reported for verbal praise, difficulty level of instruction or of teacher 

questions, and amount of student talk.

In a study by Gump (1967) designed to examine and understand teaching 

behaviors, six third grade classes were observed on two Wednesdays using classroom 

chronicles and time-lapse photographs. Gump (1967) calculated the total number of 

teacher acts, defined as the shortest meaningful unit of behavior directed toward students. 

During acts such as “Open your books to 147,” Gump (1967) found that no teacher 

employed less than 1,000 acts and that teachers responded at a rate of four acts per 

minute. One half of the teachers’ acts involved instruction such as questions, response, 

teaching, etc. The rest of the time the teachers were organizing and arranging students for 

instruction and orienting them to tasks (23 %), dealing with deviant behavior (14 %) and

handling individual problems and social services (12 %). 

Gump (1967) found involvement was highest for students in teacher-led small 

groups (92 %) and lowest for pupil presentations (72 %). Engagement was higher in 

whole-class recitations, tests, and teacher presentations (around 80 %), than in supervised 

study and independent seatwork that was not supervised by the teacher (around 75 %).

Stallings, Cory, Fairweather and Needels (1978) investigated reading instruction 

at the secondary level in twenty-seven junior high and sixteen senior high reading classes 
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for low achievers and other students who had not yet learned to read proficiently. 

Quantity of instruction was discovered to be the key correlate of student achievement. 

Affirmative correlates included the instruction of small or large groups, analyzing or 

discussing assignments, having the students read aloud, praising the success of the 

students and providing corrective feedback and support when they did not answer 

correctly.  

Negative correlates included teacher getting organized rather than instructing, 

teacher not intermingling with the students, teacher offering students predilection of 

activities, students working independently on written assignments or silent reading, time 

lost to outside interference or spent in social interaction, and rate of negative interactions. 

Gains were nominal where teachers did not give attention to reading achievement 

objectives, expected the students to gain knowledge mostly on their own, or lost 

significant instructional time due to lack of organization or inability to acquire student 

cooperation. 

There were inconsistent patterns related to the students’ entry-level reading 

success. With students whose functional reading was at a primary level the most 

successful teachers tended to use methods traditionally employed in the primary grades. 

Although stressing comprehension rather than word-attack skills, the most successful 

teachers would work with one small group at the same time that the other students did 

silent reading or written work. Lessons began with the development of vocabulary 

concepts, followed by oral reading combined with questions to develop and test 

comprehension. Praise, support and corrective response were frequent.  
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In comparison, teachers working successfully with students who were behind only 

a grade level or two used methods customarily used in the upper grades which consisted 

of less oral reading and more silent reading and written assignments. These teachers 

instructed their students energetically, however, and planned and monitored their 

seatwork rather than leaving the students mostly on their own. 

Stallings, et al. (1978) concluded that gains in basic skills achievement were 

associated positively with active group instruction in the subject matter and associated 

negatively with emphasis on nonacademic activities, poor organization or classroom 

management, or approaches in which students are expected to manage their learning 

primarily on their own.

Cogan (1958) investigated the relationships between certain specific, observable 

behaviors of teachers and the amounts of required work and class-related self-initiated 

work performed by their pupils. The central concern of the research was to investigate the 

relationship of three measures of teacher behaviors to two dependent variables: the 

measures of required and self-initiated work performed by pupils. The behaviors of the 

teachers were classified into three categories called inclusive, preclusive and conjunctive. 

Cogan (1958) identified the purpose of the research as providing some objective evidence 

upon which ultimate value judgments could be based. 

Cogan (1958) found the behavior of teachers as perceived by the pupils influences 

the nature and extent of (1) the motivation of pupils, (2) communication with pupils, and 

(3) the “tone” of the classroom experiences, which may instigate certain pupil work 

resulting in pupil change.
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CHAPTER 3:  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the research design employed in this study. It also includes 

the relationship of the research questions to the variables under investigation, and the 

evolution and implementation of the study. A comprehensive description of the research 

setting, data analysis, instrumentations’ validity and reliability are also presented. The 

intention of this chapter is to provide the reader with abundant detail to appraise the 

suitability of the methodology, evaluate the research conclusions and to reproduce the 

study.

Research methodology for the study is divided into four sections. The first section 

describes the research design. The second section provides a detailed description of the 

sample and sampling techniques. The third section includes a description of the 

measures. These measures include: 1) Literacy for English-Language Learners Survey 

(LFELLS), the types of scores yielded by the survey, validity and reliability of the survey

and the relationship of the survey to the research questions, 2) Flanders Interaction 

Analysis Categories (FIAC) system; the types of scores yielded by the measures; validity 

and reliability of the measure; and the relationship of the measure to the research 

question. 3) Reading Proficiency Test in English (RPTE), and a description of the 

Language Assessment Scales- Oral (LAS-Oral) and the types of scores yielded by the 

measures; validity and reliability of the measures and the relationship of the measures to 

the research questions. Table 3.1 provides an overview of data collection procedures.



73

DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY

TABLE 3.1

Data Collection Methodology

LFELL Survey

Flanders 
Interaction 
Analysis 

Categories (FIAC) 
System

Reading 
Proficiency Test in 

English

Language 
Assessment 
Scales - Oral

Approval for 
Research

Pilot and 
optimize 

inter-raters’ 
classroom 

observations 
for consistency

Transpose tally 
information to 

matrix

Obtain student 
scores from 
Bilingual Ed 
data bases

FIAC tally 
format and 

matrix utilized 
(Amidon & 
Flanders , 

1967 , 
pp 129 -130)

Classroom 
observations

Obtain student 
scores from 
Bilingual Ed 
data bases

Select and 
train associate 

YRISD 
observer on 
tally format 

Assessment 
approved by 

State of Texas 
to assess oral 

language 
proficiency of 

English 
Language 
Learners

State of Texas 
standard for 
measuring 

English 
Language 
Learners 
reading 

proficiency

Researcher 
selects FIAC 

as observation 
tool

Design 
LFELL
 survey

Conduct pilot 
and optimize 
LFELL survey

Schedule 
survey 

adminisration

Face to face 
administration 

of survey

Survey coded

Obtain school 
district 

approval to 
conduct 
research

Obtain UT 
Austin IRB 
approval

Obtain school 
principal 

approval for 
campus 

participation

Invite 
Teachers and 

present 
research study 

plan

Invite Students 
and obtain 
parental /
student 

permission

Collect student 
consent forms
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RESEARCH DESIGN

The primary purpose of this mixed methods study, which combines the qualitative 

and quantitative approaches into the research methodology (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 

1998), was to determine teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school 

English-Language Learners using the LE II program as reflected by students’ scale scores 

on LAS-Oral post-test and RPTE. Teacher effectiveness is based on (a) teacher 

backgrounds, (b) teacher attitudes toward teaching behaviors, (c) teacher application of 

the LE II program, (d) teacher beliefs and attitudes about the LE-II program, and (e) 

teaching behavior.

SAMPLE

Community

The community served by the Yellow Rose Independent School District (YRISD) 

has a population of almost one hundred and fifty thousand (150,000). The population is 

made up of approximately sixty-six thousand (66,000) males and approximately seventy 

four thousand (74,000) females. The median age for the population is 27.7 years. The 

total Hispanic population is one hundred and three thousand (103,000) (United States 

Census, 1998).

School District 

The YRISD is a public institution of education located in an urban community in 

Texas. The school district is in a city that borders with Mexico. The YRISD was rated 

Academically Acceptable by the Texas Education Agency for the 2002-2003 academic 

year. 
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Accountability Rating Information gathered from the Texas Education Agency for 

the 2002-2003 school year indicates that this school district was composed of 

approximately 44,315 students. There were approximately three thousand three hundred 

and forty three (3,343) sixth grades students in this district. Seventh grade had 

approximately three thousand three hundred and sixty one (3,361) students, and eighth 

grade consisted of approximately three thousand one hundred and fifty five (3,155) 

students. 

The Hispanic population equaled to 43,284 or 97.7 %. The economically 

disadvantaged number of students equaled 93 %. Total number of Hispanic graduates in 

this district for the year 2002 equaled one thousand seven hundred and eighty one (1,781) 

students. Five hundred and eighty eight (588) of the total graduating students graduated 

under the Minimum High School program and one thousand two hundred and sixty six 

(1,266) students graduated under the Recommended High School Program/DAP. The 

retention rates for students in sixth grade equaled 4.2 %; seventh grade equaled to 4.4 % 

and eighth grade equaled to 2.9 %. 

The number of professional staff in this district for the 2002-2003 school year was 

approximately three thousand seven hundred and seventy nine (3,779), consisting of three 

thousand and twenty three (3,023) teachers, five hundred twenty three (523) professional 

support staff, one hundred and ninety one (191) campus administration and forty one (41) 

central administration staff (Texas Education Agency, 2002-2003 District Profile). Two 

thousand four hundred and seventy five (2,475) of the teachers were Hispanic. Two 

thousand, five hundred and twenty three (2,523) teachers had a Bachelors Degree and 



76

four hundred and sixty four (464) teachers had a Masters Degree. Eleven (11) teachers 

held a Doctorate and twenty three (23) had no degree. 

Curriculum. The Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills for each specific grade 

level drive the curriculum in this district.

Budgeted Revenue Information. Accountability Rating Information gathered from 

the Texas Education Agency for the 2002-2003 school years (See Tables 3.2 and 3.3).

Table 3.2

Total Revenues for the YRISD for the 2002-2003 School Year

Revenues by source: Total

Local tax $45,260,033.00

Other local and 
intermediate

$4,314,503.00

State $221,933,350.00

Federal $20,682,305.00

Total revenues per pupil

$6,593.00 

Total Revenues $292,190, 191.00
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Table 3.3

Program Information/Budgeted Instructional Operating Expenditures for the 

Bilingual Program in the YRISD for school year 2002-2003

Students in Bilingual/ESL 
Program

Number of 
Bilingual/. 
ESL Teachers

Budgeted Instructional Operating 
Expenditure for Bilingual 
Education

18,932 902.1 $2,897,211

Participant Teachers’ Characteristics

Because of the specific targeted population in this research design, this researcher 

was bound and limited to a convenience sample using non- probability sampling

(Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991). This convenience sample was selected because of : (1) 

location, (2) accessibility to the researcher, (3) demographic characteristics of the 

teachers, and (4) demographic characteristics of the school district. The other school 

district known to utilize this program for English-Language Learners is six hundred miles 

away from the YRISD. Proximity is the main reason that the researcher selected the 

middle school English-as-a-Second Language I teachers from the YRISD. 

The research was introduced to each specific teacher who was then asked if s/he 

was willing to participate in the research. After an orientation, a teacher from each middle 

school decided to participate in the study. These teachers worked with Beginners 
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English-Language Learners grades 6-8. The teacher sample included ESL middle school 

teachers who were both trained to teach the LE II program and were using the program 

with the recent immigrant English-Language Learners. All selected teachers in the 

sample taught English-Language Learners with the LE II program.

The ESL teachers were provided with an explanation of the study emphasizing the 

importance of this research, and its potential value in the education of the English-

Language Learner population. During these meetings teachers were informed that the

research included a survey with closed ended questions and three twenty-minute 

classroom observations. The teachers were also informed that the researcher planned to 

obtain information on the students who were being instructed with the LE II program in 

the recent immigrant classes. 

As soon as the teachers agreed to participate in the study, they signed consent 

forms (See Appendix A). The researcher finalized meetings with the teachers to establish 

a date for the survey and a date for the student invitational classroom visit.

Student Participant Description

The student sample accessible to the researcher was found in the classrooms of 

the teachers who agreed to participate in the study. The student sample consisted of 

recent immigrant, sixth to eighth graders in the English-as-a-Second Language I classes. 

The invitation for student participation in the research began with a visit by the 

researcher to each classroom where a presentation on the proposed research was given in 

a whole-group setting. Teachers and teacher assistants remained in the classroom with the 

students during the presentation. The researcher invited the students to ask questions or
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present any concerns. A friendly, inquisitive and informative English/Spanish language 

dialogue followed. 

A consent form approved by both the YRISD Internal Review Board (IRB) and 

the UT Austin IRB was presented to the students. This form followed the specific 

guidelines required by both entities. This student consent form asked permission from the 

students and their parents/guardians to access 2004 YRISD data bases for student 

academic records, specifically results on the LAS-Oral and the RPTE (See Appendix B).

The consent form was written in English and Spanish, to accommodate the 

student participants and their families. A copy of the consent form and an envelope were 

given to each student to take home for their parents/guardians to read, sign and return to 

the participating teacher. Once the signed consent forms were returned by the students, 

the student sample population grew to one hundred and twelve (112) participants. Ages 

of the student participants ranged from 10 to 15 years of age with a combination of males 

and females.

MEASURES

Literacy for English-Language Learners Survey (LFELLS)

The survey used with the teacher participants was the LFELLS (LFELL Survey 

can be found in Appendix C). This tool was designed to gather information regarding (a) 

teacher background, (b) teacher attitudes regarding effective teaching behaviors,

(c) teacher application of the LE II program, and (d) teachers’ beliefs and attitudes of the 

LE-II program.

The LFELLS is composed of two previously tested and proven instruments: 
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1) Teachers’ Epistemology and Teaching Practices (SBTETP) (Flores, 1999) and, 

2) Teaching Behaviors Questionnaire (Marchant & Bowers, 1990). These instruments 

were combined with ten (10) questions on teachers’ application of the LE II program, and 

nine (9) questions on teachers’ beliefs and attitudes of the LE II program. 

For Part A of the survey, permission was granted to use the SBTETP survey after 

a conversation with Flores (1999). The demographic section of the survey was modeled 

using Flores’ survey (Flores, 1999). 

For Part B, Marchant (1990) agreed to allow this researcher to use the Teaching 

Behaviors Questionnaire (TBQ) inventory for this research. This permission was granted 

via e-mail for his questionnaire. He stated: You have permission to use the instrument and 

to make the modifications as described. I am happy to grant permission for the use of the 

instrument for research efforts; however I do not give permission for the instrument to be 

used as the basis for any decision making concerning the hiring or evaluation of 

teachers.

Teaching Behaviors Questionnaire (TBQ) (Marchant & Bowers, 1990) is an 

attitude inventory of effective teaching behaviors with an alpha coefficient of 0.76. The 

influence of attitudes on the behaviors of teachers and others in the field of education led 

to the development of the TBQ. The TBQ was designed by the authors to produce data 

that would provide an indication of attitudinal support for the teaching behaviors that 

research has identified as more effective in producing student achievement (Marchant & 

Bowers, 1990). The TBQ asks the teacher to answer thirty-six (36) behavior statements 

on a 4-point Likert scale format. This format ranged from Strongly Disagree = 4; 
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Disagree =3, Agree= 2; and Strongly Agree = 1. Scoring for TBQ is reversed for the 

following items: 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 22, 24, 27, 28, 30, 32, 33, and 

35 as indicated by Marchant and Bowers (1990) Strongly disagree =1 ; Disagree = 2,

Agree =3; Strongly Agree = 4.

This researcher used the TBQ in its entirety. No items were added. Scale 

construction for the TBQ includes the following six categories; (a) instructional design 

and structure, (b) active teaching, (c) giving information, (d) questioning the student, (e) 

reacting to student responses, and (f) handling seatwork and homework assignments.

Marchant and Bowers (1988, 1990) define the categories of effective teaching 

behaviors as:

1. Instructional Design and Structure: The teacher should design lessons and 

structure the classroom in order to increase the students’ success rate and time interacting 

with the information to be learned.

2. Active teaching: The teacher should be actively interacting and involved with 

as many students as possible.

3. Giving information: The teacher should present information to the students in a 

manner that promotes understanding and retention.

4. Questioning the student: The teacher should ask questions in a manner that 

maximizes the involvement and learning of all students.

5. Reacting to student responses: The teacher should react to the students’ 

responses in a manner that facilitates involvement and understanding of correct 

information.
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6. Handling seatwork and homework assignments: The teacher should plan 

worthwhile assignments that the students can understand and successfully complete, and 

for which the students will be held accountable.

Part B of the survey addresses research question #2: Is teacher effectiveness in the 

teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language Learners using the LE II 

program based on teacher attitudes towards teaching behaviors?

Part C of the LFELLS: Teachers’ Application of the LE II Program asks the 

respondent to answer ten Likert scale format closed-ended questions about the LE II 

program application. This part of the survey serves to answer research question #3: Is 

teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language 

Learners using the LE II program based on teacher application of the LE II program?

Part C of the survey, which addresses LE II program implementation, was

designed by the researcher. 

Part D: Teachers’ Beliefs and Attitudes of the LE II Program asks the respondent 

to answer nine Likert scale format questions about the teacher’s beliefs and attitudes 

about the LE II program. This part of the survey addresses research question #4: Is 

teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language 

Learners using the LE II program based on teacher beliefs and attitudes of the LE II 

program?

Part D of the survey, which addresses teachers beliefs and attitudes of the LE II 

program was designed by the researcher.
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Return and Response Rate of the LFELL Survey. The response rate for this survey 

was 100 % as the survey was administered face-to-face by the researcher. The researcher 

collected the survey once it was completed.

LFELL Survey Face Validity and Reliability. With the aim of establishing face 

validity and reliability prior to this study, the pre-test on the logistics and data processing 

of the LFELLS was done with friends and colleagues of the researcher. The LFELLS was

pilot-tested with a team consisting of a Bilingual Education Administrator, a Bilingual 

Ed. Lead Teacher and two school teachers of English-as-a-Second Language. The pilot of 

the LFELLS was conducted with three non-study teacher participants and one 

administrator from the YRISD. Table 3.4 includes information on the pilot participants.

Pilot LFELL Survey Administration. The piloted LFELLS was introduced and 

administered face to face to the participating teachers during a second individualized 

meeting. This researcher read the survey questions to the participating teachers which 

assured complete questionnaires, and instant clarification of any item. The respondent 

was given an opportunity to organize his or her thoughts at the beginning of the survey

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

The partaking of the pilot participants was welcomed because of their familiarity 

with the district, the students, and the LE II program. The pilot-study questionnaire 

contained all the questions, wording and format and sequence that were intended for the

final survey. The feedback received from the pilot participants served to authenticate the 

design of the instrument and delete repetitive items. 
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This pilot-test served to assess survey presentation, content, format, instructions, 

repetition and vocabulary. The pilot-test participants identified some repeated questions 

but indicated that the survey was clear and comprehensive. This pre-test allowed the 

researcher to further study the instrument and make the recommended adjustments. Pilot 

participants’ demographics can be seen in Table 3.4.

TABLE 3.4

PILOT PARTICIPANTS DEMOGRAPHICS

Gender N %

Female 3 75 %

Male 1 25 %

Ethnicity

Hispanic 4 100 %

ESL Teaching Experience

23 years 1 25 %

14 years 1 25 %

11 years 1 25 %

6 years 1 25 %

Major Area of Study

Elementary Ed. 1 25 %

Bilingual Ed. 2 50 %

English 1 25 %
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LFELLS Validity and Reliability. The LFELLS is composed of two previously 

tested and proven instruments: 1) Teachers’ Epistemology and Teaching Practices

(SBTETP) (Flores, 1999) and, 2) Teaching Behaviors Questionnaire (TBQ). The pilot 

test on the SBTETP conducted by Flores (1999) revealed a significantly high overall 

alpha reliability level of 0.92 (p < .001). Part A of the survey is modeled after Flores’ 

measure. The standardized format of the survey and the standardized items assisted in 

maintaining reliability from interview to interview. For the Teaching Behaviors 

Questionnaire (TBQ) three hundred teachers, 100 principals, 50 college education 

faculty, and 50 undergraduate education students from Illinois, Indiana, and Wisconsin 

participated in the study that designed the TBQ. The alpha coefficient for the TBQ was 

0.76. Reliabilities for each sample group ranged from a high of 0.78 (college education 

faculty) to a low of 0.62 (undergraduate educations students) (Marchant, 1990). 

The validity and reliability of sections C and D of the LFELLS were determined 

by this researcher’s acquaintance with the LE II program. In 1995, this researcher 

underwent training to implement the program and to train teachers to teach the program. 

From 1995 to 2003, a myriad of middle school teachers were trained with the LE II 

program by this researcher.

Rationale for using LFELL Survey. The LFELLS was used for this study because 

it provided the method of obtaining information directly from the teachers of the LE II 

program in a non-threatening manner. The survey was pilot-tested and the results 

indicated that the teachers were not intimidated by the questions and statements found in 

the LFELLS.
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Procedures for Controlling Bias. The LFELLS was administered face-to-face 

with the teacher participants. Bias was controlled during the administration of each 

survey by having this researcher read the question or statement and asking the teacher to 

answer at her/his own pace and without interruptions. If a question arose concerning a 

statement or question, the teacher addressed the researcher and immediate assistance was 

provided in clarifying any concerns.

Relationship of LFELLS to the Research Question. The LFELLS was used to 

answer research questions one to four of this mixed-methods study.

Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories (FIAC) System

Flanders (1970) indicates that “research on teaching effectiveness attempts to 

discover relationships between teaching behavior and measures of pupil growth” (p. 11). 

Flanders (1970) further indicates that “many teachers would like to improve their 

effectiveness” (p. 10).

The second instrument used in this study, the Flanders Interaction Analysis 

Categories (FIAC) (Flanders, 1970) system a system for coding unplanned verbal 

communication, was used with the teacher sample to determine teaching behavior 

observed by the researcher. The FIAC was selected since some evaluation studies 

indicate the most valuable data is gathered by a classroom observation method 

(Rosenshine, 1970).

Scores yielded by the FIAC. The function of the FIAC is to record a series of acts 

in terms of pre-determined concepts allowing the observer to collect reliable data 

regarding verbal interactive classroom behavior (Amidon & Flanders, 1963). The FIAC
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is an affective system and deals with the emotional climate of the classroom. Using the 

FIAC categories the emotional climate in the classroom is coded to indicate how the 

teacher reacts to the feelings, ideas, work efforts or actions of the pupil (Simon & Boyer, 

1967).

There are ten categories of communication in the FIAC. Flanders (1970) posits 

that “seven categories are used when the teacher is talking and two when the student is 

talking” (p. 33). One category is reserved for silence or confusion. (FIAC System 

categories can be found in Appendix D). 

The FIAC system is classified as a low-inference measure and “is concerned with 

verbal behavior only, primarily because it can be observed with higher reliability than can 

non-verbal behavior” (Amidon & Flanders, 1963, p. 121). Amidon and Flanders, (1963) 

indicate that “the assumption is made that the verbal behavior of an individual is an 

adequate sample of his/her total behavior” (p. 121). Inference refers to the method 

interceding “between the objective data seen or heard and to the coding of those data on 

an observational instrument” (Rosenshine, 1970, p. 281). 

Rosenshine (1970 identifies the FIAC as a one-factor system and posits that “most 

category systems are one-factor systems in which each behavior is coded only in terms of 

its frequency” (p. 283). Rosenshine (1970) specifies that “category systems are classified 

as low-inference measures because the items focus upon specific, denotable and 

relatively objective behaviors” (p. 281), and because “these events are recorded as 

frequency counts” (p. 281). Rosenshine (1970) further indicates that the major 
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advantages of one-factor systems are the simplicity of coding and the straightforwardness 

with which they can be modified for use by other investigators.

FIAC Reliability. The 30 twenty-minute classroom observations by the researcher 

and Associate-Observer resulted in a 92 % agreement rate. The most common method 

used to assess consistency over observers often called interrater agreement or consistency 

is percent agreement. Observer reliability can be estimated by correlating scores across 

observers. 

Rationale for using the FIAC System Instrument. The FIAC System was used for 

this study because it provided the method of obtaining objective information about the 

verbal interaction between teachers and pupils at the YRISD in a non-threatening 

manner. The instrument was pilot-tested and the results indicated that the teachers were 

not intimidated by the observations. 

Procedures for Controlling Bias. Any researcher’s biased observations were 

controlled by having an Associate-Observer participate in every classroom visitation.  

The presence of the Associate-Observer allowed and ensured that all participating 

teachers were observed in the same unbiased manner, and with the same standardized 

document.

Relationship of FIAC System to the Research Question. The FIAC System was 

utilized to answer research question #5: Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy 

to middle school English-Language Learners using the LE II program based on teaching 

behaviors?
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Reading Proficiency Test in English (RPTE)

The Reading Proficiency Test in English (RPTE) is used by the state of Texas to 

assess the domain of reading in Grades 3-12. The RPTE is designed exclusively for 

students whose first language is not English and who are in the course of action of 

learning the English language. The RPTE measures performance in terms of language 

proficiency levels that describe what a second language learner can read and understand 

at various stages of English language development. The RPTE assessments are not 

designed to measure mastery of content with a pass or fail score (Texas Education 

Agency, 2004). Student results of the RPTE are categorized into three levels: Beginners, 

Intermediate, or Advanced.  RPTE questions are written in a multiple-choice 

configuration (Texas Education Agency, Student Assessment Division, 2004). 

In the case of RPTE tests, the construct tested is the academic content required by 

the statewide curriculum (Texas Education Agency, 2004). Texas legislation, required 

from the Commissioner of Education to propose a way to evaluate the progress of ELL 

students who were eligible for exemption from the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills 

(TAAS). The Texas Education Agency (TEA), in response, hired a contractor to assist in 

developing a proposal that was psychometrically sound, and incorporated views of local 

practitioners, national experts and other persons or groups with direct interest. The 

Commissioner submitted a proposal at the next legislative session to add a statewide 

assessment of English reading proficiency that would measure how well ELLs were 

learning English during the time they were eligible for exemption from TAAS. The new 

element of this proposal was that Texas would begin to use one standardized measure of 
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reading proficiency which would allow student performance to be aggregated and 

reported statewide (Texas Education Agency, Student Assessment Division, 2004).

Educators and test experts at the state and national levels were involved in the 

various phases of RPTE test development. Committees of Texas educators helped design 

the test, create prototype test items, and provide input necessary to carry out field testing.  

In the fall of 1999, a pilot was conducted in a number of school districts to guide 

decisions about how long an actual test should be and how many of various types of 

items should be included. (Texas Education Agency, Student Assessment Division,

2004).

The RPTE appraises six reading objectives; however, the last three are grouped 

for reporting purposes. The RPTE consists chiefly of reading passages and 

comprehension questions. Some test items gauging lower ranges of proficiency are not 

centered on a reading passage. Items assessing the lower proficiency ranges include 

diagrams to enhance knowledge (Texas Education Agency, Student Assessment Division, 

2004).

The RPTE reading selections are designed to be age appropriate. They are also 

appropriate in terms of the proficiency level assessed. Narrative, purposeful, and 

informative reading selections are included.  Informative choices cover a variety of 

subject areas and academic subjects. Beginning level selections are less than 50 words 

long.  Texts by and large increase in length as the proficiency levels increase. The level 

of the items that appear with a passage fluctuate (Texas Education Agency, Student 

Assessment Division, 2004). 
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Types of Scores yielded by RPTE. The RPTE test results provide a measure of 

escalation, indicating annually where each ELL is on a range of English language 

progress designed for second-language learners. This field is divided into three 

proficiency levels: Beginning, Intermediate, and Advanced (Texas Education Agency,

Student Assessment Division, 2004). 

Beginning level of Reading Proficiency. Students at this level are 

characteristically new to the English language. They have negligible ability to capture 

meaning from English text.  Intermediate level of Reading proficiency: Students at this 

level have slightly larger English expressions and a fundamental sense of the 

configuration of the English language. Advanced Level of Reading Proficiency: Students 

at this level are becoming somewhat functional readers of English. They can read longer 

and more intricate texts because they are familiar with the configuration of the English 

language and use this knowledge well to construct meaning (Texas Education Agency,

Student Assessment Division, 2004). 

RPTE test results include two key categories of scores: a proficiency rating and a 

scale score. RPTE scale and proficiency rating are obtained from the totality of questions 

the student answered correctly on the test. The proficiency rating illustrates whether the 

student demonstrated the capacity to read and understand English at the beginning, 

intermediate, or advanced proficiency level. The scale score illustrates how high or low a 

student performed within a proficiency level. The scale score scopes for each individual 

proficiency rating in 2004 were: Beginning 666 and below; Intermediate 667-720; and 
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Advanced 721 and above (Texas Education Agency, Student Assessment Division, 

2004).

RPTE Validity. The RPTE validity is content based and tied directly to the State 

of Texas required curriculum. When the RPTE was designed, advisory committees 

consisting of educators from school districts across the state were formed for each subject 

area at each grade level. Teachers, test development specialists, and Texas Education 

Agency (TEA) staff members worked together to identify Texas Essential Knowledge 

and Skills (TEKS) student expectations important to assess and to develop test objectives, 

item development guidelines and test-item types. Committees met to review and edit 

RPTE items for content and bias and to review data from field testing (Texas Education 

Agency, Student Assessment Division, 2004). 

The item writers as well as the reviewers for each stage of development verified 

the alignment of test items with the objectives to ensure that the items measured 

appropriate content. The sequential stages of item development and item review provide 

many opportunities for Texas educators to offer suggestions for improving or eliminating 

items and to offer insights into the interpretation of the statewide curriculum (Texas 

Education Agency, Student Assessment Division, 2004).

RPTE Reliability. The RPTE is a standardized test currently used by the Texas 

Education Agency. Reliability has been established by the TEA institution.
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Relationship of RPTE to the Research Question. The RPTE scores were utilized 

in this study to identify the students’ growth in English reading. These scale scores, along 

with the LAS-Oral scale scores, to follow, are the dependent variables in this mixed 

methods study. 

Rationale for using the RPTE. The RPTE is used by the state of Texas to 

determine English-Language Learners’ growth in English reading (Texas Education 

Agency, 2003). The YRISD utilizes the RPTE results as a test of progress for each 

English-Language Learners’ advancement in English language development throughout 

the YRISD. The YRISD does not use the RPTE scores to measure student growth in any 

specific program within the district.

Procedures for Controlling Bias. The RPTE is administered to students in group 

settings. Students taking the test answer the test questions for all proficiency levels. Each 

RPTE test starts with beginning level items and gradually the proficiency levels are 

mixed, with more difficult reading selections interspersed with easier ones. RPTE test 

administration procedures are provided in the testing manuals that districts receive prior 

to each test administration.

Language Assessment Scales- Oral (LAS-Oral)

The LAS-Oral is an assessment system designed to provide information about a 

student’s language proficiency. Form C measures vocabulary comprehension, and 

production as well as aural discrimination and pronunciation. LAS-Oral has two main 

components, an Oral Language Component, and a Pronunciation Component. The Oral 

Language Component is available in two alternate forms at each of two levels: Form 1C 
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or 1D for grades 1 through 6, and Form 2C or 2D, for grades 7 through 12. The 

Pronunciation Component is available in two alternate forms, C and D. Each form of the 

Pronunciation Component extends from grades 2 through 12 (De Avila & Duncan, 1990).

The LAS-Oral is an ability test and a performance test. LAS-Oral English is used 

in two primary ways: 1) as a diagnostic device, to provide identification, placement and 

reclassification information for language minority students, and 2) to evaluate progress at 

both the student and program level (De Avila & Duncan, 1990).

Types of scores yielded by English LAS-Oral. The total English LAS-Oral Level 2 

Form C score can be used to identify the corresponding language proficiency level. 

Score, level assigned and category of students tested (See Table 3.5).

Table 3.5

LAS Oral Total Score Cut Off Levels (De Avila & Duncan, (1990)

Total Score Level Category

0-61 1 Non-English Speaker

62-71 2 Limited English Speaker

72-81 3 Limited English Speaker

82-91 4 Fluent English Speaker

92-100 5 Fluent English Speaker

LAS-Oral Validity. The LAS-Oral is a standardized oral proficiency test approved 

by TEA to be used in testing the English-Language Learners.
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LAS-Oral Reliability. The LAS-Oral is one of the standardized oral proficiency 

tests approved to be used in testing oral English proficiency in the English-Language-

Learner by the Texas Education Agency. 

A summary of the results of a variety of analyses aimed at examining the 

reliability of the LAS-Oral Level 2 C presented by De Avila & Duncan (1990) is 

accomplished by presenting reliabilities for each sub-scale. This presentation includes 

analyses such as: “Cronbach’s Alpha (1951), Standardized Alpha (assuming equal 

variances for all items), Scott’s Homogeneity ratio (1968), Scale to Total test 

correlations, and the average inter-item correlation” (p. 41). De Avila and Duncan (1990) 

relate that “item reliability analyses were run on the total population of students tested, 

followed by analyses of item Mean Scores by Linguistic Proficiency Levels according to 

available school records” (p. 41). 

The LAS-Oral Pronunciation component Minimal Pairs Form C, which can be 

used as a stand-alone test as well as a subtest item analysis and reliability, indicates the 

following: “Alpha: 0.868; Standardized alpha: 0.857; Homogeneity ratio: 0.182; Scale 

mean: 29.070; Scale Variance: 27.679; Scale to Total Correlation: .452; and Average 

inter-item correlation: 333” (De Avila & Duncan, 1990, pp. 42-43). 

Item analysis and reliability for LAS-Oral Pronunciation component Phonemes 

Form C findings indicate: “Alpha: 0.875; Standardized alpha: 0.879; Homogeneity ratio: 

0.184; Scale mean: 31.297; Scale Variance: 20.240; Scale to Total Correlation: .559, and 

Average inter-item correlation: 0.172” (De Avila & Duncan, 1990, p. 45).
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Item Analyses & Reliability for LAS-Oral Vocabulary sub-scale Level 2 Form C 

findings indicate: “Alpha: 0.872; Standardized alpha: 0.878; Homogeneity ratio: 0.279; 

Scale mean: 14.661; Scale variance: 17.708; Scale to Total Correlation: .859; and 

Average inter-item correlation: 0.266” (De Avila & Duncan, 1990, p. 49). 

Item Analysis & Reliability for LAS-Oral sub-scale Listening Comprehension 

Level 2 Form C shows the following: “Alpha: 0.965; Standardized alpha: 0.965; 

Homogeneity ratio: 0.705; Scale mean: 5.723’ Scale variance: 17.70; Scale to 

Correlation: 0.606 and Average inter-item correlation: 0.70” (De Avila & Duncan, 1990, 

p. 52). 

Descriptive statistics for LAS-Oral Story Retelling Level 2 Forms C & D Total 

Population tested: Limited and fluent speakers (De Avila & Duncan, 1990, p. 71)

includes: Story = Brown Hat, Mean = 13.290, Standard Deviation = 5.078, and Standard 

Error = 0.167; Story = Easter Flowers, Mean = 13.896, Standard Deviation = 4.751, and 

Standard Error = 0.144; Story = Dropping In, Mean = 14.441, Standard Deviation =

4.224, and Standard Error = 0.135; Story = Meeting the Boat, Mean = 14.319, Standard 

Deviation = 4.721, and Standard Error = 0.142.

Descriptive statistics for LAS-Oral Story Retelling Level 2 Forms C & D

Oral Proficiency Level: Limited Speakers (De Avila & Duncan, 1990, p. 71) includes:

Story = Brown Hat, Mean = 11.515, Standard Deviation = 5.266, and Standard Error =

0.324; Story = Easter Flowers, Mean = 12.609, Standard Deviation = 5.118, and Standard 

Error = 0.285; Story= Dropping In, Mean = 13.156, Standard Deviation = 4.675 and 
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Standard Error = 0.278; Story = Meeting the Boat, Mean = 12.730, Standard Deviation = 

5.239, and Standard Error = 0.290 (De Avila & Duncan, 1990, p. 71).

To maintain reliability of the scoring of the Story Retelling, the scoring must be 

done by proficient, literate speakers of English. Agreement must be reached among the 

personnel scoring the Story Retelling following the recommendations established by 

Duncan and De Avila (1990) which is to have two people score the responses and keep a 

separate record.

At YRISD, personnel score the retelling of the story by having the on-campus 

trained tester score the story. A second scoring is done by a central office rater and a 

rating is assigned. If the rating assigned by the two scorers is not in agreement, a third 

scorer is assigned to score the retelling of the story. The rating levels assigned by De 

Avila and Duncan (1990, p. 17) are utilized to assign a rating level for the story retelling

(See Table 3.6). 

Table 3.6

Description of rating levels for story retelling (De Avila & Duncan, 1990, p. 17)

Rating Response Description
0 No response or responds in another language.

1 Isolated words or phrases responses.

2 Phrases or simple sentences responses

3 Response contains errors.

4 Response is complete, detailed, some errors, production is simple.

5 One or two errors.
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Rationale for using the English LAS-Oral. The English LAS-Oral is used by the 

YRISD to determine English oral language development. The LAS-Oral scores were 

utilized in this study because this test is administered at YRISD upon students’ 

enrollment in the district to determine initial placement of the students and in the spring 

to retest students for progress in bilingual/ESL programs and to identify students who 

might be ready for re-designation into mainstream transition.

Procedures for Controlling Bias. The English LAS-O ral is administered to 

students at the YRISD in a one-to-one basis. A trained tester administers the test and 

scores the test. The tests are then submitted to the central office where the story re-telling 

undergoes inter-rater scoring. The results of the test are recorded in the district’s 

databases. Feedback on scores is immediately provided to the schools. The scores serve 

as an indicator for ESL instructional placement.

Relationship of LAS-Oral to the Research Question. LAS-Oral scores are utilized 

in this study to identify the students’ growth in the area of oral English language. These 

scale scores along with the RPTE are the dependent variables in this mixed methods 

study.

DATA COLLECTION PLAN AND PROCEDURES 

This formulaic data collection consisted of “traditionally focused/structured 

measurement procedures” which included a survey, observation protocols (Tashakkori & 

Teddlie, 1998, p. 95) and collection of student information. Data collection for this mixed 

methods study consisted of “relatively detailed and planned instruments” (Tashakkori & 

Teddlie, 1998, p. 96): a survey research methodology (50 %); a classroom observation 
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methodology (30 %) and student achievement test scores and student records review (20

%). A set of strategies for data collection were established a priori for the collection of 

teacher information, and observational information and on the type of behaviors on which 

to focus during the observations (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998), (See Table 3.1).

To gather teacher information and to look at variables that focused on teacher 

effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to English-Language Learners this researcher had 

decided a survey would be one appropriate instrument to collect the needed information.

The search for an adequate instrument led this researcher to study surveys that would 

meet the needs for the research. This researcher had planned to look at teachers’ 

background information, teacher beliefs and attitudes, teacher application of the program 

they were using for instruction, and teacher behavior. Therefore, this researcher saw the 

need to use validated instruments which had been used for a similar purpose to best 

guarantee dependable and meaningful findings. Using two previously validated 

instruments and adding two sections to the survey gave rise to the Literacy for English-

Language Learners Survey (LFELLS). 

To determine teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to the students this 

researcher had determined that classroom observations of teacher behavior during 

application of the LE II program in the classroom would be a method to be used to collect 

information. The difficulty with teachers’ awareness of being observed during instruction 

was considered, but this researcher felt that the teachers would not be apprehensive 

during the observations as many of the ESL teachers had been involved in training

sessions with the researcher. It was also considered that the teachers might tend to “take a 
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variety of roles in reaction to his or her awareness of being a participant in research” 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, p. 97). Some of these roles might be: good or helpful 

participant, apprehensive participant, faithful or honest participant, suspicious participant 

and/or antagonistic participant (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). This researcher wanted the 

participants to behave as natural as possible and in an uncontrolled manner as they did 

when they were not being observed (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). This researcher 

decided to use the FIAC after a careful and systematic search for a validated instrument 

to observe classroom interaction.

This researcher had also determined that students’ information was needed in 

order to determine teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to the middle school 

English-Language Learners. Since the newcomers to the YRISD are assessed with the 

LAS-Oral test and the RPTE test, these two instruments were identified as the dependent 

variables for the study. 

Permission to conduct this descriptive mixed methods study research at YRISD 

was petitioned with a letter to the superintendent of schools. This researcher asked for the 

following: a) authorization to contact the principals of the middle schools regarding the 

study, b) permission to contact the teachers involved in the LE II program, c) permission 

to invite the students in these classes to participate in the research, and d) permission to 

access the middle schools in the YRISD to obtain data needed for a dissertation. Once 

permission was granted to conduct the research a meeting was held with the research 

administrator. The rules, regulations, procedures and required official forms and 
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signatures were explained by him to researcher. Consequently, all required  materials 

requested were delivered by this researcher to the assessment office. 

The proposed study was then openly discussed with top administrators and 

principals involved. The official forms were signed by the principals. Each principal then 

identified the teacher who was teaching the LE II program and allowed this researcher to 

introduce the research to the teachers and to invite the teacher to participate. Ten middle 

schools in the YRISD with one teacher and one classroom per school were involved in 

the study.
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LFELLS Data Collection Procedures

The LFELLS provided the researcher with abundant information about the

teachers involved in the study. Data contribution may be seen in Table 3.7.

Table 3.7

LFELLS DATA CONTRIBUTION

Part A Demographics (fill in the blank)

Part B Teacher attitude to teaching behaviors (36 statements, 
Likert scale)

Part C Teacher Application of the LE II program
(10 statements, Likert scale format)

Part D Teacher Beliefs and Attitudes of the LE II
program (9 statements, Likert scale format)

Part A: Teacher Demographic Data (TDD) of the LFELLS was based on Flores’ 

(1996) Survey of Bilingual Teachers’ Epistemology and Teaching Practices (SBTETP)

and was answered by filling in the blanks and/or selecting the answer from answers 

provided. This section served to gather the following demographic data from the 
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participants (a) degrees (b) teacher certification; and (c) teaching experience. These data 

describe the teacher sample. The demographic data from Part A was transposed to an 

EXCEL spread sheet for analysis.

Three parts, Parts B, C and D of the LFELLS were answered with Likert scales 

which allowed for clear answers and ease of coding. These Likert scales asked the 

“respondents to express their degree of agreement or disagreement with issues” 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, p. 104). Four main advantages of this format include (a)

standardized questionnaires have an essential strength in regard to measurement generally 

(Babbie, 1983), (b) minimizing errors in recording and coding data, (c) reducing time in 

administration of the instrument, and (d) efficiency of scales and indices in analyzing the 

data. After conducting the interview using the LFELLS with a teacher, each part of the 

survey was coded. 

Information for Part B which is made up of the Teaching Behaviors Questionnaire

(TBQ) contains six sections which equal to 36 statements in a Likert scale format. The 

average score for the 36 statements was calculated for each teacher. The teacher scores 

were transposed to an EXCEL spread sheet which had been designed and which included 

the participating teachers’ identifications, answers and scores. 

Part C: Teacher Application of the LE II Program is made up of ten Likert scale 

format statements. Once the ten statements were coded for Part C of the survey, the 

information was transposed to an EXCEL spread sheet. The EXCEL spread sheet 

included the participating teachers’ identifications, answers and average score.
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Part D: Teacher Beliefs and Attitudes of the LE II program is made up of nine 

Likert scale format statements. Once the nine answers were coded, the information was 

transposed to an EXCEL spread sheet. The EXCEL spread sheet included the 

participating teachers’ identifications, answers and average score.

Flanders Interaction Analysis System Data Collection Procedures

This researcher visited the participating schools on several occasions. The 

technique of persistent observation was used to identify the characteristics or aspects of 

the school scene that were most relevant to the particular question that the researcher was 

pursuing (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998).

The Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories (FIAC) system was designed to be 

used live. Regardless of content, all teacher and student verbal behaviors are coded in one 

of the ten categories. Each category is a behavioral unit and represents a different, 

discrete type of behavior. Amidon and Flanders (1963) indicate that “all statements that 

occur in the classroom, then, are categorized in one of three major sections: (a) teacher 

talk, (b) student talk, and a separate category, (c) silence or confusion, used to handle 

anything else that is not teacher or student talk” (p. 122). Flanders (1965) explains that 

the larger sections of teacher and student verbal behavior are subdivided in order to make 

the total pattern of teacher-pupil interaction more meaningful” (p. 122). Seven categories 

assigned to teacher talk are divided into indirect and direct influence. Amidon and

Flanders (1963) posit that these “two subdivisions for teacher verbal behavior are further 

divided into smaller categories” (p. 122). Categories one through four indicate indirect 

influence and categories five, six and seven represent direct influence. In category one, 
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the teacher accepts feelings and clarifies the feeling tone of the students; in category two, 

the teacher praises or encourages the student; in category three, the teacher accepts, 

clarifies, or constructively uses the ideas and opinions of students; in category four, the 

teacher asks questions about content or procedure (Amidon & Flanders, 1963). 

Under direct influence in category five, the teacher lectures, gives facts or 

opinions about content or procedure; in category six, the teacher gives directions, 

commands or orders and expects the student to comply; in category seven, the teacher 

criticizes or justifies authority (Amidon & Flanders, 1963).

Under pupil talk in category eight, the teacher initiates the contact and the student 

makes a predictable response to the teacher; in category nine, talk is initiated by students. 

Category ten is represented by silence or confusion with pauses, short periods of silence 

and periods of confusion in which the communication cannot be understood by the 

observer (Amidon & Flanders, 1963).

Flanders (1965) posits that “there is no scale implied for these category numbers.  

Each category number is classificatory; it designates a particular kind of communication 

event. To write these numbers down during an observation is to catalog, not to judge a 

position on a scale” (p. 7).

The method of recording the sequence of events in the classroom recommended 

by Amidon and Flanders (1963) specifies to start the coding of an observation by writing 

a 10 at the beginning and end of the sequence of numbers. Every three seconds the 

observer is to write down the category number for the interaction observed. These 

numbers are to be recorded in sequence in a column. The expectation is that the observer 
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should have approximately twenty numbers recorded per minute so at the end of a twenty 

minute session, the observer has several columns of numbers that have been marked. 

The tabulations representing pairs of numbers are then transferred to a matrix.  

The first pair begins automatically with a 10. The first number in the pair indicates the 

row and the second number in the pair indicates the column. Each pair of numbers 

overlaps with the previous pair and each number except the first and the last, is used 

twice. This is the reason that a 10 is entered as the first number and the last number in the 

record. This number is chosen for convenience purposes, since it is convenient to assume 

that each recording began and ended with silence. This procedure also allows the total of 

each column to equal the total of the corresponding row (Amidon & Flanders, 1963).

This researcher utilized the tally form for data collection. The tally form follows 

Amidon and Flanders’ (1963) recommendation that the first and last entries on the 

sequence of categories begin and end with a 10.

Associate-Observer/Procedures for Controlling Observer Bias. This researcher 

requested the assistance of a staff member from the YRISD Bilingual Education 

Department for the purpose of having someone serve as Associate-Observer on the 

classroom observations conducted with the FIAC System. The role of the Associate-

Observer was to establish interrater reliability and for controlling observer bias.  One of 

the staff members familiar with the LE II program and middle schools was selected by 

the Bilingual Education Administrator. The Associate-Observer was asked to sign a form 

of Confidentiality Assurances which stated: 
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I have been informed of the confidential assurances which are provided to the 

teacher participants of this study. I will be involved in the classroom observations 

which will be conducted by the primary investigator and myself. I fully 

understand that any information obtained during the classroom observations will 

be provided only to the investigator to establish inter-rater reliability in the use of 

the FIAC System. The information obtained will remain confidential and will be 

shared only with the primary investigator and Faculty Supervisor. 

The form was signed and dated.

The researcher trained the Associate-Observer with the contents of the FIAC 

System and familiarized the Associate-Observer with the observation procedures and 

forms. The Associate-Observer memorized the categories found in the FIAC System.  

Once they were memorized the categories were practiced so that responses were 

automatic. The pilot observations designed to check consistency with the Associate-

Observer transpired in classroom settings.

Upon arriving at the classroom being observed, the Associate-Observer and this 

researcher walked in, simultaneously and jointly categorized the observations utilizing 

the FIAC System, and then left the classroom. Consistency was checked by comparing 

tabulations. If there were differences in the categories coded, the ground rules for 

categorization were again studied and consensus established. Both raters developed the 

ability to make judgments easily and to categorize consistently. 
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The recommendations on differentiation and the ground rules for categorization 

established by Amidon and Flanders (1963) were followed. Use of these ground rules has 

been found to improve reliability (Amidon & Flanders, 1963). 

Classroom Observations. The classroom observation schedule was created and 

given to the teachers. The teachers were informed that the primary objective of the 

visitations was to observe and categorize teacher and student verbal classroom interaction 

during instruction with the LE II program. The initial five minutes upon arrival at each 

classroom were used to become acquainted with the classroom setting before 

categorization began. Three twenty-minute classroom observations per teacher were 

conducted every two weeks. The Associate-Observer participated in the observations 

with this researcher in all thirty classroom observations. 

During the announced classroom visitation both coders sat in the classroom with 

the best view of teacher-pupil interaction and away from unnecessary noise. The coders 

communicated verbally and quietly during the observations. This was done so that 

comparisons and agreements between researcher and Associate-Observer could be made 

on the category coding. This on-going periodic comparison of category coding was 

practiced throughout the thirty observations. 

Using the tally form, the coders observed each classroom for a total of twenty 

minutes at a rate of 20 tallies per minute. Tempo was kept as steady as possible and 

marginal notes were written from time to time which assisted in remembering what 

transpired in the classroom. When a major change in subject under discussion occurred in 

the teaching, a double line was drawn on the form, and the time of occurrence indicated. 
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Once the twenty-minute visitation was complete, the researcher and the Associate-

Observer thanked the teacher and quietly left the room. An immediate follow-up meeting 

between the researcher and the Associate-Observer was held after every classroom 

observation.  

Types of scores yielded by FIAC. The results of each visitation were transposed to 

an FIAC System matrix. The raw data were summed to produce frequency scores and 

divided to produce percentage scores. The information derived from the classroom 

observations was analyzed on the day the classroom observation was performed. Using 

Flanders’s (1970) example, a matrix was drawn by the researcher with 10 rows and 10 

columns to create a single display of the tallies coded during the entire observation. The 

columns on the matrix represent the FIAC ten categories and a column for the total. The 

rows also represent the FIAC ten categories and a column for the totals.  

The first step in the tabulation of the matrix began by including the 10 at the 

beginning of the code symbols. The first step in using the matrix included making a hash 

mark (tally) in row 10 and in the column designated by the first code symbol which 

followed the ten. The mark was small and fit into the upper left-hand corner of the cell.  

Since subsequent tallies might have belonged in the same cell, the tallies were marked in 

clusters of five. This provided ease in adding the sums. Each number that was tallied was 

crossed out on the code symbols. The next code symbol was marked in the designated 

row and designated column. This process continued until the entire observation was 

tallied. The hash marks within each cell were then added and a number which indicated 

the sum was written over the hash marks. All rows were then added and the sum entered 
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in the appropriate spaces. All columns were then added and the sum entered in the 

appropriate spaces. Each corresponding row and column total were identical when a 

tabulating error was not made. If an error was made, a thorough check of the tallying was 

done until the oversight was determined. The matrix total was obtained by adding the

rows total scores and the column total scores. Checking the accuracy of the matrix tallies 

and sums was a thorough and lengthy procedure. The total for each matrix equaled to 399 

since there were 400 entries made on the code symbols for each observation. The matrix 

information served to determine the percentages of teacher verbal behavior: indirect and 

direct, student talk and silence or confusion. 

To determine teaching behaviors using this instrument, percentages were 

established for the following categories: Teacher Talk, Pupil Talk and Silence or 

Confusion. Teacher Talk includes any teacher communication in the classroom. Pupil 

Talk includes any non-teacher communication in the classroom, and Silence or Confusion 

includes a pause in classroom communication or when there is noise and confusion.

Flanders (1970) indicates that “knowledge of how much the teacher or the pupils 

talked becomes much more useful when it is combined with some index of quality” (p. 

101). As a result, “simple ratios can be calculated which provide such information in 

terms of teacher initiative, teacher response and pupil initiative” (Flanders, 1970, p. 101).

For the purpose of this research, percentages were calculated and analyzed for the 

expansive categories of Teacher Talk, Pupil Talk and Silence or Confusion. Flanders 

(1970) indicates that “teacher talk, pupil talk, and silence or confusion, converted to 

percents, should add up to 100” (p. 101). To establish the percentages, each column total,
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which represented teacher talk, was added. Percentages for teacher talk for each 

classroom visit were then added (1970, p. 100) and divided to arrive at a mean score. The 

same procedure was followed for pupil talk and silence or confusion. 

However, to obtain specific qualitative data on classroom interaction this 

researcher calculated the results for all of the following indexes of quality (Flanders, 

1970).

• The teacher response ratio includes the “teachers’ tendency to react to the ideas and 

feelings of the pupils” (Flanders, 1970, p. 101).

• The teacher question ratio represents “the tendency of a teacher to use questions 

when guiding the more content oriented part of the class discussion:” (Flanders, 

1970, p. 101). 

• The instantaneous teacher response ratio represents “the tendency of the teacher to 

praise or integrate pupil ideas and feelings into the classroom discussion” 

((Flanders, 1970, p. 101). 

• The instantaneous teacher question ratio represents “the tendency of the teacher to 

respond to pupil talk with questions based on his own ideas, compared to his 

tendency to lecture” (Flanders, 1970, p. 101).

• The content cross represents “how much emphasis is given to content” (Flanders, 

1970, p. 101).

• The steady state ratio represents “how much sustained expression is present” 

(Flanders, 1970, p. 101). This ratio reflects “the tendency of teacher and pupil talk 
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to remain in the same category for periods longer than three seconds” (Flanders, 

1970, p. 101).

• The pupil initiation ratio “is proposed to indicate what proportion of pupil talk was 

judged by the observer to be an act of initiation” (Flanders, 1970, p. 101).

• The pupil steady state ratio represents “the rapidity of teacher-pupil interchange 

when pupil talk is average or above average” (Flanders, 1970, p. 101).

RPTE & LAS-Oral Data Collection Procedures

Participating students’ RPTE and LAS-Oral data was collected from the Bilingual 

Education Data Bases from YRISD. Several visits were made to the Bilingual Education 

department at YRISD to gather the students’ test results from the databases. The test 

results were printed and provided to this researcher.

DATA ANALYSIS PLAN AND PROCEDURES

The researcher used EXCEL and MINITAB to assist in the data analysis of the 

variables measured in the LFELL survey and Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories

System. Descriptive statistics were computed “to provide images and/or summaries that 

can help the reader understand the nature of the variables and their relationships” 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, p. 113). Measures of central tendency were utilized to 

summarize a group of scores/observations into a single score for Parts B, C and D of the 

survey and for the FIAC. The mean, the average of all scores, was used to represent 

groups of events/people since it contained information regarding all members of the 

group. A difference between group means was accomplished by comparing the means in 

factorial designs through analysis of variance (ANOVA).
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Inferential statistics (means testing) were used for data analysis methods to test 

the hypotheses which were based on estimations of how much error was involved in 

obtaining a difference between groups or a relationship between variables. Bonferroni 

adjustment was used for every analysis of variance conducted to estimate error involved. 

The .05 level was selected for testing significance. Given the number of ANOVA tests , 

the Bonferroni adjusted level of significance was determined to be p < .025. The null 

hypotheses were the underlying principle for the research hypotheses.

Data Analysis Procedural Plan

This data analysis procedural plan served as a support in assuring that the data 

collected by the survey answered the first four research questions of the study and that 

the qualitative data gathered during the classroom observations answered the fifth 

question of the study. This plan served several purposes: (a) provided a path which

brought together the data and the hypotheses, (b) streamlined data collection by 

identifying the specific need for each data unit collected, and (c) identified each data 

exclusive contribution to the questions (Flores, 1999). The researcher’s time and effort 

were maximized once having eliminated the collection and analysis of unnecessary data. 

The data analysis assisted the researcher in determining the dependability of the proposed 

statistical analysis with respect to the research questions (See Figure 3.1).
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FIGURE 3.1

DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURAL PLAN
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Theoretical Pathway. The theoretical pathway links the theory, research questions and the 

instruments (Flores, 1999) (See Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3). 

FIGURE 3.2

THEORETICAL PATHWAY

Summary of links between theory, research question and measures

Hypothesis 1 Research Question 1 Survey Part A

Hypothesis 2 Research Question 2 Survey Part B

Hypothesis 3 Research Question 3 Survey Part C

Hypothesis 4 Research Question 4 Survey Part D

Hypothesis 5 Research Question 5 FIAC
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FIGURE 3.3

Expansion of links between theory, research questions and measures

Null Hypothesis 1: Ho1: There is no statistically significant difference in 
teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 
school English-Language -Learners using the LE II 
program as measured by student test scores among teachers 
with different backgrounds.

Research Question 1: Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 
school English-Language Learners using the LE 
II program based on teacher background?

Survey Section: Teacher Demographics (closed-ended, select and/or fill-in-
the blank, Part A)

Null Hypothesis 2: Ho2:  There is no statistically significant difference in 
teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 
school English-Language -Learners using the LE II 
program as measured by student test scores among teachers 
with different attitudes toward teaching behaviors.

Research Question 2: Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 
school English-Language Learners using the LE II program 
based on teacher attitudes towards teaching behaviors?  

Survey Section: Teaching Behaviors Questionnaire (Closed-ended items 
Likert scale, Part B)
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Research Question 3: Ho3:  There is no statistically significant difference in 
teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 
school English-Language -Learners using the LE II
program as measured by student test scores among teachers 
with different LE II program application.

Null Hypothesis 3: Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 
school English-Language Learners using the LE II program 
based on teacher application of the Language Enrichment II 
program? 

Survey Section: Teacher Application of the Language Enrichment II 
Program (Closed-ended items, Likert, Part C)

Null Hypothesis: Ho4:  There is no statistically significant difference in 
teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 
school English-Language -Learners using the LE II 
program as measured by student test scores among teachers 
with different beliefs and attitudes of the LE II program.

Research Question 4: Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 
school English-Language Learners using the Language 
Enrichment II program based on teacher beliefs and 
attitudes of the LE II program?  

Survey Section: Teacher Beliefs and Attitudes of the Language Enrichment 
II Program ( Closed-ended items, Likert, Part D)

Null Hypothesis 5 Ho5:  There is no statistically significant difference in 
teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 
school English-Language –Learners using the LE II
program as measured by student test scores among teachers 
with different teaching behaviors.

Research Question 5 Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 
school English-Language Learners using the LE II program 
based on teaching behaviors?

FIAC Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories 
Classroom Observations with FIAC
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Research Questions and Data Analysis

This section provides a summary of the data analysis employed to answer each 

research question (Flores, 1999). For the LFELL survey information in Parts B, C and D, 

a number was assigned to each response. All item scores were then added to obtain an 

overall score for each section (Parts B, C and D) of the survey. Quantitizing techniques 

were used to convert qualitative data obtained from the classroom observations using the 

FIAC into numerical codes (quantitized data) that could be statistically analyzed

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). 

1. Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher background?  To answer 

this question the researcher examined the information found in the demographic section 

of the LFELL survey provided by the teachers regarding their degree, certification and 

teaching experience. Teaching Experience was presented in a grouped format of 6-14, 18-

21 and 28-31 years of experience. Teacher responses were transferred to an EXCEL 

spreadsheet and MINITAB for an analysis of variance. 

2. Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher attitudes towards teaching 

behaviors? To answer this question the average score of each teacher on Part B of the 

LFELL survey which consists of teacher attitudes toward teaching behaviors found in the 

Teaching Behaviors Questionnaire by Marchant and Bowers (1990), was transferred to an 

EXCEL spreadsheet and to MINITAB for an analysis of variance. 
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3. Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher application of the 

Language Enrichment II program? To answer this question the average score of each 

teacher on Part C of the LFELL survey which consists of teacher application of the LE II 

program was transferred to an EXCEL spreadsheet and to MINITAB for an analysis of 

variance. 

4. Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the Language Enrichment II program based on teacher beliefs 

and attitudes of the LE II program? To answer this question the average of each teacher 

on Part D of the LFELL survey which consists of teacher beliefs and attitudes of the LE 

II program was transferred to an EXCEL spreadsheet and to MINITAB for an analysis of 

variance. 

5. Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the LE II program based on teaching behaviors? To answer 

this question an answer sheet was used by the researcher and the inter-rater to code the 

teaching behavior in the classroom. To transfer the observation data each code symbol 

was read from the answer sheet and tallied by category on the tallying code symbols 

sheet. All the tallied hash marks for each category were then added separately and 

tabulated on an interaction analysis matrix which consisted of ten rows and ten columns. 

Each column and each row in the interaction analysis matrix corresponded to one of the 

FIAC categories. The original sequence of the observation code symbols was recorded on 

the interaction analysis matrix. The column of figures was added in order to obtain the 
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total number of tallies per column. The raw category totals were then converted to the 

percent of tallies within each category. This process was followed for all three 

observations. The mean was then calculated for the three observations for Teacher Talk, 

Pupil Talk and Silence or Confusion. The information from the interaction analysis

matrix was then transferred to an EXCEL sheet and to MINITAB for an analysis of 

variance. 

Hypothesis Testing

The research hypotheses were stated in the null form. Inferential statistics was 

employed in order to examine group differences and to detect meaningful and significant 

patterns in research results. Significant relationships between variables at the p < .05 

level with an adjustment for the number of comparisons assisted in rejecting the null 

hypothesis. Given the number of ANOVA tests, the Bonferroni adjusted level of 

significance was determined to be p < .025. The null hypotheses were the underlying 

principle for the research hypotheses.

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Although some of the findings were significant in this study, because the students 

participating in this study represented a small percentage of the total students found in the 

English-as-a-Second-Language classes in the middle schools at YRISD and the number

of participating students per teacher were not the same, this researcher recognizes the 

limitations regarding the generalizability of the findings. In addition, the number of 

middle school ESL teachers who teach the ESL classes at YRISD for the recent 

immigrants is small. Usually, one teacher per school teaches the recent immigrants who 
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are the students enrolled in the ESL I classes and are instructed with LE II.  These 

characteristics kept the number of participating teachers to a maximum of ten teachers. 

This researcher will attempt to replicate this research study as these findings show 

promise of making a substantial contribution to knowledge about teacher effectiveness in 

the teaching of literacy to the English-Language-Learners. These results will be validated 

in a future study, perchance using a larger population of students and teachers. Possibly 

extend the study to another school district. In addition, in order to obtain a more stable 

sample of a teacher’s interaction pattern (Flanders, 1970), the time involved in classroom 

observations will be increased to 50 minutes per observation in order to obtain one-

thousand tallies per classroom visitation.
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CHAPTER 4:  PRESENTATION OF DATA RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

INTRODUCTION

This research study sought to determine teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy 

to middle school English-Language Learners using the LE II program by utilizing student 

scores on two standardized tests as dependent variables and other factors as independent 

variables. The goal was to determine if the independent variables contributed 

significantly to the education of English-Language Learners.

This researcher utilized two major components to gather data: the Literacy for 

English-Language Learners Survey (LFELLS) which consisted of closed items and was 

administered in a face-to-face setting and the Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories 

(FIAC) System (Flanders, 1970) with which thirty classroom observations were 

conducted along with an associate observer. The ultimate goal of the study of teacher 

influence in the classroom “is to achieve understanding of teacher-pupil interaction, and, 

in particular, to specify conditions in which learning is maximized” (Flanders, (1967, p. 

103). 

This researcher utilized convenience sampling to select the teacher participants 

from the YRISD. ESL teachers of recent immigrants using the Language Enrichment  II 

program for literacy instruction were the primary units of analysis for the study along 

with one-hundred and twelve middle school volunteer students. Since this was a 

convenience sample, the researcher suggests that caution must be taken in the 

interpretation of the results (Flores, 1999). The researcher used a mixed methods design 
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which combined “the qualitative and quantitative approaches within different phases of 

the research process” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, p. 19). A survey, classroom 

observational data and student outcomes were analyzed. To test the hypotheses 

continuous data such as students’ LAS-Oral Post- test scale scores and students’ RPTE 

scale scores were gathered and fed into MINITAB for an ANOVA. The participating 

newcomer students of the ten teachers in the sample at YRISD were invited to participate 

in this study in order to measure teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to 

middle school English-Language Learners using the students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale 

scores and Reading Proficiency Test scale scores. 

The LFELL survey used for this study included “closed-ended items with 

numerical responses” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998, p. 19) and fill-in-the blank items. 

English as a Second Language teachers were the primary unit of analysis for this survey. 

All teacher participants responded to all the questions on the LFELL survey. Classroom 

interaction was the primary unit of analysis for the FIAC. All teacher participants were 

available for the classroom interaction observations. To analyze the data gathered with 

the LFELLS and the FIAC, the researcher examined the survey results first then 

examined the FIAC results. Students’ scale scores on the LAS-Oral and RPTE were 

gathered and examined lastly. 
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Five research questions were explored in this study: The first research question 

asked:

• Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher background?

• The following null hypothesis was assumed: Ho1: There is no statistically 

significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 

school English-Language Learners using the LE II program as measured by 

student test scores among teachers with different backgrounds. 

• This research question explored the connection between teacher background to 

the academic outcome of the English-Language Learners utilizing the Language 

Assessment Scales (LAS-Oral) post-test scale scores and Reading Proficiency 

Test in English (RPTE) scale scores.

The second research question asked:

• Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher attitudes towards 

teaching behaviors?

• The following null hypothesis was assumed: Ho2: There is no statistically 

significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 

school English-Language Learners using the LE II program as measured by 

student test scores among teachers with different attitudes toward teaching 

behaviors.
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• This research question explored the connection between teacher attitudes towards 

teaching behaviors to the academic outcome of the English-Language Learners 

utilizing LAS-Oral post-test scale scores and RPTE scale scores.  

The third research question asked:

• Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher application of 

the program?

• The following null hypothesis was assumed: Ho3: There is no statistically 

significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 

school English-Language Learners using the LE II program as measured by 

student test scores among teachers with different LE II program application.

• This research question explored the connection between teacher application of the 

LE II program to the academic outcome of the English-Language Learners 

utilizing LAS-Oral post-test scale scores and RPTE scale scores.

The fourth research question asked:

• Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher beliefs and 

attitudes of the LE II program?

• The following null hypothesis was assumed: Ho4: There is no statistically 

significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 

school English-Language Learners using the LE II program as measured by 
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student test scores among teachers with different beliefs and attitudes of the LE II 

program.

• This research question explored the connection between teacher beliefs and 

attitudes of the LE II program to the academic outcome of the English-Language 

Learners utilizing LAS-Oral post-test scale scores and RPTE scale scores.

The fifth research question asked:

• Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-

Language Learners using the LE II program based on teaching behaviors?

• The following null hypothesis was assumed: Ho5: There is no statistically 

significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 

school English-Language Learners using the LE II program as measured by 

student test scores among teachers with different teaching behaviors.

• This research question explored the connection of teaching behaviors as exhibited 

in the classroom to the academic outcome of the English-Language Learners 

utilizing LAS-Oral post-test scale scores and RPTE scale scores.

The researcher selected the p < .05 to test the level of the significance. Given the 

number of ANOVA tests, the Bonferroni adjusted level of significance was determined to 

be p < .025. Significant findings are presented.

The teacher participants in this study included Middle School teachers at YRISD. 

Teacher participant demographics can be seen in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1

TEACHER PARTICIPANT DEMOGRAPHICS

Gender N %

Female 9 90 %

Male 1 10 %

Ethnicity

Hispanic 10 100 %

ESL Teaching Experience

6-14 years 3 30 %

18-21 years 4 40 %

28-31 years 3 30 %

Major Area of Study

Elementary Education 4 40 %

Bilingual Education 1 10 %

English 1 10 %

English/ESL 1 10 %

English/Spanish 1 10 %

Industrial Engineering 1 10 %

Business 1 10 %
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GENERAL INFORMATION ON LAS-ORAL AND RPTE

In order to set the stage for the data presentation, a general discussion of LAS-

Oral and RPTE background information is introduced before the details of the research 

findings. Presentation of the findings of the Language Assessment Scales Oral (LAS-

Oral) Pre-test, Post-test, and Pre-test vs. Post-test for the participating students is hereby 

presented.  This information opens the door to the data analysis for this study.

LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT SCALES (LAS-ORAL)

The MINITAB output in Figure 4.1 shows a histogram of the LAS-Oral pre-test 

scores of the 112 students in the study. The minimum score of 0.0 % was the most 

common achieved (n = 92) with one student scoring 75 %. The median score was 0.0 %

with a mean of 4.76 and a standard deviation of 13.07 %.

Figure 4.1

LAS-Oral Pretest Results
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The MINITAB output in Figure 4.2 shows a histogram of the LAS-Oral post-test 

scale scores of the 112 students in the study. The minimum score of 0.0 % was again the 

most common achieved (n = 21), however, there is an obvious improvement in the scores 

with more students achieving scores greater than 0.0 %. The median score improved to 

33 % with a mean of 32.29 and a standard deviation of 23.3 %. The new maximum score 

achieved was 86 %. 

The LAS-Oral post-test scale scores of the 112 students exhibit an improvement

in the scores. The students’ LAS-Oral pre-test scale scores (see Figure 4.1) show 92 

students scoring at 0.0 %. However, the students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores show 

only 21 students scoring at 0.0 %.

Figure 4.2

LAS-Oral Post-Test Results
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The MINITAB output in Figure 4.3 shows Boxplots of the LAS-Oral post-test

and LAS-Oral pre-test scale scores of the 112 students in the study. The visual 

comparison implies an improvement in LAS-Oral post-test scores after students 

participated in the LE II program for six months, suggesting teacher effectiveness in the 

students’ English oral language development. 

Figure 4.3

LAS-Oral Post-Test vs. Pre-Test
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The one-way ANOVA in Figure 4.4 with a confidence interval of 97.5 % 

confirms that there is a statistically significant difference (p = 0.000) when comparing 

LAS-Oral student post-test scale scores and LAS-Oral student pre-test scale scores.

Actually, it indicates that likely the students’ oral language development is occurring in 

the ESL classrooms, consequently the students’ LAS-Oral scale scores have improved.

Figure 4.4

One-way ANOVA

LAS-Oral Post vs. Pre Test

Source   DF      SS     MS       F      P
C97       1   42433  42433  118.91  0.000
Error   222   79219    357
Total   223  121652
S = 18.89   R-Sq = 34.88%   R-Sq(adj) = 34.59%
                                  Individual 97.5% CIs For Mean Based on
                                  Pooled StDev
Level           N   Mean  StDev  ---------+---------+---------+---------+
LAS Oral Post  112  32.29  23.30                             (---*---)
LAS Oral Pre   112   4.76  13.07 (---*---)

---------+---------+---------+---------+
           10        20        30        40

Pooled StDev = 18.89
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The MINITAB output in Figure 4.5 shows Boxplots of the LAS-Oral post-test 

scale scores of the 112 students studied, grouped by teacher. The visual comparison 

implies a difference in the LAS-Oral post-test student scale scores between the teachers.

Figure 4.5

LAS-Oral Post-Test vs. Teacher
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The one-way ANOVA in Figure 4.6 with a confidence interval of 99.5 % 

confirms that there is a statistically significant difference (p = 0.000) when comparing 

LAS-Oral post-test student scale scores by teacher. This implies that one teacher amid the 

other teachers had a positive effect on the students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores.
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Figure 4.6

One-way ANOVA

LAS Oral Post versus Teacher

Source         DF     SS    MS     F      P
Teacher Code    9  17498  1944  4.64  0.000
Error         102  42753   419
Total         111  60251
S = 20.47   R-Sq = 29.04%   R-Sq(adj) = 22.78%
                         Individual 99.5% CIs For Mean Based on
                         Pooled StDev
Level   N   Mean  StDev  --+---------+---------+---------+-------
A      18  31.50  19.21           (-----*----)
B       8  22.00  18.04    (--------*-------)
C       7  55.57  11.12                 (--------*--------)
D      13  46.46  25.76                (------*-----)
E       7  24.57  21.94     (--------*--------)
F       6  51.50  26.13               (---------*--------)
G       8  27.63  36.48       (-------*-------)
H      14  39.79  14.72              (-----*-----)
I      17  27.29  11.75         (-----*-----)
J      14  11.21  19.32  (-----*------)

--+---------+---------+---------+-------
                           0        25        50        75

Pooled StDev = 20.47

READING PROFICIENCY TEST IN ENGLISH (RPTE)

The RPTE test is administered in the spring of the school year to English-

Language Learners. Test scale scores for the participating students are hereby presented.

The MINITAB output in Figure 4.7 shows a histogram of the RPTE scale scores 

of the 112 students in the study. The median score was 656.50 with a mean score of 668.4

and a standard deviation of 55.04. The most frequently achieved score was 660 

(n = 33).
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FIGURE 4.7

Summary for RPTE
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The MINITAB output in Figure 4.8 shows Boxplots of the RPTE scale scores of 

the 112 students in the study, grouped by teacher. The visual comparison implies a 

difference in the RPTE student scale scores between teachers. 
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Figure 4.8

RPTE vs. Teacher
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The one-way ANOVA in Figure 4.9 with a confidence interval of 99.5 %, 

however, confirms that there is no statistically significant difference (p = 0.062) when 

comparing RPTE student scale scores by teacher.
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Figure 4.9

One-way ANOVA

Reading Proficiency Test in English scale scores versus Teacher

Source         DF      SS    MS     F      P
Teacher Code    9   47970  5330  1.89  0.062
Error         102  288293  2826
Total         111  336263
S = 53.16   R-Sq = 14.27%   R-Sq(adj) = 6.70%
                          Individual 99.5% CIs For Mean Based on
                          Pooled StDev
Level   N    Mean  StDev  ---+---------+---------+---------+------
A      18  690.50  42.44                   (--------*--------)
B       8  656.88  39.15      (------------*-------------)
C       7  681.43  53.19           (-------------*--------------)
D      13  693.62  37.49                  (---------*----------)
E       7  677.86  96.01          (-------------*--------------)
F       6  650.67  18.83  (---------------*--------------)
G       8  669.50  87.72         (------------*-------------)
H      14  660.21  57.40          (---------*---------)
I      17  630.18  52.59   (---------*--------)
J      14  673.50  34.05             (---------*----------)

---+---------+---------+---------+------
                           600       640       680       720

Pooled StDev = 53.16

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The following findings are discussed for the independent variables’ effect on 

student scores. Significant findings are presented. 

Research Question 1: Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 
school English-Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher 
background?

Research Question 1 Procedures
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To answer this question, the dependent variables were identified as the LAS-Oral 

post-test scale scores and the RPTE scale scores. The independent variables were 

identified as teacher degree, certification and experience. The LFELL survey was utilized

to obtain quantitative data.

RQ 1 Statistical Results and Discussion

Two dependent variables, students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores and RPTE 

scale scores, and three independent variables were statistically analyzed through analysis 

of variance in order to answer question #1: teacher certification, teaching degrees, and 

grouped teaching experience. Out of the three independent variables analyzed significant 

findings were revealed only in the area of Teacher Certification and students’ LAS-Oral 

post-test scale scores. The group of teachers with an ESL Endorsement had the highest

mean of 48.05 compared to a mean of 33.06 for teachers with Secondary ESL 

Certification and to a mean of 27.06 for teachers with Bilingual/ESL certification.

No significant findings were found between the following variables: Teacher 

Certification and students’ RPTE scale scores, Teacher Degrees and students’ LAS-Oral 

post-test scale scores, Teacher Degrees and students’ RPTE scores, Grouped Teaching 

Experience and students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores, and Grouped Teaching 

Experience and students’ RPTE scale scores.

The MINITAB output in Figure 4.10 shows Boxplots of the LAS-Oral post-test 

scale scores of the 112 students in the study versus Teacher Certification. The visual 

comparison implies a difference in the LAS-Oral post-test student scale scores between 
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groups with bilingual/ESL certification; groups with ESL endorsement and groups with 

secondary ESL certification.

Figure 4.10

LAS-Oral Post vs. Bilingual/ESL Certification
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The one-way ANOVA in Figure 4.11 with a confidence interval of 98.34 % 

confirms there is a statistically significant difference (p = 0.002) between at least one 

group from the others for the group with ESL Endorsement, the group with 

Bilingual/ESL certification and the group with Secondary ESL certification when 

comparing their students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores. The group of teachers with an 

ESL endorsement had a mean of 48.05 and a standard deviation of 25.26 %. 

It appears that the group of teachers with an ESL Endorsement certificate is

seemingly addressing more English literacy skills and oral language development by 
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providing opportunities for listening and speaking, reading, reading comprehension, 

spelling, writing, word pronunciation, vocabulary development, and story re-telling. This 

group of teachers, by all accounts, also allowed the students to interact with the teacher 

and with other students. Krashen (1981) specifies that fluency is based on what people 

have picked up through active communication.

The classroom observations conducted by this researcher do support that the 

group of teachers with an ESL Endorsement kept the students involved and interacting. 

This group of teachers practiced whole-group instruction during lesson presentation, 

which allowed all students to listen to the instruction. This group of teachers constantly

provided lesson extensions, which increased the scope of what was being taught and 

learned.

Figure 4.11

One-way ANOVA

LAS Oral Post-Test versus Bilingual/ESL Certification

Source             DF     SS    MS     F      P
Bilingual/ESL Ce    2   6432  3216  6.51  0.002
Error             109  53819   494
Total             111  60251
S = 22.22   R-Sq = 10.68%   R-Sq(adj) = 9.04%
                                  Individual 98.34% CIs For Mean Based on
                                   Pooled StDev
Level             N   Mean  StDev  ---+---------+---------+---------+----
Bilingual/ESL    62  27.06  22.86  (-----*----)
ESL Endorsement  19  48.05  25.26               (---------*---------)
Sec. ESL cert    31  33.06  18.67    (--------*-------)

---+---------+---------+---------+----
                         24        36        48        60



140

Research Question 2: Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 
school English-Language Learners using the LE II program based on teacher attitudes 
towards teaching behaviors?

Research Question 2 Procedures

To answer this question, the dependent variables were identified as the students’

LAS-Oral post-test scale scores and the students’ RPTE scale scores. The independent 

variable was identified as the teacher’s average score on the Teaching Behaviors 

Questionnaire which includes these categories: Instructional Design and Structure (IDS), 

Active Teaching (AT), Giving Information (GI), Questioning the Students (QS), Reacting 

to Student Responses (RSR), and Handling Seatwork and Homework Assignments 

(HSHA). The data was gathered through the LFELL survey.

Research Question 2 Statistical Results and Discussion

Two dependent variables, students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores and RPTE 

scale scores, and one independent variable TBQ Total Raw Data were statistically 

analyzed through analysis of variance in order to answer question #2. Significant findings 

were revealed in the area of TBQ Total Raw Data and students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale 

scores. The teacher with a TBQ raw score of 116 out of a possible score of 144 had the 

highest mean of 55.57. Another teacher with the same number of students, however, had 

a raw score of 105 and a mean of 24.57.

No significant findings were found between the independent variable TBQ Total 

Raw Score and dependent variable students’ RPTE scale score. 

The MINITAB output in Figure 4.12 shows Boxplots of the LAS-Oral post-test 

scale scores of the 112 students in the study versus teacher’s TBQ (Marchant & Bowers, 
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1990) total score. The visual comparison implies a difference in the LAS-Oral post-test 

student scale scores for different scores achieved by the teachers on the TBQ (Marchant 

& Bowers, 1990) section of the LFELL survey.

Figure 4.12

LAS-Oral Post-Test vs. Teaching Behaviors Questionnaire Total Score
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The one-way ANOVA in Figure 4.13 with a confidence interval of 99.5 % 

confirms that there is a statistically significant difference (p=0.000) between at least one 

teacher from the others for teachers with different scores on the TBQ section of the 

LFELL survey when comparing their students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores.

It appears that the teacher with a TBQ score of 116 from a possible score of 144 

with a mean of 55.57 and a standard deviation of 11.12 % is seemingly addressing more 

English literacy skills and oral language development by providing opportunities for 
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listening and speaking, reading, reading comprehension, spelling, writing, word

pronunciation, vocabulary development, and story re-telling, This teacher, by all 

accounts, allowed the students to interact with the teacher and with other students. 

The classroom observations do support that this teacher’s attitudes toward 

teaching behaviors were being practiced in the classroom. The teacher was actively 

teaching, providing information, questioning the students and reacting to their responses. 

Classroom structure provided the students with an appropriate setting for learning.

Figure 4.13

One-way ANOVA

LAS Oral Post-Test versus Teaching Behaviors Questionnaire Total Score

Source             DF     SS    MS     F      P
TBQ Total raw da    9  17498  1944  4.64  0.000
Error             102  42753   419
Total             111  60251
S = 20.47   R-Sq = 29.04%   R-Sq(adj) = 22.78%
                         Individual 99.5% CIs For Mean Based on
                         Pooled StDev
Level   N   Mean  StDev  --+---------+---------+---------+-------
 98    13  46.46  25.76                (------*-----)
100    14  11.21  19.32  (-----*------)
105     7  24.57  21.94     (--------*--------)
108     8  27.63  36.48       (-------*-------)
111     6  51.50  26.13               (---------*--------)
112     8  22.00  18.04    (--------*-------)
113    17  27.29  11.75         (-----*-----)
116     7  55.57  11.12                 (--------*--------)
119    14  39.79  14.72              (-----*-----)
126    18  31.50  19.21           (-----*----)

--+---------+---------+---------+-------
                           0        25        50        75
Pooled StDev = 20.47
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Research Question 3: Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 
school English-Language Learners with the LE II program based on teacher 
application of the LE II program?

Research Question 3 Procedures

To answer this question, the dependent variables were identified as the students’ 

LAS-Oral post-test scale scores and the RPTE scale scores. The independent variable was 

identified as the average score achieved by each teacher on the Survey Section C 

(Teacher Application of Program-TAP) of the LFELL survey which contains the 

following statements: 1) I make sure that I use the recommended LE II materials for 

instruction. 2) I introduce a Multisensory Reading and Spelling new lesson by reading in 

whole group. 3) I make sure to follow the instructional schedule provided in the LE II 

program. 4) I understand totally how to implement the LE II program.  5) I start using the 

LE II Program the first week of school. 6) I continuously use the LE II program in my 

classroom. 7) I primarily use LE II program for instruction. 8) I usually use LE II for 

instruction without a specific goal in mind. 9) I usually use LE II for instruction with a 

specific goal in mind, and 10) I make sure that I use the materials for instruction as 

recommended by the LE II program.

Research Question 3 Statistical Results and Discussion

Two dependent variables, students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores and RPTE 

scale scores, and one independent variable Teacher Application of Program were 

statistically analyzed through analysis of variance in order to answer question #3.  

Significant findings were revealed in the area of Teacher Application of Program and 
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students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores. The group of teachers with a TAP raw score of 

30 out of a possible score of 40 had the highest mean of 55.57 and a standard deviation of 

11.12 %. 

No significant findings were found between the independent variable Teacher 

Application of Program and dependent variable students’ RPTE scale score. 

The MINITAB output in Figure 4.14 shows Boxplots of the LAS-Oral post-test 

scale scores of the 112 students in the study versus Teacher Application of Program. The 

visual comparison implies a difference between the LAS-Oral post-test student scale 

scores for different scores achieved by the teachers on the Teacher Application of 

Program (TAP) section of the LFELL survey.

Figure 4.14

LAS-Oral Post vs. Teacher Application of Program
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The one-way ANOVA in Figure 4.15 with a confidence interval of 99.38 % 

confirms there is a statistically significant difference (p = 0.000) between at least one 

group from the others for groups with different scores on the Teacher Application of 

Program (TAP) section of the LFELL survey when comparing their students’ LAS-oral 

scale scores. 

It appears that the group of teachers with a score of 30 on the TAP and with a 

mean of 55.57 and a standard deviation of 11.12 % is seemingly addressing more English 

literacy skills and oral language development by providing opportunities for listening and 

speaking, reading, reading comprehension, spelling, writing, word pronunciation, 

vocabulary development, and story re-telling. This group of teachers, by all accounts, is 

addressing lesson presentation as recommended.

Classroom observations do support that LE II lesson presentation by this group of 

teachers followed the recommended schedule. The pacing and teacher knowledge of 

content and lesson presentation was appropriate. The interaction in the classrooms 

verified that the students were actively involved and applying what they learned.
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Figure 4:15

One-way ANOVA

LAS Oral Post-Test versus Teacher Application of Program

Source             DF     SS    MS     F      P
Survey Section C    7  13823  1975  4.42  0.000
Error             104  46428   446
Total             111  60251
S = 21.13   R-Sq = 22.94%   R-Sq(adj) = 17.76%
                         Individual 99.38% CIs For Mean Based on
                         Pooled StDev
Level   N   Mean  StDev  ---------+---------+---------+---------+
24      7  24.57  21.94  (----------*----------)
28      8  27.63  36.48    (----------*---------)
30      7  55.57  11.12                  (----------*----------)
31     31  37.77  23.04               (----*----)
33     31  20.03  17.37      (----*----)
34      6  51.50  26.13               (-----------*-----------)
37     14  39.79  14.72             (-------*-------)
40      8  22.00  18.04  (---------*---------)

---------+---------+---------+---------+
                         20        40        60        80

Pooled StDev = 21.13

Research Question 4: Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle 
school English-Language Learners with the LE II program based on teacher r beliefs 
and attitudes of the LE II program? 

Research Question 4 Procedures

To answer this question, the dependent variables were identified as the students’

LAS-Oral post-test scale scores and the RPTE scale scores. The independent variable was 

identified as the average score achieved by each teacher on the Survey Section D 

(Teacher Beliefs and Attitudes of Program-TBAP) of the LFELL survey which contains 
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the following statements: 1) I have been using LE II for instruction enough time to feel 

comfortable using it. 2) I am satisfied with my current skills using the LE II program. 

3) I believe that LE II allows for the students to learn English. 4) I have an extraordinary 

amount of confidence in the LE II program. 5) My students have done very well using the 

LE II program. 6) The amount of time spent using LE II for instruction is adequate. 7) I 

believe that the LE II program is effective. 8) I am not always sure if I am using the LE II 

program effectively. 9) I often worry about my LE II program implementation.

Research Question 4 Statistical Results and Discussion

Two dependent variables, students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores and RPTE 

scale scores, and one independent variable Teacher Beliefs and Attitude of Program were 

statistically analyzed through analysis of variance in order to answer question #4.  

Significant findings were revealed in the area of Teacher Beliefs and Attitudes of 

Program and students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores. The group of teachers with a 

TBAP raw score of 25 out of a possible score of 36 had the highest mean of 55.57. 

No significant findings were found between the independent variable Teacher 

Beliefs and Attitudes of Program and dependent variable students’ RPTE scale score. 

The MINITAB output in Figure 4.16 shows Boxplots which address the LAS-

Oral post-test scale scores of the 112 students in the study. The visual comparison implies 

a difference in the LAS-Oral post-test student scale scores for different scores achieved 

by the teachers on the Teacher Beliefs and Attitudes of Program (TBAP) section of the 

LFELL survey.
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Figure 4.16

LAS-Oral Post vs. Teacher Beliefs and Attitudes of Program
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The one-way ANOVA in Figure 4.17 with a confidence interval of 99.29 % 

confirms there is a statistically significant difference (p = 0.000) between at least one 

group from the others for groups with different scores on the Teacher Beliefs and 

Attitudes of Program (TBAP) section of the LFELL survey when comparing their 

students’ LAS-Oral scale scores. 

It appears that the group of teachers with a score of 25 in the TBAP with a mean 

of 55.57 and a standard deviation of 11.12 % is seemingly addressing more English 

literacy skills and oral language development by providing opportunities for listening and 

speaking, reading, reading comprehension, spelling, writing, word pronunciation, 

vocabulary development, and story re-telling. This group of teachers, by all accounts, 

allowed the students to interact with the teacher and with other students.
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Classroom observations provided the researcher with a view of these teachers’ 

confidence and stance of the program. It was apparent that these teachers were receptive 

of the program and felt confident instructing with it. The forthcoming atmosphere was 

conducive to student learning.

Figure 4.17

One-way ANOVA

LAS Oral Post Test versus Teacher Beliefs and Attitudes of Program

Source             DF     SS    MS     F      P
Survey Section D    6  15327  2554  5.97  0.000
Error             105  44924   428
Total             111  60251
S = 20.68   R-Sq = 25.44%   R-Sq(adj) = 21.18%
                         Individual 99.29% CIs For Mean Based on
                         Pooled StDev
Level   N   Mean  StDev  --------+---------+---------+---------+- 
22      7  24.57  21.94  (---------*----------)
25      7  55.57  11.12                 (----------*----------)
27     17  27.29  11.75       (------*------)
28     27  43.00  20.65                (-----*----)
29     22  17.18  27.20   (-----*-----)
30     26  28.58  19.03         (----*-----)
32      6  51.50  26.13              (-----------*----------)

--------+---------+---------+---------+- 
                                20        40        60        80
Pooled StDev = 20.68

Question #5:  Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school 
English-Language Learners using the LE II program based on teaching behaviors?

Research Question 5 Procedures

To answer this question, the dependent variables were identified as LAS-Oral 

post-test scale scores and RPTE scale scores. The independent variables were identified 
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as the Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories (FIAC) System: Teacher Talk (TT), Pupil 

Talk (PT), and Silence or Confusion (SC).

Research Question 5 Statistical Results and Discussion

Two dependent variables, students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores and RPTE 

scale scores, and three independent variables, Teacher Talk, Pupil Talk and Silence or 

Confusion were statistically analyzed through analysis of variance in order to answer 

question #5. Significant findings were revealed in the area of Teacher Talk, Pupil Talk 

and Silence or Confusion and students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores. The teacher with 

an average Teacher Talk score of 62.48 % had the highest mean of 55.57. The anticipated 

average for Teacher Talk is 68 % (Flanders, 1970). The teacher with an average Pupil 

Talk score of 32.33 % had the highest mean of 55.57. The anticipated average for Pupil 

Talk is 20 % (Flanders, 1979). The teacher with an average Silence or Confusion score of 

5.07 % had a mean of 55.57. The anticipated average for Silence or Confusion is 12 % 

(Flanders, 1970).

No significant findings were found between the independent variables Teacher 

Talk, Pupil Talk and Silence or Confusion and dependent variable students’ RPTE scale 

score. 

The MINITAB output in Figure 4.18 shows Boxplots which address the LAS-

Oral post-test scale scores of the 112 students in the study. The visual comparison implies 

a difference between the LAS-Oral post-test student scale scores for different scores 

achieved by the teachers on Teacher Talk (TT) (Flanders, 1970). 



151

Figure 4.18

LAS-Oral Post-Test vs. Teacher Talk
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The one-way ANOVA in Figure 4.19 with a confidence interval of 99.5 % 

confirms there is a statistical significance (p = 0.000) between at least one teacher from 

the others for teachers with different scores on Teacher Talk (TT) (Flanders, 1970) when 

comparing their students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores. The teacher with a TT average 

of 62.48 % had the highest mean of 55.57 and a standard deviation of 11.12 %.

This suggests that at least one teacher had a positive impact on the students’ LAS-

Oral post-test scale scores. Supposedly, the teacher with an average score on Teacher 

Talk of 62.48 % and a mean of 55.57 is seemingly talking in the class in the form of 

instruction addressing more English literacy skills and oral language development by 

providing opportunities for listening and speaking, reading, reading comprehension, 

spelling, writing, word pronunciation, vocabulary development, and story re-telling. This 
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teacher, by all accounts, allowed the students to interact with the teacher and with other 

students, therefore keeping the teacher talk almost at the normative of 68 % established 

by Flanders (1970).

Classroom observations support that this teacher taught these students with the LE 

II program by talking the majority of the time. The teacher spoke to explain the lesson 

content, to address students, to question students and to elicit their understanding of the 

material. Student participation was invited and welcomed.
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Figure 4.19

One-way ANOVA

LAS Oral Post-Test versus Teacher Talk

Source             DF     SS    MS     F      P
Teacher Talk Avg    9  17498  1944  4.64  0.000
Error             102  42753   419
Total             111  60251
S = 20.47   R-Sq = 29.04%   R-Sq(adj) = 22.78%
                         Individual 99.5% CIs For Mean Based on
                         Pooled StDev
Level   N   Mean  StDev  --+---------+---------+---------+-------
28.40  17  27.29  11.75         (-----*-----)
43.93  18  31.50  19.21           (-----*----)
49.28   7  24.57  21.94     (--------*--------)
49.54  14  11.21  19.32  (-----*------)
58.39  13  46.46  25.76                (------*-----)
58.65   8  22.00  18.04    (--------*-------)
58.72   6  51.50  26.13               (---------*--------)
61.15  14  39.79  14.72              (-----*-----)
62.48   7  55.57  11.12                 (--------*--------)
67.17   8  27.63  36.48       (-------*-------)

--+---------+---------+---------+-------
                           0        25        50        75

Pooled StDev = 20.47

The MINITAB output in Figure 4.20 addresses the LAS-Oral post-test scale 

scores of the 112 students in the study. The visual comparison implies a difference 

between the LAS-Oral post-test student scale scores for different scores achieved by the 

teachers on Pupil Talk (TT) (Flanders, 1970). 
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Figure 4.20

LAS-Oral Post-Test vs. Pupil Talk
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The one-way ANOVA in Figure 4.21 with a confidence interval of 99.5 % 

confirms there is a statistical significant difference (p = 0.000) between at least one 

teacher from the others for teachers with different scores on Pupil Talk (PT) (Flanders, 

1970) when comparing their students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores. The teacher with 

a PT average of 32.33 % had the highest mean of 55.57 and a standard deviation of 

11.12 %.

This suggests that at least one teacher had a positive impact on the students’ LAS-

Oral post-test scale scores. Superficially, the teacher with an average score on Pupil Talk 

of 32.33 % and a mean of 55.57 is seemingly addressing more English literacy skills and 

oral language development by providing opportunities for listening and speaking, 

reading, reading comprehension, spelling, writing, word pronunciation, vocabulary 
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development, and story re-telling. This teacher, by all accounts, allowed the students to 

interact with the teacher and with other students keeping the amount of pupil talk above 

the normative of 20 % established by Flanders (1970).

Classroom observations do support that the students found in this classroom were 

provided several opportunities to contribute to the lesson. They were asked questions and 

several of them offered to answer. Even though the students raised their hands to be 

allowed to speak, they contributed to the classroom discussion in the form of also asking 

questions and providing answers.

Figure 4.21

One-way ANOVA

LAS Oral Post versus Pupil Talk

Source            DF     SS    MS     F      P
Pupil Talk Avg.    9  17498  1944  4.64  0.000
Error            102  42753   419
Total            111  60251
S = 20.47   R-Sq = 29.04%   R-Sq(adj) = 22.78%

Individual 99.5% CIs For Mean Based on
                         Pooled StDev
Level   N   Mean  StDev  --+---------+---------+---------+-------
21.30  17  27.29  11.75         (-----*-----)
23.39   8  22.00  18.04    (--------*-------)
28.57   7  24.57  21.94     (--------*--------)
28.65   6  51.50  26.13               (---------*--------)
29.82   8  27.63  36.48       (-------*-------)
31.41  14  11.21  19.32  (-----*------)
32.24  13  46.46  25.76                (------*-----)
32.33   7  55.57  11.12                 (--------*--------)
33.33  14  39.79  14.72              (-----*-----)
45.46  18  31.50  19.21           (-----*----)

--+---------+---------+---------+-------
                           0        25        50        75

Pooled StDev = 20.47
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The MINITAB output in Figure 4.22 addresses the LAS-Oral post-test student 

scale scores of the 112 students in the study. The visual comparison implies a difference 

between the LAS-Oral post-test student scale scores for different scores achieved by the 

teachers on Silence or Confusion (SC) (Flanders, 1970). 

Figure 4.22

LAS Oral Post-Test vs. Silence or Confusion
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The one-way ANOVA in Figure 4.23 with a confidence interval of 99.5 % 

confirms there is a statistically significant difference (p = 0.000) between at least one 

teacher from the others for teachers with different scores on Silence or Confusion (SC) 

(Flanders, 1970) when comparing their students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores. The 

teacher with a SC average of 5.07 % had the highest mean of 55.57 and a standard 

deviation of 11.12 %.
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This suggests that at least one teacher had a positive impact on the students’ LAS-

Oral post-test scale scores. Allegedly, the teacher with an average score of 5.07 % on SC 

and a mean of 55.57 is addressing more English literacy skills and oral language 

development by providing opportunities for listening and speaking, reading, reading 

comprehension, spelling, writing, word pronunciation, vocabulary development, and 

story re-telling. This teacher, by all accounts, allowed the students to interact with the 

teacher and with other students, thereby keeping the silence or confusion in the classroom

at almost half of the 12 % normative established by Flanders (1970).

Classroom observations do support that silence or confusion in this classroom was 

kept to a minimal. This obviously occurred since the teacher was actively teaching and 

supervising the students at all times. The students were invited to participate in the lesson 

and asked questions if they did not understand the lesson. This teaching practice kept an 

active background for learning.
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Figure 4.23

One-way ANOVA

LAS Oral Post versus Silence or Confusion

Source             DF     SS    MS     F      P
Silence or Confu    9  17498  1944  4.64  0.000
Error             102  42753   419
Total             111  60251
S = 20.47   R-Sq = 29.04%   R-Sq(adj) = 22.78%
                         Individual 99.5% CIs For Mean Based on
                         Pooled StDev
Level   N   Mean  StDev  --+---------+---------+---------+-------
 3.00   8  27.63  36.48       (-------*-------)
 5.07   7  55.57  11.12                 (--------*--------)
 5.51  14  39.79  14.72              (-----*-----)
 9.32  13  46.46  25.76                (------*-----)
10.34  18  31.50  19.21           (-----*----)
11.94   6  51.50  26.13               (---------*--------)
17.95   8  22.00  18.04    (--------*-------)
18.80   7  24.57  21.94     (--------*--------)
19.04  14  11.21  19.32  (-----*------)
50.29  17  27.29  11.75         (-----*-----)

--+---------+---------+---------+-------
                           0        25        50        75

Pooled StDev = 20.47

Synopsis

In brief, middle school English-as-a-Second-Language teachers at YRISD have 

one common characteristic, they all teach in an educational sphere which requires a n 

additional specialized certification that allows them to teach English to English-Language 

Learners. These teachers seem responsive to the specific educational needs of the middle 

school recent immigrant child. These teachers’ attitudes towards effective teaching 
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behaviors have allowed the majority of them to become effective teachers of ELLs. These 

teachers’ behaviors towards instructional initiatives have allowed them to support and 

implement the literacy initiative recommended by YRISD. They seek what can better 

assist their students. They seem very open-minded and professional

vis-à-vis program content and implementation. In summary, these teachers have become 

models of their behaviors, beliefs and attitudes through the detailed, caring, and 

professional instruction which they provide their students on a daily basis. 
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CHAPTER 5:  SUMMARY, LIMITATIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

INTRODUCTION

One of the questions that faces educators regarding teacher effectiveness in the

teaching of literacy to middle English-Language Learners is: How effective are the 

teachers in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language Learners (ELLS)

using a specific literacy program? An abundant amount of research indicates researchers 

are continuously and hurryingly seeking for an answer to English literacy instruction for 

the ELLs. 

This brings us to another question. What may be some of the variables that allow

for teaching effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to ELLS using a specific literacy 

program? This researcher speculates that there may be certain variables that are 

significant in teacher effectiveness and students’ academic achievement when 

implementing a reading program for ELLs in a school setting. 

Therefore, five research questions were inspected in this study. Five hypotheses 

were tested. The data were analyzed through a descriptive and quantitative approach. The 

teacher sample population consisted of teachers of English as a Second Language in 

middle school settings from one school district. The student population included recent 

immigrant students of English as a Second Language in ten middle school settings from 

the same school district.

The researcher conducted a survey using closed ended items and fill-in-the blank 

items and/or select-the-answer items. The Literacy for English-Language Learners 
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Survey (LFELLS) was administered in a face-to-face interview. This survey served to 

answer research questions 1-4. The researcher also conducted classroom observations 

using Flanders’ Interaction Analysis Categories (FIAC). The information obtained from 

the classroom observations served to answer research question #5.

SUMMARY

Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language 
Learners using the LE II program based on teacher background?

This current study did reveal a statistical significant difference between at least 

one group from the others for the group with ESL Endorsement, the group with 

Bilingual/ESL certification and the group with Secondary English-as-a-Second Language 

certification when comparing their students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores. The group 

of teachers with an ESL endorsement had a mean of 48.05 and a standard deviation of 

25.26 %. Based on data collected on teacher background when comparing students’ LAS-

Oral scale scores, the group of teachers with an ESL endorsement seemingly had a 

positive effect on the students’ LAS-Oral scale scores.

In general, one can say that ESL teachers who have willingly sought certifications 

that certify them to teach English-Language Learners, whether it be Bilingual/ESL, ESL 

Endorsement or Secondary ESL, have, by design, sought qualifications to instruct these 

specific students. These teachers understand that ELLs need to learn the dominant 

language of this country in order to succeed in the educational programs offered here. 

These teachers evidently, planned their college education and teaching careers with the 

goal to teach English-Language Learners. They must have believed that they would be 
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effective in teaching ELLs. Darling-Hammond (2000) found that among the variables, 

which assessed teacher quality, the percentage with full certification and a major in the 

field is a more powerful predictor of student achievement than teacher education levels.

The current study makes known that the majority of these ESL teachers wield a 

great influence on their student’s achievement. The majority of these ESL teachers seem

to have a sense of efficacy, which has been identified as one of the few teacher 

characteristics consistently related to student achievement. They come across as if they

believe on their “skills and abilities to create desirable outcomes for their students”

(Tucker, Porter, Reinke, Herman, Ivery, Mack, & Jackson, 2005 p. 29). While many 

teachers may feel unprepared to teach students from culturally different backgrounds, 

these ESL teachers exhibited high personal teaching efficacy in meeting the educational 

needs of these recent immigrant English-Language Learners (Tucker, et al. 2005). 

Several of these ESL teachers have taught ELLs for a number of years and are very 

familiar with these students’ culture. Apparently, they feel confident to effectively teach 

the English-Language Learners in their classroom. Nerenz and Knopp (1982) indicate 

that “teachers influence achievement only in as much as they have an effect on the 

student’s active involvement with the material to be learned” (p. 244).

Classroom observations conducted by this researcher did support that the majority 

of these ESL teachers kept all of the students involved with the material being taught. For 

example, the majority of the students were on task at all times during instruction. They 

listened, they looked at the teacher, and they gave the appearance of being ready to learn. 

The majority of the ESL teachers delivered the instruction in a whole-group setting 
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whereby student participation and interaction could occur. The classroom observations 

manifested the English language acquisition of the ELLs. Good and Brophy (2003) 

indicate that effective teachers use more whole-group instruction and maintain higher 

levels of student engagement. Noteworthy, the LE II program that the majority of these

ESL teachers purportedly use for instruction requires that the teacher supervise the 

students at all times while instruction is taking place. Brophy and  Good (1986) as cited 

by Kyriakides, Campbell and Christofidou (2006) also indicate that students realize more 

in classes where they spend a large amount of their time being taught or supervised by 

their teachers instead of having to work on their own. The LE II program theoretically 

allows for student interaction and teacher interaction, thus affording constant 

communication, constant listening, and constant vocabulary development. Nerenz and

Knopp (1982) posit that “the focus of research on teacher effectiveness has slowly 

evolved from consensual analysis of teacher traits to studies looking primarily at the 

learner in the classroom environment” (p. 243).

The results for this section are important because they offer information on 

teacher background and teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school 

English-Language Learners using the LE II program. Further exploration in the area of 

teacher background and teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school 

ELLs using the LE II program is needed. Such an exploration is need but specifically 

with a larger ESL teacher sample and recent immigrant middle school student sample.
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Null Hypothesis #1

The result of a statistical significance test does not support the null hypothesis. 

Ho1: There is no statistically significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the 

teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language Learners using the LE II 

program as measured by student test scores among teachers with different backgrounds.

The null is therefore rejected in the area of teacher certification when it pertains to the 

students’ scale scores in the LAS-Oral post-test. The null hypothesis cannot be rejected 

for LAS-Oral post test vs. teacher degrees and teaching experience and any relationship 

between the RPTE student scale scores and teacher background.

Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language 
Learners using the LE II program based on teacher attitudes towards teaching 
behaviors? 

This current study did reveal a statistically significant difference between at least 

one teacher from the others for teachers with different scores on the TBQ section of the 

LFELL survey when comparing their students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores.

The teacher with a TBQ score of 116 from a possible score of 144 had the highest mean 

of 55.57 when comparing their students’ LAS-Oral post test scale scores. Based on data 

collected on teacher attitudes towards teaching behaviors when comparing students’ 

LAS-Oral scale scores this teacher, seemingly, had a positive effect on the students’ 

LAS-Oral scale scores. 

Teacher effectiveness is concerned with what teachers do that concern educational 

outcomes (Flanders, 1970). The majority of these ESL teachers seemed to have positive 

attitudes toward most effective teaching behaviors found in the TBQ, therefore, they 
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practiced what they thought would be effective in their classrooms. In general, the 

classroom observations conducted by this researcher do support that the majority of these

ESL teachers behaved as if they knew the influence they had on the learning of ELLs.

Even though their scores were different on the TBQ, a majority if not all, of these ESL

teachers practiced effective teaching approaches. They knew how to teach the steps 

necessary for the students to master a new concept. They were able to reach the majority 

of the students. Disruption was not evident in these ESL classes. The majority of these

ESL teachers looked beyond social and economic conditions of the lives of their ESL 

students; and was able to teach the students with the same high expectations as the ones 

they established for other students. 

However, it was in fact evident from the classroom observations conducted by 

this researcher that the classroom setting was very demanding on the majority of these 

ESL teachers. Some of the rooms were full to capacity and even so, these teachers 

demanded the attention of all students. Seldom was a student seen not participating when 

expected. The majority of these ESL teachers never complained of the amount of students 

present in their classrooms nor of their tough task of English literacy instruction for 

ELLs.

The majority of these effective ESL teachers apparently also stand behind a great 

many of teaching behaviors that research has identified as more effective in producing 

student achievement (Marchant & Bowers, 1990). Classroom observations conducted by 

this researcher do support that the majority of these ESL teachers prepared the students 

for instruction and spent time interacting with the information to be learned. The 
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classroom observations also support that the structure used in the classrooms helped the 

ELLS adjust to the instructional setting. For example, the students were very familiar 

with lesson implementation and knew the cues used during lesson presentation. The 

majority of these ESL teachers paced their instruction appropriately and spent all the time 

on curriculum related activities (Marchant & Bowers, 1990) . The students were not

rushed or confused in class. In many of the classrooms, the students were calm and

attending to the instruction. 

The classroom observations also do support that the majority of these ESL 

teachers provided all students with s everal opportunities to interact in class.

Unsurprisingly and expected, the majority of these ESL teachers interacted promptly and 

actively with the students. Teacher reaction to students was almost always in a manner 

that facilitated involvement (Marchant & Bowers, 1990). Classroom interaction, 

Multisensory Reading and Spelling (MRS) lesson presentation mode, and the interaction 

between pupils and teacher provided the ESL students with an additional bridge to the 

road to English literacy. 

Classroom observations conducted by this researcher also supported that the

majority of these ESL teachers talked more than the students; however, students were 

provided the opportunity to speak whenever they were willing to do so. The majority of 

these ESL teachers talked regularly about academics, asked questions regularly and 

provided immediate feedback regularly (Marchant & Bowers, 1990). They spent most of 

their instructional and explanation time addressing the whole class. In addition, the 

majority of these ESL teachers presented information to the students using clear terms 
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and in a manner that promoted understanding (Marchant & Bowers, 1990). Infrequently, 

an ESL teacher resorted to the student’s primary language to enthusiastically clarify a 

point or concept or answer a question from the students.

The majority of these ESL teachers used lower-level questions to maximize 

student learning (Marchant & Bowers, 1990). Obvious hesitation to answer was seen in 

the pupils, most likely because of their lack of English language knowledge. It appeared 

almost impossible for some of the students to summarize in English what the teacher had 

just said. Before the students became engaged in instruction and to work independently, 

they were provided extra explanations of the assignments.

The findings for this section of the study are significant in that they provide 

information on attitudinal support for the teaching behaviors that research has identified 

as more effective in producing student achievement (Marchant & Bowers, 1988).

This section merits further investigation because future results may provide teachers with 

an inside view of their teaching attitudes and an opportunity for self-analysis and 

reflection of their teaching behaviors.

Null Hypothesis #2

The result of a statistical significance test does not support the null hypothesis.

Ho2: There is no statistically significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the 

teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language Learners using the LE II 

program as measured by student test scores among teachers with different attitudes 

toward teaching behaviors. The null is therefore rejected in the area of teachers’ scores 
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on TBQ and students’ scale scores on the LAS-Oral post-test. The null hypothesis cannot 

be rejected teachers’ in the area of teachers’ TBQ and students’ RPTE scale scores.

Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language 
Learners using the LE II program based on teacher application of the LE II program?

This study revealed a statistically significant difference between at least one 

group from the others for groups with different scores on the Teacher Application of 

Program (TAP) section of the LFELL survey when comparing their students’ LAS-oral 

scale scores. The group of teachers with a TAP raw score of 30 out of a possible score of 

40 had the highest mean of 55.57 and a standard deviation of 11.12 %. Based on data 

collected on teacher application of the program when comparing students’ LAS- Oral 

scale scores this group of teachers, seemingly, had a positive effect on the students’ LAS-

Oral scale scores.

Classroom observations conducted by this researcher do support that the majority 

of these ESL teachers implementing the LE II program seem to have a high self-efficacy, 

which “influences several aspects of behavior that are important to teaching and learning”

(Kyriakides, et al. 2002, p. 299). In general, the majority of these ESL teachers 

understands program implementation and monitors their instructional pace to meet the 

needs of the students. They also have found a way to “put students into contact with the 

academic curriculum and to keep them in contact with that curriculum while maintaining 

a convivial classroom atmosphere” (Nerenz & Knopp, 1982, p. 244). The majority of 

these ESL teachers has been successful in promoting student achievement. For example, 

they constantly provide their students with numerous opportunities to learn the essential 



169

curriculum content, and structure and pace instruction to keep the students actively 

involved. 

Classroom observations do support and LFELLS teacher-provided-information 

indicates that the majority  of these ESL teachers is using the LE II program for 

instruction in the classroom with a specific goal in mind and uses the materials for 

instruction as recommended. These ESL teachers exhibited good teaching. Nerenz and

Knopp, (1982) identify good teaching as “instruction that provides students with a 

maximal amount of exposure to the material” (p. 245). The ELL students were seen 

engaged in instruction and during this engaged time these students were enthusiastically

involved in the learning. Nerenz and Knopp (1982) emphasize that “effective teachers 

keep students in contact, or engaged with the material to be learned and this engagement 

is associated with increases in achievement on that material” (p. 245). Apparently,

research support has linked student learning on variables such as enthusiasm, task-

oriented behavior, variability of lesson approaches and student opportunity to learn 

standard material (Rosenshine & Furst, 1973; Darling-Hammond, Wise & Pease, 1983; 

Good & Brophy, 1986).

The results for this section of the study are important because they provide an

observation of the teachers’ own perspective of LE II program application. A quick 

review of the teachers’ answers provides the reader with a view of the teachers’ 

willingness or reluctance to program application. This section merits further investigation 

in the form of a taped interview with the teachers. A face-to-face interview will provide 
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the researcher with more information on teachers’ perspective of their knowledge of the 

program and on program application.

Null Hypothesis #3

The result of a statistical significance test does not support the null hypothesis.

Ho3: There is no statistically significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the 

teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language Learners using the LE II 

program as measured by student test scores among teachers with different LE II program 

application. The null is therefore rejected in the area of Teacher Application of the 

Program when it pertains to the students’ scale scores in the LAS-Oral post-test.

The null hypothesis cannot be rejected when it pertains to students’ RPTE scale scores 

and TAP.

Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language 
Learners using the Language Enrichment II program based on teacher beliefs and 
attitudes of the LE II program?

This study revealed a statistically significant difference between at least one 

group from the others for groups with different scores on the Teacher Beliefs and 

Attitudes of Program (TBAP) section of the LFELL survey when comparing their 

students’ LAS-Oral scale scores. It appears that the group of teachers with a score of 25

in the TBAP had the highest mean of 55.57 and a standard deviation of 11.12 %. Based 

on data collected on teacher beliefs and attitudes of the LE II program when comparing 

students’ LAS-Oral scale scores this group of teachers, seemingly, had a positive effect 

on the students’ LAS-Oral scale scores.
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Kyriakides, et al. (2002) indicate that teaching efficacy can be defined as 

“teachers’ beliefs in their capabilities to organize and orchestrate effective teaching-

learning environments” (p. 298). Garcia (1991) specifies that “successful teachers of 

English-Language Learners appear to share the following characteristics: they convey a 

sense of confidence in their own ability to teach” (p. 130).

Classroom observations conducted by this researcher do support that the majority 

of the ESL teachers in this study showed evidence of positive attitudes towards teaching 

using the LE II program. Kyriakides, et al. (2002) specify “it is argued that teachers’ own 

beliefs about and attitudes to teaching and the subject they teach are more important than 

immediately observable behaviors” (p. 298).The majority of these ESL teachers exhibited 

self-confidence when instructing with the LE II program.  For example, the majority of 

these ESL teachers knew the material being presented. They were very clear in their 

instruction and were in control of their lesson presentation.

Karabenick and Noda (2004) indicate that attitudes are important because they 

affect teachers’ motivation to engage with their students. The classroom observations do 

support that the majority of these ESL teachers do, indeed, possess the skills necessary to 

be effective when using this literacy program with the ELLs. For example, lesson 

presentations openly displayed the ESL teachers’ positive attitude and expertise of the 

program when addressing the ELLs.

The classroom observations also do support that the ELLs being instructed with 

this program understood the material being presented by their teacher. These students 
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participated in English. They listened to the teacher, actively participated in the lesson, 

and became involved in the reading and writing assignments.

Nespor (1987) specifies that teachers’ beliefs play a major role in defining 

teaching tasks and organizing the knowledge and information relevant to those tasks. The 

classroom observations also allowed this researcher to notice teacher beliefs put into 

practice. This took place when looking at teachers’ (a) content knowledge (b) preparation 

(c) available materials (d) lesson presentation (e) awareness of student population needs

(f) modifications explaining a concept to reach ELLs (g) pacing (h) time spent covering 

the lesson, and (i) student participation.

Classroom observations do support that the majority of these ESL teachers have 

possession of accepting attitudes and beliefs toward the program. They practice what they 

know and the majority of these ESL teachers know the required program application very 

well. The air of confidence that the majority of these ESL teachers projected when 

presenting their lessons radiated throughout the classroom, reached the students and 

radiated back to the teacher. 

The results for this section of the study are important because they provide the 

reader with a view of these ESL teachers’ very important viewpoints of the LE II 

program. The results for this part of the study merit further investigation. This 

investigation should be in the form of a survey on teacher beliefs and attitudes of the LE 

II program with a section that allows the teachers to explain the pros and the cons of the 

sequencing and pacing of the program and any modifications needed on program 

materials when used with ELLs.
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Null Hypothesis #4

The result of a statistical significance test does not support the null hypothesis.

Ho4: There is no statistically significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the 

teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language Learners using the LE II 

program as measured by student test scores among teachers with different beliefs and 

attitudes of the LE II program. The null is therefore rejected when it pertains to the 

students’ LAS-Oral scale scores and TBAP. The null cannot be rejected when it pertains 

to students’ RPTE scale scores and TBAP.

Is teacher effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language 
Learners using the Language Enrichment II program based on teaching behaviors?

Teacher Talk

This study revealed a statistical significance between at least one teacher from the 

others for teachers with different scores on Teacher Talk (TT) (Flanders, 1970) when 

comparing their students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores. The teacher with a TT average

of 62.48 % had the highest mean of 55.57 and a standard deviation of 11.12 %.

Based on data collected on teaching behaviors when comparing students’ LAS-Oral scale 

scores this teacher, seemingly had a positive impact on the students’ LAS-Oral post-test 

scale scores.

The Flanders Interaction Analysis System categories, which are used to determine 

verbal behavior in the ESL classrooms, allowed this researcher to obtain valuable 

qualitative information on ESL teacher and recent immigrant ELL classroom interaction. 

Flanders (1970) indicates that “the major feature of this category system lies in the 
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analysis of initiative and response, which is characteristic of interaction between two or 

more individuals” (p. 35). This researcher used the FIAC to keep track of selected events 

that occurred during classroom interaction.

Flanders (1970) indicates that one way to lead and express one’s will is to take 

over talking time. The more that the teacher takes the initiative, the more it is expected 

that the pupils will respond (Flanders, 1970). Consequently, the more a teacher responds, 

the more likely that the pupils will create statements that show initiative.

Flanders (1970) also indicates that “since power, maturity, authority, and initiative 

usually lie with the teacher, it is not surprising to discover that the teacher talks more than 

half the elapsed coding time in most visits” (p. 100). The normative established by 

Flanders (1970) for teacher talk is 68 %.

Classroom observations conducted by this researcher do support that the majority 

of these ESL teachers talked more than half the elapsed coding time done during the 

visits by this researcher. In addition, the majority of these ESL teachers took the 

opportunities presented during instruction to react to the ideas and feelings of the pupils

and provided encouragement or praise to the students in contrast to directions or 

criticism. Furthermore, the majority of these ESL teachers did not seem to actually ask 

for elaboration or extension of pupil ideas. Elaboration may not have been sought 

because of the level of second language acquisition of these students. Then again, there 

did seem to be occasions when pupil ideas were integrated into the class discussion.

Moreover, the majority of these ESL teachers responded to pupil talk with 

questions based on their own idea. Asking questions has been addressed by several 
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researchers. Askew and Williams (1995) as cited by Kyriakides, et al. (2002) indicate that 

effective teachers ask a lot of questions and attempt to involve students in class 

discussions (p 296). Rosenshine (1970) identifies structuring comments and probing 

questions asked as a follow-up to initial questions as a positive correlate when addressing 

student achievement. Gump (1967) found involvement was highest for students in 

teacher-led small groups, which involved instruction such as questions and response.

In addition, classroom observations also support that any lecture that occurred 

during lesson presentations was kept to a minimum in which the majority of these ESL 

teachers provided numerous opportunities for pupil input. The majority of these ESL 

teachers kept the focus of class discussion on subject matter and took a very active role in 

the discussion. Discipline problems were not evident during any of the classroom 

observations and if they did occur, they were kept at a minimum since the students 

appeared to be self-motivated and self-disciplined at all times. Rapid interchange 

occurred between the majority of these ESL teachers and their pupils during all

observations.

Pupil Talk

This study revealed a statistically significant difference between at least one 

teacher from the others for teachers with different scores on Pupil Talk (PT) (Flanders, 

1970) when comparing their students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores. The teacher with 

a PT average of 32.33 % had the highest mean of 55.57 and a standard deviation of 
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11.12 %. Based on data collected on pupil talk when comparing students’ LAS-Oral scale 

scores this teacher, seemingly, had a positive effect on the students’ LAS-Oral scale 

scores.

The Flanders Interaction Analysis System categories, which are used to determine 

verbal behavior in the ESL classrooms, also allowed this researcher to obtain valuable 

qualitative information on ESL teacher and recent immigrant ELL classroom interaction.

The normative established by Flanders (1970) for Pupil Talk is 20 %. 

It was evident during classroom observations conducted by this researcher that 

even though pupil talk in the majority of the cases was somewhat higher than the 

established normative, pupil initiation in the majority of these ESL classes was 

apparently kept at a minimum. Observations do support that the students initiated

conversations only if they had questions to ask the ESL teacher or to respond to questions 

asked by the ESL teacher. The rapidity of the ESL teacher and pupil interchange was kept 

at an average level for the majority of the classes.

Silence or Confusion

This study revealed a statistically significant difference between at least one 

teacher from the others for teachers with different scores on Silence or Confusion (SC) 

(Flanders, 1970) when comparing their students’ LAS-Oral post-test scale scores. The 

teacher with a SC average of 5.07 had the highest mean of 55.57 and a standard deviation 

of 11.12 %. Based on data collected on Silence or Confusion when comparing students’ 

LAS-Oral scale scores this teacher, seemingly, had a positive effect on the students’ 

LAS-Oral scale scores.
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Using the Flanders Interaction Analysis System categories to determine verbal 

behavior in the ESL classrooms allowed this researcher to classify silence or confusion as 

anything else that is not included in the other categories. Silence or Confusion is 

established at a normative of 12 % (Flanders, 1970).

Classroom observations conducted by this researcher do support that the ma jority 

of the ESL teachers were able to keep confusion at a minimum or at an average point. If 

confusion was detected, the majority of the teachers promptly addressed the 

mystification. Silence and calm evidently did appear in the classrooms but was in the 

form of student application to the task in hand. 

The results for this section of the study are significant because this qualitative

information provides the reader with an inside view of classroom interaction in 

classrooms of recent immigrant middle school students taught by ESL teachers. 

Specifically significant to the study is the fact that students of recent immigrant status did 

not seem the slightest shy when being observed but, in contrast, these ESL students

seemed to be in very high spirits when they were being visited. Smiles were prevalent 

when welcoming visitors. More research, which includes classroom observations in 

classes for newcomers, could lead researchers to an inside view of pupil attitude towards 

their academic instruction in the United States and their student achievement. 

Null Hypothesis #5

The result of a statistical significance test does not support the null 

Hypothesis. There is no statistically significant difference in teacher effectiveness in the 

teaching of literacy to middle school English-Language Learners using the LE II 
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program as measured by student test scores among teachers with different teaching 

behaviors. The null is therefore rejected when it pertains to the students’ LAS-Oral scale 

scores and Teacher Talk, Pupil Talk and Silence or Confusion. The null cannot be 

rejected when it pertains to students’ RPTE scale scores and Teacher Talk, Pupil Talk 

and Silence or Confusion.

CONCLUSION

In summary, this mi xed methods study has provided the researcher with abundant 

knowledge notwithstanding its limitations regarding generalizability. Even though other 

studies have examined teacher effectiveness, this study exclusively examined teacher 

effectiveness in the teaching of literacy to middle school recent immigrant English-

Language Learners using a specific literacy program. Additionally, even as many studies 

have examined literacy instruction for English-Language Learners, this study examined 

teacher factors that increased students’ performance. Lastly, while many studies of 

literacy have included classroom observations, few if any have used the Flanders’ 

Interaction Analysis Categories System for classroom interaction observational purposes 

in middle school English-as-a-Second Language classes.

Another important difference in this study was the awareness provided to the 

ELLs regarding the importance of obtaining data on their academic achievement. This 

awareness was provided through researcher-pupils interaction. This awareness served to 

alert the ELLs of the importance specified to the English literacy program which was 

specifically selected to be used for their literacy education.
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Moreover, the use of classroom observations for this study, which were conducted 

by using a category system that is classified as a low-inference measure, may serve to

awaken the thought in researchers of the importance to conduct a mixed-methods study

which includes classroom observations. This may serve to obtain qualitative information 

of classroom interaction in classrooms addressing the ELLs population. The importance 

rests upon the fact that in depth, denotable , relatively objective data on behavior are 

gathered using this system.

Furthermore, this study utilized an associate observer for classroom observations. 

The worth of having a person who is familiar with the instruction being observed and 

who is willing to learn the observation process and conduct the observations and debrief 

after each observation with the researcher needs to be considered by future users of a 

category system for classroom observations. The inter-reliability checking can prove 

valuable in any discussions concerning questions or doubts that may have arisen during 

the observations.

Statistically significant differences were found when comparing students’ LAS-

Oral scale scores among the independent variables. However, no statistically significant 

findings were found when comparing students’ RPTE scale scores between teachers.

These findings imply that the majority of these ESL teachers are addressing literacy 

instruction for the ELLs in the same manner. Even though RPTE results did indicate that 

some of the students scored at the Intermediate Level and Advanced Level, there were 

some students who scored at the Beginners Level. These findings suggest the need for 

further research to investigate whether the LE II program is focused for pupil success on 
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the RPTE, since one would expect improvement beyond the Beginners level once they 

are instructed with the LE II program.

Garcia (1991) indicates that “because reading achievement tests are often used for 

student assessment and placement, it is important to understand how children of limited 

English proficiency perform on such tests and how their performance is related to their 

literacy development” (p. 371). Garcia (1991) also posits that a number of factors may 

influence the English reading test performance of ELLs. He states that “prior knowledge 

of passage content is a variable that can account for a significant proportion of the 

variance in children’s reading test scores” (p. 374). He further states that “difficulties 

with the semantic content of key vocabulary appear to impede reading comprehension 

more severely for second-language readers than for first-language readers” (p. 374). 

August and Hakuta (1997) as cited by Gottardo (2002) specify that “second language 

issues combined with additional factors such as socioeconomic status, parental education 

in their L1, and recent immigrant status may increase the likelihood of reading 

difficulties” (p. 49). Gottardo (2002) indicates that “Spanish oral language skills in these 

children may be weaker than expected for native speakers of a language due to 

socioeconomic factors” (p. 49).

The classroom observations conducted by this researcher did indicate that these 

students were acquiring reading skills. The majority of the ESL teachers addressed 

literacy instruction for these ESL students utilizing the LE II program. Consequently, the 

majority of these ELLs were able to participate in the Multisensory Reading and Spelling

(MRS) lesson covered during the observation.
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The findings support the notion that the ESL teachers in this study are open -

minded regarding educational programs that may benefit ELLs. After several years of 

program implementation, the majority of these ESL teachers indicated positive attitudes 

towards the instructional program in place. Significantly, the majority of the middle 

school ESL teachers in this study see ELLs with plans to continue their education.

However, they understand that the students’ English language learning has to, somewhat,

reach a level of sophistication to be able to succeed at the high school level. Limited time 

to instruct these students concerns these teachers. 

The classroom observations also indicated that these ESL teachers are receptive 

of professional development in the area of literacy. They are also interested in obtaining 

more reading books and materials. They want to provide their students with books and 

materials they can use for assignments, homework, book reports, reading pleasure, etc. 

Findings of this study demonstrated that the ESL teachers know that the students 

are tested with an English language proficiency test when they first enroll at YRISD and 

during the spring of each year and that the ELLs are tested with RPTE every spring. 

Considering that these scores are utilized to place the students in respective ESL classes 

for the following school year, and for other purposes, it would behoove these teachers to 

become members of the Language Proficiency Committee to be present when an analysis 

and review is being done on each of their students. 

Importantly, this study clearly indicates that the majority of these ESL teachers 

stay abreast of current issues on education and are kept informed of all issues pertaining 

to ESL instruction and their students. However, during conversations with this researcher, 
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several teachers casually mentioned that they would like to become members of an 

instructional team within their school. These teams are usually made up of one English 

teacher, one Reading teacher, one Science teacher, one Social Studies teacher, and one 

Math teacher. It seems that a few of the teachers already belonged to a team.

In brief, exhibiting high self-efficacy and effectively engaging in program 

implementation, above all a program that requires sophisticated knowledge of literacy 

instruction can be a major professional breakthrough and groundbreaking experience for 

these middle school ESL teachers and great news for their school administrators.

RECOMMENDATIONS

As a result of this study some areas were discovered as needing supplementary 

discussion. Importantly, it can now be discussed that the introduction in the schools of a 

new program for instruction should be introduced to the teachers prior to requiring 

training and implementation of the program in order to provide the teachers with an

opportunity to scrutinize the program, make recommendations and to declare ownership 

of the program.

Professional Development: Some of the participating ESL teachers indicated a desire for 

further professional development on LE II program content. Some of the ESL teachers 

also mentioned that they would like to get together with other teachers of the LE II 

program and of ESL. These teachers would like to share ideas and get ideas from other 

teachers. They would also like to discuss instructional methodology and student 

achievement results.
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AREAS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Even though this study has examined teacher effectiveness in the teaching of 

literacy to middle school ELLs, this study’s limitations created ideas and desires for 

finding additional answers to other questions that surfaced during the development of this 

study. It is exceedingly obvious that the need exists for continuous, arduous studies on 

the literacy education provided to middle school English-Language Learners; therefore, 

this researcher humbly submits the following areas for further research:

1. A continuing study in the area of Language Enrichment II with a different student 

population using the same variables as the ones used for this study.

2. A study that investigates middle school ESL teacher qualifications in the area

of English reading instruction and student literacy achievement.

3. A study that examines middle school language-minority students’ and parents’ culture

and student academic achievement.

4. A study that examines English literacy development of middle school English-

Language Learners with little or no formal education in South Texas and their

achievement as measured by standardized tests.

5. An ethnographic study in South Texas of several hundred older students formerly 

classified as English-Language Learners to gain insights into their beliefs of their English 

literacy instruction in the U.S. schools.

6. A study on programs designed after Alphabetic Phonics and currently used in all grade 

levels to instruct English-Language Learners in the area of reading and the students’ 

academic achievement. 



184

7. A comparative study on English-Language Learners’ reluctance to speak English even 

after several years of English instruction.

8. Research on teacher qualifications of teachers of reading of middle school English-

Language Learners and students’ academic achievement.

9. A study that examines literacy instruction in middle schools throughout the curriculum 

and teacher qualifications and student achievement. 

10. A three-year longitudinal study on educational resources, i.e. computer programs, 

used in the public schools in South Texas for the education of English-Language 

Learners versus resources used for other populations i.e., Gifted and Talented, Migrant, 

and academic achievement of the students.
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Informed Consent to Participate in Research 

(Teachers)

The University of Texas at Austin

You are being asked to participate in a research study. This form provides you with 
information about the study. The Principal Investigator (the person in charge of this 
research) or his/her representative will also describe this study to you and answer all of 
your questions. Please read the information below and ask questions about anything you 
don’t understand before deciding whether or not to take part. Your participation is 
entirely voluntary and you can refuse to participate without penalty or loss of benefits to 
which you are otherwise entitled. 

Title of Research Study:

“A Study of Teacher Effectiveness in the Teaching of Literacy to Middle School English-
Language-Learners Using the Language Enrichment II Program”

Principal Investigator(s) (include faculty sponsor), affiliation, and Telephone 

Number(s):

Principal Investigator (s): Guadalupe L. González.
Doctoral student
956-_______________

Faculty Supervisor: Professor Zena Moore,
512-571-4078 or 1-512-471-5942

Funding Source: Not Applicable

What is the purpose of this study?

The purpose of this study is to determine teacher effectiveness in the teaching of reading 
to Middle School English-Language-Learners using the Language Enrichment II 
program.

What will be done if you take part in this research study?

The study includes obtaining data on 200 students from databases and 14 teachers. Four 
teachers will participate in a pilot study and ten teachers will be provided with a survey, 
and three classroom visitations each.
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If you cease teaching the Beginner’s class while the study is taking place, your 
participation in the classroom observations will be terminated.

What are the possible discomforts and risks?

Teachers may feel anxious about the classroom visitations and the audio taping in the 
survey, however, the tapes will be coded to protect identification and destroyed once the 
study is completed. All the tapes will be used only by me and will be kept in a safe place. 
The tapes will be destroyed once the study is completed.

What are the possible benefits to you or to others?

There are no possible benefits other than finding teacher effectiveness in the teaching of 
literacy to English-Language Learners.

If you choose to take part in this study, will it cost you anything?

There is no cost for participation.

Will you receive compensation for your participation in this study?

No.

What if you are injured because of the study?

The study does not involve physical risk.
“No medical treatment will be provided or available in case of injury as a result of 
participation in this study.”

If you do not want to take part in this study, what other options are available to 
you?

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You are free to refuse to be in the study, 
and your refusal will not influence current or future relationships with The University of 
Texas at Austin and or participating sites such as ________________ School District.

How can you withdraw from this research study and whom should I call if I have 
questions?

If you wish to stop your participation in this research study for any reason, you should 
contact Lupita L. Gonzalez at _____________. You are free to withdraw your consent 
and stop participation in this research study at any time without penalty or loss of benefits 
for which you may be entitled. Through the study, the researchers will notify you or new 
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information that may become available and that might affect your decision to remain in 
the study.

In addition, if you have questions about your rights as a research participant, please 
contact Clarke A. Burnham, Ph.D., Chair, The University of Texas at Austin Institutional 
Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, 512-232-4383.

How will your privacy and the confidentiality of your research records be 
protected?

Authorized persons from The University of Texas at Austin and the Institutional Review 
Board have the legal right to review your research records and will protect the 
confidentiality of those records to the extent permitted by law. If the research project is 
sponsored then the sponsor also has the legal right to review your research records. 
Otherwise, your research records will not be released without your consent unless 
required by law or a court order.

If the results of this research are published or presented at scientific meetings, your 
identity will not be disclosed.

For studies with audio or video recordings, (a) the interviews or sessions will be audio 
taped, (b) the cassettes will be coded so that no personal identifying information is visible 
on them, (c) they will be kept in a secure place (e.g., a locked file cabinet in the 
investigator’s office), (d) they will be heard or viewed only for research purposes by the 
investigator and his or her associates, and (e) to review them for additional analyses at a 
later time, they will be retained until the project is finished.

Will the researchers benefit from your participation in this study?
No, the researchers will not benefit from your participation in this study beyond 
publishing or presenting the results.

Signatures:

As a representative of this study, I have explained the purpose, the procedures, the 
benefits and the risks that are involved in this research study:

_________________________________________________
Signature and printed name of person obtaining consent
_________
Date

You have been informed about this study’s purpose, procedures, possible benefits and 
risks, and you have received a copy of this Form. You have been given the opportunity to 
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ask questions before you sign, and you have been told that you can ask other questions at 
any time. You voluntarily agree to participate in this study. By signing this form, you are 
not waiving any of your legal rights.

____________________________________________
Printed Name of Subject
____________
Date

__________________________________________
Signature of Subject
____________
Date

____________________________________________
Signature of Principal Investigator
____________
Date
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Appendix B

Student Consent Form
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Parental Consent Form for the Participation of Minors

Dear Parents:

Your child is invited to participate in a study about Teacher Effectiveness in the 
Teaching of Literacy to Middle School English-Language-Learners Using the Language 
Enrichment II (LE II) program. My name is Lupita L. Gonzalez and I am a doctoral 
student at The University of Texas at Austin, Department of Curriculum and Instruction. 
This study will be used as my dissertation for the doctoral degree. I am asking for 
permission to include your child as a volunteer, without any benefits, in this study 
because your child is currently being instructed with the Language Enrichment II 
program in the ESL class. By conducting this study I expect to learn about teacher 
effectiveness in the teaching of literacy using the LE II program. I expect to have 
approximately 200 participants in the study.

If you allow your child to participate, I will only gain access to school records for 
child’s grades on ESL, Reading, Math, Science, Social Studies, RPTE results, LAS 
results, Prueba de Ubicación results and demographic data including former schooling 
information from the district’s databases. This collection of information will be 
conducted during the spring semester of 2004. Any information that is obtained in 
connection with this study and that can be identified with your child will remain 
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. His or her responses will 
not be linked to his or her name or your name in any written or verbal report of this 
research report. 

Your child has the right to choose to participate in this study. Your decision to 
allow your child to participate will not affect your or his or her present or future 
relationship with The University of Texas at Austin or the YRISD. If you have any 
questions about the study, please ask me. If you have any questions later, call me at
____________. If you have any questions or concerns about your child’s participation in 
this study, you may call Professor Zena Moore at 512-512-4071 or call Clarke A. 
Burnham, Ph.D., Chair of the University of Texas at Austin Institutional Review Board 
for the Protection of Human Research Participants at 512-232-4383. You may keep the 
copy of this consent form. Feedback on the findings will be provided to the YRISD in 
book form. This book will be accessible to the parents. You are making a decision about 
allowing your child to participate in this study. Your signature below indicates that you 
have read the information provided above and have decided to allow him or her to 
participate in the study. If you later decide that you wish to withdraw your permission for 
your child to participate in the study, simply tell me. You may discontinue his or her 
participation at any time without any penalty. I can assure you that there are no risks 
involved in this project. 
_______________________________________
Printed Name of (son/daughter/adolescent youth)
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_________________________________________
Signature of Parent(s) or Legal Guardian and Date

___________________________________
Signature of Investigator and Date

Assent Form

Your child should sign this consent form if he/she is between 13 and 17 years of age.

I have read the description of the study titled “A Study of Teacher Effectiveness in 
the Teaching of Literacy to Middle School English-Language Learners Using the 
Language Enrichment II Program” that is printed above, and understand the procedures. I 
have received permission from my parent(s)/guardian(s) to participate in the voluntary 
study, and I agree to participate in it. I understand that I have the right to choose to 
participate in this study. I know that I can quit the study at any time without penalty.

____________________________________
Signature of Minor and Date

____________________________________
Signature of Researcher and Date

Assent Form

Your child should sign this assent form if he/she is between the ages of 7 and 12

“A Study of Teacher Effectiveness in the Teaching of Literacy to Middle School English-
Language Learners Using the Language Enrichment II Program”

I agree to volunteer to be in a study about teacher effectiveness. This study “A 
Study of Teacher Effectiveness in the Teaching of Literacy to Middle School English-
Language Learners Using the Language Enrichment II Program” was explained to my 
(mother/father/parents/guardian) and (she/he/they) said that I could be in it. The only 
people who will know about what I say and do in the study will be the people in charge 
of the study. I understand that I will not be directly involved in this study. The researcher 
will gain access to my grades on ESL, Reading, Math, Science, Social Studies, RPTE 
results, LAS results, Prueba de Ubicación results and demographic data including former 
schooling information from the district’s databases. Writing my name on this page means 
that the page was read (by me/to me) and that I agree to be in the study. If I decide to quit 
the study, all I have to do is tell the person in charge and I will be released from the study 
without any penalty.
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___________________________________
Child’s Signature and Date
___________________________________
Signature of Researcher and Date
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Forma del consentimiento para la participación de menores de edad

Estimados Padres de Familia:

Se invita a su hijo/hija que participe en un estudio tocante “La Eficacia de las/los
Maestras/os al instruir lectura para los estudiantes de Inglés usando el Programa de
Enriquecimiento de la Lengua II.” El programa de Enriquecimiento de la Lengua II
actualmente se utiliza en la clase de Inglés Como Segundo Idioma de su niňo/a. Mi 
nombre es Lupita González y soy un estudiante doctoral en la Universidad de Texas en 
Austin. Este estudio será utilizado como mi disertación para el grado doctoral. Estoy 
pidiendo el permiso de incluir a su hijo/hija como voluntario/a, y sin beneficios, en este 
estudio porque su hijo/hija actualmente está siendo instruido/a con el Programa de
Enriquecimiento de la Lengua II. Espero con este estudio obtener información tocante la 
eficacia de las maestras/os al instruir lectura usando el Programa de Enriquecimiento de 
la Lengua II. Espero tener aproximadamente 200 estudiantes como participantes en este 
estudio.

Su hijo/hija no estará implicado/a directamente en este estudio. Solamente 
obtendré de las bases de datos del distrito escolar de YRISD los grados de su hijo/hija en 
Inglés Como Segundo Idioma, lectura, matemáticas, ciencia, estudio sociales, los 
resultados de la prueba RPTE (Reading Proficiency Test in English = Prueba en Inglés de 
Destreza en Lectura) y de la prueba LAS (Language Assessment Scales = Escalas de 
Evaluación de Lenguaje), resultados de la Prueba de Ubicación e información tocante 
estudios previos. Esta colección de información se tomará acabo en el semestre escolar 
primaveral de 2004. Cualquier información que se obtenga en conexión con este estudio 
y que se pueda identificar con su hijo/hija, seguirá siendo confidencial y será divulgada 
solamente con su permiso. La información obtenida no será ligada al nombre de su 
hijo/hija o a su nombre en ningứn informe escrito o verbal de este proyecto de 
investigación.

Su hijo/hija tiene el derecho de escoger en este estudio. Su decisión para permitir 
que su hijo/hija participe no afectará sus futuras relaciones con la Universidad de Texas 
en Austin ni con el distrito escolar de YRISD. Si usted tiene algunas preguntas sobre el 
estudio, por favor pregứnteme. Si usted tiene cualesquiera pregunta más adelante, 
llámeme por favor al teléfono ______________. Si usted tiene cualesquiera pregunta o 
preocupaciones por la participación de su hijo/hija en este estudio favor de llamar a la 
profesora Zena Moore teléfono 512-471-4078 o llame al Profesor Clarke Burnham, 
Presidente del Comité Examinador Institucional de Austin, Para la Protección de los 
Participantes Humanos de la Investigación de la Universidad de Texas en Austin al 
numero de teléfono 512-231-4383. Usted puede guardar la copia de esta forma del 
consentimiento. El reaprovechamiento de los resultados será proporcionado al distrito 
escolar en forma de libro. Este libro será accesible a los padres. Usted ha tomado la 
decisión de permitir que su hijo/hija participe en este estudio. Su firma abajo indica que 
usted ha leído la información proporcionada arriba y que ha decidido permitir que el o 
ella participe en el estudio. Si usted decide más adelante que usted desea retirar su 
permiso para que su hijo/hija participe en el estudio, simplemente dígame. Usted puede 
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descontinuar la participación en cualquier momento sin penalidad. Puedo asegurarle que 
no hay riesgos implicados en este estudio.

____________________________________
Nombre impreso de hijo/hija y fecha
____________________________________
Firma del padre o firma del tutor y fecha
___________________________________
Firma del investigador del estudio y fecha

Si su hijo/hija está entre la edad de 13 y 17, el/ella debe firmar esta forma del 
consentimiento.

Yo he leído la descripción del estudio titulado “La Eficacia de las/los Maestras/os al 
instruir lectura para los estudiantes de Inglés usando el Programa del Enriquecimiento de 
la Lengua II.” Que se imprime arriba, y entiendo cuáles son los procedimientos del 
estudio. He recibido el permiso de mis padres de participar en este estudio 
voluntariamente y estoy de acuerdo de participar en el. Entiendo que tengo el derecho de 
elegir participar en este estudio. Sé que puedo dejar este estudio en cualquier momento 
sin penalidad.

_____________________________________
Firma de Adolescente y fecha
_____________________________________
Firma de Investigador del Estudio y fecha

Forma de Asentimiento

Si su hijo/hija está entre la edad de 7 y 12, el/ella debe firmar esta forma del 
asentimiento.

Acepto la invitación de participar voluntariamente en un estudio tocante “La Eficacia 
de las/los Maestras/os al instruir lectura para los estudiantes de Inglés usando el 
Programa del Enriquecimiento de la Lengua II.” Este estudio fué explicado a mi 
(madre/padre/padres/tutor) y (ella/el/ellos) ha/han dicho que podría estar en el. La ứnica 
gente que sabrá sobre lo que hago en el estudio será la gente a cargo del estudio. Entiendo 
que no estaré implicado/a directamente en este estudio. El investigador solamente 
obtendrá de las bases de datos del distrito escolar mis grados en Inglés Como Segundo 
Idioma, lectura, matemáticas, ciencia, estudio sociales, los resultados de la prueba RPTE 
(Reading Proficiency Test in English = Prueba en Inglés de Destreza en Lectura) y de la 
prueba LAS (Language Assessment Scales = Escalas de Evaluación de Lenguaje), 
resultados de la Prueba de Ubicación e información tocante estudios previos. Escribir mi 
nombre en esta página significa que la página ha sido leída (por mi/para mi) y que estoy 
de acuerdo de participar en este estudio. Entiendo que tengo el derecho de elegir 
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participar en este estudio. Si decido dejar este estudio, todo lo que tengo que hacer es 
decir a la persona encargada, y dejaré el estudio sin penalidad.

______________________________________
Firma de hijo/hija y fecha

______________________________________
Firma de Investigador del Estudio y fecha
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Appendix C

Literacy for English-Language Learners Survey (LFELLS)
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LITERACY FOR ENGLISH-LANGUAGE LEARNERS SURVEY

PART A DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

1. Interviewer: Thank you for agreeing to participate in this survey of:  “A Study of Teacher 
Effectiveness in the Teaching of Literacy to Middle School English Learners Using the Language 
Enrichment II Program.”
2. Interviewer: I am meeting with you today because you are teaching an ESL class for Beginners, which
uses Language Enrichment II for instruction and you have expressed a desire to participate in this study.
3. Interviewer: Before we begin the survey, I would like to have some information about you. I do not 
expect you to experience any risks in taking part in this study and everything I learn about you will be 
kept confidential. To insure your privacy, no identifying information will be collected. The data gathered 
in this study will be entered into a computer and will be given an identification number. The information 
you provide will be confidential and your privacy will be respected. If you like, you may use a 
pseudonym in this survey. Nevertheless, if you do not choose a pseudonym, I will assign one, and 
pseudonyms will be used to report any findings (Flores, 1999).

NAME (PSEUDONYM):_______________________GENDER:  FEMALE______MALE_______
SCHOOL DISTRICT: ________________________
CAMPUS: ___________________________________CURRENT GRADE TAUGHT: _________

1. How many years have you taught? # of years________________
2. How many years have you taught ESL? # of years________________
3. What grades have you taught?     PK-5 ______6-8______9-12______
4. What degrees do you have?

BA _____BS ______MA _____MS _____M Ed _____PhD ______Other (please specify) 
_____________

5. What was your major area of study for your undergraduate degree?  Please specify: 
____________________
6. What was your area of specialization or concentration for your graduate degree? 
___________________
7. In what areas are you certified to teach?  Please list:
___________________________________________________________________________
8. What kind of bilingual/ESL credentials do you have? (check all that apply)
___________Secondary ESL Certificate                
___________Alternative Teaching Certificate    
___________ESL Graduate Degree
___________Bilingual/ESL Certificate
___________ESL Endorsement
___________Other
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LITERACY FOR ENGLISH-LANGUAGE LEARNERS SURVEY

PART B:  TEACHING BEHAVIORS QUESTIONNAIRE (Marchant & Bowers, 1990)
CLOSED INTERVIEW
Interviewer: We are now ready to proceed with Part B.  This part tells pertains to teacher
attitudes toward effective teaching behaviors. I will be asking you to respond to 36 
teacher behaviors statements on a 4-point Likert scale, which ranges from Strongly 
Disagree to Strongly Agree. .Do you have any questions before we begin this part?  
Also, please feel free to ask any questions that might arise during this interview.
Please read the statements and response scales. Circle the response. Your participation 
is strictly voluntary, and you may choose to terminate the interview at any time.

Read the statements and response scales.  Circle your response.
Key:
4=Strongly Disagree SD
3=Disagree=D 
2=Agree=A
1=Strongly Agree=SA

1. The teacher should allow the students to figure out the main idea of a lesson on
their own.

SD D A SA

2. The teacher should provide drill and practice after each skill or section taught. SD D A SA

3. The teacher should explain assignments and go over practice examples with
the students before they are allowed to work independently.

SD D A SA

4. The teacher should monitor the progress of each student daily. SD D A SA

5. The teacher should spend most of the class time teaching the students as 
one whole group.

SD D A SA

6. The teacher should  sit at the teacher’s desk while the students are doing seat 
work, and have students come up to the desk when they need help.

SD D A SA

7. The teacher should call on both volunteering and non-volunteering students
after asking a question in class. 

SD D A SA

8. The teacher should redirect relevant student questions to the class and 
incorporate comments into the lesson.

SD D A SA

9. The teacher should expect all of the students to master the course content. SD D A SA

10. The teacher should quickly ask the class another question when a student 
gives an incorrect answer to a question asked in class.

SD D A SA

11. The teacher should not let the students know which assignments are for a 
grade and which are for practice.

SD D A SA

12. The teacher should introduce classroom rules and procedures one at a time 
as they become necessary throughout the year.

SD D A SA

13. The teacher should make class presentations of less than 20 minutes. SD D A SA
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14. The teacher should wait at least 3 seconds after asking a question in 
class before calling on a student.

SD D A SA

15. The teacher should convey a strong sense of enthusiasm to the students. SD D A SA

16. The teacher should receive 60 to 80 percent correct by most of the students on 
assignments that the students are expected to work on independently.

SD D A SA

17. The teacher should rephrase the question to the student when an incorrect 
answer is given in class.

SD D A SA

18. The teacher should continue to work on problem material when performance 
on assignments is poor.

SD D A SA

19. The teacher should call only on volunteering students after asking a question
in class.

SD D A SA

20. The teacher should move around the classroom during the time that the 
students are working independently at their seats.

SD D A SA

21. The teacher should stick to the lesson regardless of student comments. SD D A SA

22. The teacher should primarily emphasize academic instruction in the
classroom.

SD D A SA

23. The teacher should expect about half of the students to master the curriculum. SD D A SA

24. The teacher should not use praise excessively in the classroom. SD D A SA

25. The teacher should save drill and practice until the students have a number
of skills to practice.

SD D A SA

26. The teacher should often use unfamiliar and abstract words in classroom 
lessons and presentations.

SD D A SA

27. The teacher should inform the students exactly what determines the grade on
an assignment.

SD D A SA

28. The teacher should overtly acknowledge correct answers that a student gives
to a question asked in class.

SD D A SA

29. The teacher should expect students to figure out instructions as part of an
assignment.

SD D A SA

30. The teacher should identify the main ideas of a lesson during the lesson and 
at the end of the lesson.

SD D A SA

31. The teacher should continue to the next scheduled unit when performance is po
in the future the teacher should avoid material similar to that which the
students had problems.

SD D A SA

32. The teacher should receive 90 to 100 percent correct by most of the students SD D A SA
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on assignments that students are expected to work on independently.

33. The teacher should spend time at the beginning of the school year teaching
classroom rules and procedures.

SD D A SA

34. The teacher should monitor the progress of each individual student every two 
to four weeks.

SD D A SA

35. The teacher should begin lessons and presentations to the class with a 
review or an overview of the material.

SD D A SA

36. The teacher should immediately call on a student after asking a question in 
class.

SD D A SA

LITERACY FOR ENGLISH-LANGUAGE LEARNERS SURVEY

PART C: TEACHERS’ APPLICATION OF THE LANGUAGE ENRICHMENT II
PROGRAM

CLOSED INTERVIEW
Interviewer: We are now ready to proceed with Part C. This part tells me about the way you implement 
the Language Enrichment II Program in your classroom. I will be asking you to respond to 19
statements on a 4-point Likert scale, which ranges from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree.
Do you have any questions before we begin this part? Also, please feel free to ask any 
questions that might arise during the interview. .Read the statements and response scales.  
Circle the response. Your participation is strictly voluntary and you may choose to terminate
the interview at any time.

Read the statements and response scales. Circle the responses. Key
4=Strongly Disagree=SD
3=Disagree=D
2=Agree=A
1=Strongly Agree=SA

1. I make sure that I use the recommended Language Enrichment II materials 
for instruction.

SD D A SA

2. I introduce a Multisensory Reading and Spelling new lesson by reading in 
whole group.

SD D A SA

3. I make sure to follow the instructional SCHEDULE provided in the LE II 
program.

SD D A SA

4. I understand totally how to implement the Language Enrichment II 
program.

SD D A SA

5. I start using the Language Enrichment II program the first week of school. SD D A SA

6. I continuously use the Language Enrichment II program in my classroom. SD D A SA

7. I primarily use Language Enrichment II for instruction. SD D A SA
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8. I usually use Language Enrichment II for instruction without a specific goal 
in mind.

SD D A SA

9. I usually use Language Enrichment II for instruction with a specific goal in 
mind.

SD D A SA

10. I make sure that I use the materials for instruction as recommended by the 
Language Enrichment II program.

SD D A SA

LITERACY FOR ENGLISH-LANGUAGE LEARNERS SURVEY

PART D:  TEACHERS’ BELIEFS AND ATTITUDES OF THE LANGUAGE ENRICHMENT II 
PROGRAM

CLOSED INTERVIEW
Interviewer:  We are now ready to proceed with Part D.  This part tells me abut your beliefs and 
attitudes about the Language Enrichment II Program.  I will be asking you to respond to 11 statements 
on a 4-point Likert scale, which ranges from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree.
Do you have any questions before we begin this part?
Also, please feel free to ask any questions that might arise during this interview.
Read the statements and response scales.  Circle the response.  Your participation is strictly voluntary, 
and you may choose to terminate the interview at any time.  Most of the questions may be answered 
simply by circling the response.

Read the statements and response scales. Circle the responses.
Key
4=Strongly Disagree=SD

3=Disagree=D
2=Agree=A
1=Strongly Agree=SA

1.  I have been using Language Enrichment II for instruction enough time to 
feel comfortable using it.

SD D A SA

2.  I am satisfied with my current skills using the Language Enrichment II 
program.

SD D A SA

3.  I believe that Language enrichment II allows for the students to learn 
English.

SD D A SA

4.  I have an extraordinary amount of confidence in the Language 
Enrichment II program.

SD D A SA

5.  My students have done very well using the Language Enrichment II 
program.

SD D A SA

6.  The amount of time spent using Language Enrichment II is adequate. SD D A SA

7.  I think the Language Enrichment II program is effective. SD D A SA

8.  I am not always sure if I am using the Language Enrichment II program 
effectively.

SD D A SA
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9. I often worry about my Language enrichment II program implementation. SD D A SA
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Appendix D

Flanders’ Interaction Analysis Categories (FIAC) System
(Flanders, 1970)



206

Appendix D

Flanders’ Interaction Analysis Categories (FIAC) System
(Flanders, 1970)

Teacher Talk

1. Accepts Feelings. Accepts and clarifies an attitude or the feeling tone of the students
in a non-threatening manner. Feelings may be positive or negative. 

2. Praises or encourages. Praises or encourages student action or behavior.

3. Accepts or uses ideas of student. Clarifies, builds or develops ideas or suggestions by a student.

4. Asks questions. Asks a question about content or procedures with the intent 
that the pupil will answer.

5. Lecturing. Gives facts or opinions about content or procedure.

6. Gives directions. Gives directions, commands, or orders with which a pupil 
is expected to conform.

7. Criticizes or justifies authority. Teacher statements intended to change pupil behavior from non 
adequate to adequate.

Student Talk

8. Student talk-response. Talk by pupils in response to teacher.  Teacher initiates the contact or 
solicits student statement.

9. Student talk-initiation.  Talk by pupils which they initiate.

Silence or Confusion

10. Silence or confusion.  Pauses, short periods of silence and periods of confusion in which 
communication cannot be understood by the observer.
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