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Abstract 

This ESL Portfolio demonstrates my competence in teacher knowledge of how to best 

serve English Language Learners (ELLs) in the United States in a public school system. I reflect 

upon the knowledge and practices that an effective ELL teacher needs to possess and carry out in 

order to optimize an equal opportunity for ELLs in the public school system. 

 The portfolio is consisted of three parts: 1) philosophy of teaching 2) showcase of 

artifacts and 3) reflection on future practices. In the first part, I synthesize across Vygotsky’s 

social historical theory, Gee’s situated learning and Discourse, as well as Phelan et al.’s 

boundary crossing theory to develop my own coherent philosophy of teaching to ELLs in public 

schools in the Unites States. In the second part, I reflect on the artifacts that I have created 

during my studies at Peabody College, and align them with the TESOL/NCATE Standards to 

show my competence in the domains of language, culture, planning, assessing, and 

professionalism. Each domain is illustrated with 1-3 artifacts, with the analysis focusing on four 

main aspects of teaching: learners and learning, the learning environment, curriculum, and 

assessment. In the third part, I reflect on my own learning at Peabody College as a pre-service 

ELL teacher, and critically think about the adaptations I would make in my own classroom based 

on the current issues as well as my own philosophy of teaching. 
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Statement of Teaching Philosophy 

“The case is of child” 

(Dewey, 1902) 

 

It all started out from Dewey. During my first semester of being a graduate student in 

pre-service teacher training, I read John Dewey (1902, 1972) and his theory of student-centered 

teaching and learning that focuses on developing students’ skills based on experiences,  thus 

calling learning as “the case of the child” (1902, p. 209). Moreover, teaching a subject matter 

does not mean to teach the concepts and knowledge isolated from anything else, but instead 

should guide students to “experience” it through exploratory activities (Dewey, 1972). Such idea 

of teaching intrigued me as a new pre-service teacher in the field, and I determined to put 

students’ interests and exploratory experience during learning as my priority when involved in 

teaching-related activities. Over the years, other theorists and practitioners came into my 

repertoire of teacher knowledge, through which I have found numerous ways to fulfill my 

determination of centering my instruction on students. Specifically, Vygotsky’s social historical 

theory of cognitive development, Gee’s socially situated identities, and Phelan, Davidson and 

Cao’s theory of boundary-crossing by culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) students have 

shown me clear pathways as how to put my students at the center of their learning. 

As a whole, Lev Vygotsky’s social historical theory of cognitive development serves as 

an overarching framework of my teaching philosophy, which branches down to James Paul 

Gee’s socially situated identities and “Discourse with a big D”. Ultimately, I find my teaching 

philosophy, on a classroom level, lands on facilitating CLD students cross the boundaries 

between their different sociocultural arenas (Phelan, Davidson, and Cao, 1991). As a teacher, I 
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focus on individual student’s individuality, progress, and growth as a purpose and outcome of 

education; I see myself as a facilitator for students’ continuous growth in the development of 

their “higher-level thinking – the levels of purely abstract or theoretical reasoning” (Vygotsky, 

1934; 1935, as cited in Crain, 2010, p. 223). Specifically, as an English language teacher to CLD 

students in the US, I focus on students’ continuous development in both language and cognitive 

skills necessary for their success in their pursuit of their own interest in real life through 

addressing their sociocultural needs.  

Social Historical Theory and Situated Identities 

 Before Vygotsky, theorists such as Gesell, Werner, and Piaget argued for the natural 

intrinsic force within a child for the child’s development (Crain, 2010, p. 218). Piaget argued that 

development is a process of the internalization of a certain skill within a child that matures as the 

child grows and solves the problems by him/herself (Crain, 2010, p. 236). Vygotsky (1931a), 

however, argued that understanding of the human kind can only situate “in the context of the 

social-historical environment”, thus recognizing “two lines of  development” – the “natural line” 

also supported by Piaget and other theorists, as well as the “social-historical” line from a child’s 

social and cultural settings (cited in Crain, 2010, p. 218). Further, Vygotsky called the various 

psychology tools that human created to “aid their thinking and behavior” signs (Crain, 2010, p. 

222. The signs carry immense cultural values, and thus we need to study them in order to 

understand human thinking. At the same time, Vygotsky (1931) argued, when humans use signs, 

they are also “mediated” by the practice and behaviors carried out in the sign, thus proving that 

“cultural sign systems have a major impact on cognitive development” (Vygotsky, cited in Crain, 

2010, p. 222-223). 
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 Several decades later, James Paul Gee (2003) argued that people tend to situate 

themselves within certain “Discourses with big D”: “A Discourse integrates ways of talking, 

listening, writing, reading, acting, interacting, believing, valuing, and feeling” (p. 35). With the 

Discourse, humans are both influencing and being influenced in the environment (Latour, 1987, 

cited in Gee, 2003, p. 31). Therefore, within different Discourse, the different ways of interaction 

and literacy practices shape human beings into individuals with characters specific to that 

Discourse, thus coordinating humans “in the service of enacting meaningful socially situated 

identities and activities” (p. 35). 

 From Vygotsky and Gee, I understand as a teacher that my students come to school with 

different socially situated identities developed by their different Discourses in which they 

situated themselves before entering school, and that these Discourses should serve a foundation 

on which I base my instructions. Combined with Dewey’s student- centeredness, I believe that as 

a teacher to CLD students, I need to bear in mind those situated identities during my planning, 

instructing, and assessment sessions. Meanwhile, I will draw on their cultural backgrounds to 

motivate and situate their learning, and teach them how to apply the knowledge they have gained 

through exploratory learning later in their lives for future assistance and success. 

Different World Theories and Boundary-Crossing 

 Phelan, Davidson, and Cao (1991 identified different social arenas through which 

students need to navigate, which include “families, peer groups, classrooms, and schools” (p. 

224). These “arenas” are also called “worlds”, and whether or not a student is capable to move 

around these different worlds influences their academic, interpersonal, and career success (p. 

224). The ability to move around the different worlds is called boundary-crossing. In the research, 
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among the four types of boundary crossing, three types of boundary crossing involve students’ 

struggle and efforts, thus making students’ thinking, learning, and understanding in the academic 

world difficult.  

 Not surprisingly, the case studies of the three struggling boundary crossings all feature 

minority students as well as their difficulties in their own identities. For culturally and 

linguistically minority students, because their family and friend arena might differ greatly from 

the classroom and school one, it is likely for them to experience difficulties navigating smoothly 

among them: “when a student from a culture or social group different from the white mainstream 

group enters school in the United States, schooling becomes a discontinuous process for a 

number of reasons, including language, values, and practice differences” (Delgado-Gaitan, 1991, 

p. 20).  

Different worlds’ and boundary-crossing theory strongly calls for classroom teachers of 

CLD students to understand students’ different worlds, being able to bridge the gap between 

students’ different arenas, thus helping students move through the boundaries smoothly and 

successfully. To my understanding, the boundary-crossing theory puts Vygotsky and Dewey into 

the specific realm of CLD students’ learning and interacting with the mainstream world. As a 

teacher, I aspire to respect and address the different repertoires that my students bring into the 

classroom as their own “worlds”, use their different worlds as resources to plan my lessons, and 

base my instruction on my students’ own ways of literacy practices to guide them through the 

acculturation into a different world, helping them to bridge the gap between their home culture 

and their school culture. 
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Students and their Communities 

 Our students are bi/multilinguals. According to De Jong, a pluralist view of 

bi/multilingualism is to “consider an individual’s linguistic repertoire as an integrated, 

interconnected whole” (De Jong, 2011, p. 49). Moreover, “people in multilingual settings will 

‘develop their languages according to the differential needs for the two languages and/or the 

different social functions of these languages” (Grosjean, 1989, p. 4, cited in De Jong, 2011, p. 

49). Seeing from this perspective, our students are bi/multilingual students that use different 

linguistic repertoires according to different settings. Therefore, their heritage language, together 

with their developing English proficiency, is a resource that they could use when confronted with 

different situations. In fact, our students move between the linguistic repertoires without 

knowing it: according to Martínez (2008), students shift their audiences and voices when 

translating from their heritage language to English, making the language features appropriate for 

both sets of audiences. Moreover, Minority students also bring with them to the classroom their 

beliefs, practices and values in their own community (Phelan et al., 1991, p. 225). Such 

knowledges and contexts of the community serve as part of the minority students’ “funds of 

knowledge”, referring to the “historically accumulated and culturally developed bodies of 

knowledge and skills essential for household or individual functioning and well-being” (Moll et 

al., 1992, 133).  

As a teacher, I need to firstly get to know the different backgrounds our students bring 

into the classroom, and secondly build upon the repertoire and community funds of knowledge 

that the students bring into the classroom, use them as a resource to enhance the minority 

students’ L2 proficiency, as well as broaden the mainstream students’ horizon through 

introducing a different “world” to them. My bringing in and introducing a minority students’ 
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community repertoire, on one hand, shows the care and respect the teacher has for the students’ 

heritage culture, and on the other, cultivates the mainstream students understanding and tolerance 

of another culture. 

Instructional Practices 

 Social historical theory and situated identities proposed by Vygotsky and Gee, together 

with the boundary-crossing theory not only guides my overall teacher belief, but also guide my 

daily teaching activity throughout the procedures of carrying out instruction. Specifically, I 

would summarize the teaching activity into three aspects: data-driven instructions, meaningful 

explorations, and useful reflections. 

Data-driven Instructions 

 The “data” implied in this context is the data gained from assessments. However, such 

assessments are not what most teachers see as the “devil” in the education system: that it lacked 

meaning, use, and a mere pressure on both teachers and students. Instead, the assessments 

implied in the data-driven instruction need to be what Wiggins (1998) call “educative 

assessment”: “Testing that is deliberately designed to teach and improve, not just measure” (p. 

21). “To teach” is to inform the teachers and students alike of the effective and ineffective parts 

of their instruction and learning; “to improve”, then, means that teachers and students take what 

they have learned from the assessments in order to adjust their instruction as well as learning to 

increase the effectiveness of the program. 

 Usually, standardized assessments fail to fulfill the job of inform and improve or even are 

detrimental to learning and instruction, because they are decontextualized of students’ various 

backgrounds, untimely, and do not provide effective feedback to teachers as well as students 
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(Herrera, 2007; Wiggins, 1998; Stiggins, 2005). Therefore, data-driven instructions need to be 

based on assessments that are educative, formative, and designed for learning (Wiggins, 1998; 

Herrera, 2007; Stiggins, 2005). Formative assessments are assessments constantly carried out by 

classroom teachers by various means. Because they are designed carried out by classroom 

teachers, effective formative assessments are situated in the classroom setting and would be able 

to provide teachers and students the necessary data for improving the instruction and learning. 

Pre-instructional assessments especially would inform teachers about students’ background 

information as well as ongoing data for teachers to better adjust their instructions to suit students’ 

situated identities and progress. 

 As a teacher to CLD students, I see the pre-instructional assessments (Herrera, 2007) as 

one of the most essential steps before planning. What are students’ cultural and linguistic 

backgrounds? What are the histories of their previous schooling? Are they literate in their first 

language? What literacy practices are carried out at their homes? What do they like to read? 

What kind of writing do they like to do in- and outside of school? What other activities do they 

like to do that could become potential teaching topics (for example, video gaming)? I ask these 

questions constantly when I encounter new students during my pre-service teacher training, and I 

have found out that once I have found out the answers to these questions, lesson planning as well 

as motivating students became much easier than before the information was available to me. To 

access the answers to the questions, I will use or design surveys according to my students’ 

specific conditions based on the existing home language survey, reading attitude survey, students’ 

schooling records etc. (Herrera, 2007; McKenna and Stahl, 2008). For lower English proficiency 

CLD students, I will have them draw or mark with smiley face to different pre-instructional 

surveys to get to know my students’ various repertoires that they bring to the classroom. 
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 Although standardized tests cannot by itself provide classroom teachers with formative 

information for instruction, they do have the value of comparing the students with a larger 

population, thus functioning as a screening or benchmark record. Therefore, before new 

instruction begins, I will consult to individual student’s standardized testing scores to see where 

they roughly are. However, I will also keep in mind that most standardized tests are 

decontextualized and could be potentially culturally biased for CLD students; and that is why I 

will follow the standardized testing records with specific diagnostic assessments for pinpointing 

students’ specific needs in learning. If necessary, I will also be carrying out bilingual diagnostic 

assessments with translators to make sure that students’ lack of English proficiency does not 

disadvantage him/her in the actual level for literacy. In addition, anecdotal notes on students’ 

performance during class both cognitively and linguistically would also provide me with insights 

of potential mini-lessons or teaching points. With all these data I gathered from informal and 

formative assessments, I will be planning and carrying out my instruction according to students’ 

needs, meeting what Dewey (1902) urged that “the case is of the child”. 

Meaningful Explorations 

 Dewey (1972) proposed that there should not be a separation between subject matter and 

experience, thus promoting experiential learning where students figure out the learning process 

through collaboration and exploration. Following Dewey, other exploratory learning experiences 

later such as situated knowledge and learning (Brown, Collins and Duguid, 1989; Lave and 

Wenger, 1991),  the balance between acquisition and participation (Sfard, 1998), and social 

learning (Lampert, 2001) have attracted practitioners’ attention as well.  
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 One particular practice of exploratory social learning stood out to me as tapping into 

CLD students’ sociocultural background and value CLD students’ cultural heritage as an asset: 

the transnational literacy practice (Jiménez, Smith and Teague, 2009). In the transnational 

literacy practices, the teacher and students would go into students’ communities, collect artefacts 

from the community, and use the artefacts to conduct different literacy activities such as sorting 

the artefacts into different domains, translation of the original texts, interviewing the artefact 

makers etc.  

 Although transnational literacy practices could be implemented in any stage of 

instruction, I would like to have my CLD students explore their own communities and report to 

their peers from other communities in the beginning of the school year. Firstly, I would have my 

students translate the artefacts from their own language to English, thus fostering metacognitive 

thinking about the linguistic features of their first language (L1) and second language (L2). 

Secondly, they would also collaboratively make a collage of the artefacts together with their 

translation and introduce their community to the entire class. By doing so, I will show that as a 

teacher, I respect and try to understand each one of their community practices; at the same time, 

collecting artefacts and conducting literacy practices based on the artefacts would tap into 

students’ prior and background knowledge, motivating students in their exploration and thus 

bridging the gap between the school culture and their home culture. Meanwhile, through 

presentations, the whole class would form a culture of respect and understanding towards other 

cultures, paving a pathway for a safe environment where students would feel safe to air their 

opinions in their later learning experiences. Such safe environment is essential for adopting my 

second meaningful exploration of literacy: critical literacy. 
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 Critical literacy is an approach of literacy teaching, which encourages “students to think 

critically about…pay attention to what a particular text is doing to them, how it is positioning 

them, and whose interests are being served by how the text is written” (Leland & Harste, 2000, 

p.3). Such approach breaks the traditional notion of solely comprehending meaning from a piece 

of literacy, but instead re-thinks the ideologies and power relations behind a literary piece 

(Leland& Harste, 2000, p. 3). According to Lewison et al. (2002), critical literacy encompasses 4 

dimensions: 1) disrupting the common place, 2) interrogating multiple viewpoints, 3) focusing 

on sociopolitical issues and 4) taking action and promoting social justice (p. 382).  

From the four dimensions of critical literacy mentioned above, one could recognize that 

critical literacy is beneficial for students’, especially CLD students’ critical thinking about 

general literature. Moreover, it also encourages students to challenge the text and take multiple 

perspectives on the given text, and thus giving CLD students a chance to interpret the text from 

their own sociocultural perspective, which may be considered inappropriate for other approaches 

of literature. Finally, focusing on sociopolitical issues and taking actions for social justice give 

students a chance to look into the sociopolitical issues often related to their own lives because of 

their different cultural backgrounds while at the same time providing some possible action plans 

to deal with the social injustice they have been facing in their lives. 

 As a teacher of CLD students, not only would I select culturally relevant literature for my 

students’ independent as well as instructional reading, I would also take critical literacy as an 

overarching framework to look at the different literature, especially when it includes canonical 

works. Having students talk about literature from a critical point of view would motivate them to 

comprehend the text on a deeper level, take on a critical mindset about what they have read, 

critique the literature from their own cultural perspectives so the school culture is bridged to the 
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home culture, and ultimately cultivate the students into better citizens through coming up with 

solutions for promoting social justice, which serves as the “very core” of transactional reading 

theory (Mills and Stephens, 2004, p. 49). 

Useful Reflections 

 Having students reflect on their learning is one of the essential steps in their learning 

because it provides an opportunity for students to think back on the cognitive strategies as well 

as other strategies they have used during reading (Jiménez & Gámez, 1996, p. 89). There are 

multiple ways to have students reflect on what they have done or read; here I am going to focus 

on two strategies for my students throughout the school year: write about what they read 

(Graham & Hebert, 2010), and use of peer- and teacher feedback (Wiggins, 1995). 

 The first practice, writing about what they read, would be mostly beneficial to students’ 

reading activities (Graham & Hebert, 2010, p. 5). I would have my students write a summary or 

reaction to what they have read during class at the end of each period, and they would also take 

back home a double-entry journal to record what in their independent book reading impressed 

them the most on one side, and the connections they make to the text on the other. For reading 

strategy lessons, I would also have my students write about what strategies they used during the 

reading, why they chose to use it, and self-evaluate the effectiveness of the strategy. After some 

time, these reflections, also called metacognitive skills on reading, would build a rich toolkit for 

my students to draw on when they encounter a new text. 

The second practice, peer-and teacher feedback, would be used in relation to other 

projects such as essays, portfolios, presentations etc. Moreover, Wiggins (1995) cautioned that 

teachers should not only use feedback to direct their own teaching, but also make it explicit to 



CAPSTONE ESL PORTFOLIO                                                                                                    15 

 

students that they need to learn to use feedback to direct their own learning to succeed: “success 

is determined not merely by what habits of discrete knowledge and skills we bring, but also by 

our ability to seek, obtain, and employ feedback intelligently, using those habits as a repertoire 

from which to draw aptly” (pp. 36-37). Therefore, as a teacher, I would teach my students how to 

use peer- and teacher feedback through modeling how feedback works not only after but also 

during the learning process, and how it could influence the outcome. At the same time, I will 

also make it explicit that peer- and teacher feedback in projects as well as formative assessments 

is not aimed to judge students, but to function as a tool to help students become better learners. 

Through this approach, students would learn to reflect and use reflection as a learning tool, 

instead of seeing it as something that is judgmental and stressful. 

Conclusion 

 As a traditional country of immigration and multiple cultures, the United States has 

attracted, and is still attracting millions of immigrants each year. Each immigrant has his/her own 

version of the American dream. Be it a better job opportunity or a better education for their 

children, the dreams are always based upon an open and free cultural environment, an advanced 

education system, and the equal human rights movements. As a future teacher of CLD students, I 

have the important task of helping the immigrants and their children fulfill their own American 

dreams. By positioning their ethnic and linguistic identities as well as thinking stemmed from the 

identities as the central resources from which they could draw, I could motivate CLD students 

who might have difficulties cross their cultural boarders to think actively, learn effectively, and 

eventually become a successful learner who could navigate smoothly through different worlds. 
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TESOL/NCATE Standards in P-12 ESL Teachers 

 The TESOL/NCATE Standards for P-12 ESL teachers serve as guidelines for teacher 

education institutes as well as teachers to align their training and work for best practices to the 

students receiving ELL services in the United States. It has five major domains containing 

smaller sub-domains to express the expectations of an effective ELL teacher: Language as a 

System; Culture; Planning, Implementing, and Managing Instruction; Assessment; and 

Professionalism. In the following section, I will present artifacts from my entire graduate studies, 

and align them with the standards to explain each domain and sub-domain. Firstly, I am going to 

present the domain for which I will also demonstrate my own understanding; secondly, I will 

take a relevant artifact, delineate the nature of the artifact, and analyze substantially how the 

artifact would support and demonstrate my skills on the standards. The analysis will be focus on 

four aspects that are essential for an effective teacher: learners and learning, the learning 

environment, curriculum, and assessment. 

Domain: Language 

Candidates know, understand, and use the major theories and research related to 

the structure and acquisition of language to help English Language Learners’ 

(ELLs’) develop language and literacy and achieve in the content areas (TESOL 

International Association, 2010, p. 26). 

Teacher knowledge is important to student’s learning because learners’ skills are 

developed through “mediation of the specific classroom setting”, and that an effective classroom 

setting with carefully-designed projects, tasks, and activities implemented by teachers could 

create a rich environment where students could practice and improve their linguistic skills (Jang 

& Jiménez, 2011, pp. 145-146). Creating a context-rich environment with effective projects and 
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learning tasks would require teacher knowledge in different areas; specifically, teacher 

knowledge of language belongs to a type of content knowledge, and refers to teacher’s 

understanding of the “knowledge of the subject matter being taught, such as… language” 

(Woods & Ҫakir, 2011, p. 383).  

In the sub-domains, two standards further explained the specific teacher knowledge of 

language needed for effective ELL teachers: 1) language as a system and 2) language acquisition 

and development. In Language as a system, candidates need to demonstrate “understanding of 

language as a system, including phonology, morphology, syntax, pragmatics and semantics” 

(TESOL International Association, 2010, p. 27) for helping ELLs to achieve literacy in content 

areas; in language acquisition and development, ELL teachers are asked to apply theories from 

the teacher knowledge in English language and literacy learning into practice in order to promote 

ELLs’ literacy and language learning (TESOL International Association, 2010, p. 32).  

The elements in the language system are important for ELLs to grasp. According to the 

National Reading Panel’s report on teaching children to read (2000), phonemic awareness, 

phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension are the “five pillars” of reading instruction and 

of improving students’ literacy. Teacher instruction on these important areas of student literacy 

requires a comprehensive knowledge in phonology, morphology, syntax, pragmatics and 

semantics, the elements of a language system. More importantly, how teachers transfer the 

theoretical knowledge into practice is essential in improving ELLs’ literacy, increasing school 

performance, and decreasing drop-out rates among the ELL population (Sheng, Sheng, & 

Anderson, 2011, p. 101). Teachers need to strive in creating a natural environment for students to 

strike a balance between acquiring and learning the language (Krashen, 1982). Rigid, static 

instruction on the system of language is only a way to “learn” a language, which is only a 
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“monitor” to the second language and therefore a limiting role in the second language 

performance (Krashen, 1982): solely teaching on the system of language could only 

decontextualize the use of the English language and demotivate students with culturally and 

linguistically diverse background.  

One way of balancing the language acquisition and language learning distinction is 

through the whole language approach for ELLs. Goodman (1994) contradicted the then-popular 

belief that reading is all about recognizing orthographic features of a text, and proposed the 

interactive, transactional view of the reading process. Different levels of cueing systems, namely, 

graphophonic system, lexico-grammatical system, and the semantic-pragmatic system (Goodman, 

1994, pp. 29-30) work together and interrelatedly to help readers construct the meaning of the 

original text. At the same time, Goodman argues that literacy is culturally and politically situated 

(Goodman et al., 2009, p. 152), and therefore students’ background and prior knowledge as well 

as the students’ perception of reading and writing would also affect how the student constructs 

the meaning of a text. Effective teachers should see the instruction of the elements of language as 

well as the five pillars of reading as an approach of the whole language, which stresses the 

interrelationship among in phonology, morphology, syntax, pragmatics and semantics when 

reading, encouraging students to draw from their background knowledge to construct a parallel 

text of their own to the original text, and seeing reading and writing as tools for other knowledge 

in different disciplines (Goodman, 1994; Goodman et al., 2009).  

For this domain, I am presenting an assessment analysis and action plan (See Artifact A) 

generated based on the assessment data to improve one particular struggling readers’ literacy. 

Upon first look, it could appear that it belonged more to the assessment piece, however I do 

believe that all planning and instruction need to be assessment-driven in the sense that the 
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teacher knows student’s learning needs from the formative and informal assessment data, and 

address them accordingly in the lesson plan. Throughout the artifact, both assessment analysis 

and action plan go into the specific elements of the language system, and aim at leveraging 

students’ literacy through a whole language approach (Goodman, 1994). 

The Learner and Learning. The learner was a 6
th

 grade student of Hispanic heritage and 

was categorized as a struggling reader and writer at an urban school in a middle-sized Mid-south 

city in the United States, where she was born and raised. According to the student profile, she 

received EL service in 5
th

 grade, exited out before 6
th

 grade, but was still categorized as ELL and 

Limited English Proficient (LEP). 

The classroom teacher taught literacy combined with social studies as content area. She 

indicated during an informal interview that she suspected the student having oral reading fluency 

concerns, which may have been influencing her comprehension of the text. She further indicated 

that although the student seemed to do what the teacher tells her to do at school, she hardly had 

any typical literacy interactions with her parent at home. The school’s literacy coach also 

indicated that the student had had in-school reading clinic (tutoring) before, but her tutor just left. 

Since the student had almost no inventory data available, I came to the conclusion that the 

tutoring sessions she had before followed the general procedures at the school’s reading clinic: 1) 

confidence reading often involving re-reading of the last session’s material 2) tutor read-aloud 

and choral reading of the new material 3) word study or word games 4) some type of writing 

assignment connected to the new reading material.  

Based on the initial information, I conducted a Student Oral Language Observation 

Matrix (SOLOM) Protocol both during her social interaction with me as well as the academic 

tutoring session. Results yielded that the student was fluent in all aspects (Comprehension, 
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Fluency, Vocabulary, Pronunciation, and Grammar) in her Basic Interpersonal Communicative 

Skills (BICS) but lacked significantly behind in comprehension, fluency and grammar for 

Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP). Therefore, my assessments and instruction 

later on focused mainly on diagnosing the specific difficulties that the student had in academic 

language and instructing on the basic five pillars of literacy that are essential for a student’s 

development in CALP in literacy.  

Although I do think that the general procedure of the school’s reading clinic is a valid and 

research-based practice, I also think that the student needs some more tailored instructions for 

tutoring that are informed by various assessment data. Therefore, I first administered some 

assessments to gauge into the student’s interests, as well as current levels and concerns, and then 

made an action plan based on the data collected from the assessments. 

The Learning Environment. Because of the school rules and restrictions for pulling the 

student out of class for special services, I only worked with her 2 hours per week which stretched 

out to two days per week with two separate sessions in the morning and afternoon. The tutoring 

was one-on-one, which, according to Krashen (1982), would lower the student’s affective filter 

by reducing anxiety. One-on-one tutoring also had the potential of increasing input through 

conversation. However, Krashen (1982) cautioned about the lower quality of the input during 

conversation because of the use of adapted grammar. Therefore, I adopted the “I go, then you go” 

(Gallagher, 2011) teacher modeling method for the gradual release of student responsibility for 

higher levels of input and output. For example, I adopted the think-aloud and word sort as ways 

of making student’s thinking visible, but the student did not necessarily know how to do it right 

away. Therefore, I took a section of the passage we were going to read for comprehension, and 

modeled think-aloud for the student by myself; then we discussed what she noticed during my 
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thinking process, and I would prompt her to use those strategies in her own think aloud. The 

second step would be the student using the think-aloud to read the passage while I gave 

suggestions and monitored her strategy use; again we would talk about why and when she would 

be using a particular strategy. Finally, I would release the responsibility completely to the student, 

and let her use think-aloud by herself and gave her feedback at the end. By gradually releasing 

the responsibility, on one hand, I was creating a safe environment for the student to practice the 

new strategies, while at the same time giving the student the chance to independently experience 

the use of the strategy and reflected metacognitively about what she had done. 

The Curriculum. The curriculum of the tutoring session was determined by me, the tutor, 

and was based on the assessments done before the tutoring sessions start. Dewey (1902) 

proposed that curriculum need to tap into student’s interest, and Goodman et al. (2009) 

reinforced the idea of using context-rich materials that are out of students’ interests and 

familiarity (p. 154).  Moreover, Krashen (1982) also mentioned how interesting and relevant 

materials provided optimal input, which would further assist language acquisition; interesting 

and relevant material would also trigger motivation, which is an important element in lowering 

student’s affective filter (Krashen, 1982). 

 Based on the student’s reading interest and attitude survey, she was still motivated in 

reading despite her seemingly low reading performance. The self-perception inventory further 

indicates that her motivation mainly came from the success and improvement she had 

experienced compared to her initial frustration in reading in early grades. Therefore, finding 

reading materials that was challenging yet achievable under teacher’s instruction would be ideal 

for the student to read. In other words, the reading materials needs to be within the student’s 

Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) (Vygotsky, as cited in Johnson, 2004), and could again 
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lower the student’s affective filter by giving her self-confident of reading challenging and 

achievable texts (Krashen, 1982). Among the various reading topics presented to her in the 

reading interest survey, the student rated “A” for topics like spiders, snakes, drawing and 

painting, monsters and ghosts etc. Because of the prevalent “A” for topics concerning monster, I 

then chose this topic for selecting the materials for the student, which includes an informational 

text with visual cues, as well as accompanying monster poems found on the internet to have the 

student read across genres. 

 As for the aspects of language system for CALP in literacy, assessments show that the 

student’s main struggle in reading is comprehension, accompanied by minor fluency and word 

recognizing issues. Therefore, the main purpose of the tutoring sessions would be fostering the 

student’s comprehension through teaching different text structures and comprehension strategies 

which include the use of context clues and close reading; these areas would facilitate the student 

in the knowledge of semantics and pragmatics because she would be able to recognize the 

contextual clues for word meaning as well as the certain usage in a text to analyze the text.  

 On a word level, although the student demonstrates certain mastery of word features, 

assessments indicate that word knowledge and word study are still important and need to be 

emphasized in reading instruction. For word level instruction, I am going to focus on the weak 

points that the student demonstrate in the Developmental Spelling Analysis (Ganske, 2000), and 

use mainly word sorts (Ganske, 2008) to address inflectional endings, certain word features in 

phonics, as  well as the use of morphology to facilitate vocabulary learning in complex, context-

rich texts. Such gradual teaching according to the word structure caters to Krashen’s (1982) 

Natural Order Hypothesis, and increases optimal input by following the grammar sequence when 

teaching. 
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Assessment. Assessments administered before the tutoring session in both word levels 

and comprehension levels inform me as a tutor of the needs that the student needs. On the word 

level, the student has mastered most of the phonics needed for decoding, as is shown in the 

informal reading inventory (McKenna & Stahl, 2009). However, in writing, the student still 

needs instruction on certain word features to evolve into the higher stages (Within Word and 

Syllable Juncture) delineated in DSA (Ganske, 2000). 

 For instruction sessions, assessments are mainly carried out in the form of formative 

assessments such as oral response, word sort or writing to gauge whether the student has grasped 

the content of the day. For comprehension, student will either generate a written summarization 

to the text she read, or the teacher could use the Language Experience Approach to dictate the 

student’s oral summarization, which could further serve as a re-reading material in the next 

session for content review. For strategies used during reading, the student will orally reflect on 

when and where to use the certain strategies so that she will be able to apply them in the future 

encountering with unfamiliar texts. For word features and word knowledge, the student will be 

doing word sorts independently at the end of the session to show her mastery of certain word 

patterns. 

 The role of standardized benchmark assessments and progress monitoring assessments 

carried out by the school could also function as another source of tracking student’s progress. 

The school of the student has purchased a commercially made standardized assessment for 

classroom teachers to progress monitor all students every other week; at the same time, the 

school is also required to carry out certain state-wide standardized testing throughout the 

semester. Although standardized assessments cannot stand solely as means to gauge into 

student’s achievement, they could serve as a useful measure for the teacher to compare the 
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student to the benchmark as well as to the progress she has made together with the formative 

assessments carried out during tutoring sessions. 

Domain 2: Culture 

 Candidates know, understand, and use major concepts, principles, theories and 

research related to the nature and role of culture and cultural groups to construct 

supportive learning environments for ELLs (TESOL International Association, 

2010, p. 38). 

 Effective ELL teachers need to care for their students. Jiménez et al. (2009) gave an 

example of Valenzuela’s (1999) observation of a classroom of school-age Mexican-originated 

students where the articulated that their teachers did not genuinely care for them because the 

teachers did not understand their culture. Further Jiménez et al. (2009) cited Valenzuela that 

teachers need to “begin with a more complete understanding of both the[ir] social and academic 

milieu” if they truly want to demonstrate their care for their students”  (Jiménez et al., 2009, p.   

16).  Therefore, the cultural and academic backgrounds of a student as well as the community 

within which the student has grown up are important for teachers to understand through 

experience and theories. Teachers then would plan and instruct according to students’ various 

cultural, linguistic, and academic backgrounds in order to meet each student’s needs, thus 

achieving the real meaning of caring for students. 

 For this domain, I am presenting my reflection on a field trip experience to a diverse 

community center, the YMCA (see Artifact B). Through the interviews of the numbers of the 

community center benefitting from a program set up by the community center, I would like to 

show how a teacher could get to know the community from which their students come and 
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discover potentials to work with the community in improving students’ literacy and assisting in 

students’ success in pursuing a better education.  

Learner and Learning. According to the interview conducted with the manager, people 

with 57 different nationalities have joined the membership of YMCA at Harding place, with a 

dominant cultural group of Hispanic population. This Hispanic minority dominance corresponds 

with the situation in the entire nation, and is a primary reason why the author chose the Hispanic 

community. According to Tianda and Mitchell (2006), Hispanic population “had edged non-

Hispanic blacks as the nation’s largest minority population” and “were now the country’s fastest 

growing ethnic minority” (p. 23). Moreover, it also has the largest foreign-born population in the 

country (Tianda and Mitchell, 2006, p. 23). However, because of these features, especially with 

the largest foreign-born population, Hispanic community also hosts the most emergent bilinguals 

(75-80%) that are poor, that “live in urban areas and attend underresourced schools and that “live 

in households in which no one over the age of 14 is a speaker of English” (Garcia and Kleifgen, 

2010, p. 21). 

The two people benefitting from the YMCA program being interviewed in the field trip 

experience are representatives of the population receiving services at the YMCA. Alex and 

Hanner were both first-generation immigrants coming from Latino countries, and because of the 

cultural differences as well as the difficult aspects of acculturation into the mainstream culture, 

they did not see the hope or ways to go pursue their dream of going to college and getting a 

degree. However, the program at YMCA Harding initiated them to see the hope, and helped 

them through the process.  

Like Alex and Hanner, other Latino immigration students faced similar challenges: they 

had to walk between two cultures, sets of values, and languages: one is the heritage culture used 
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at home and often times their community, and the other one is the school and wide society 

setting. At the same time, if they wanted to achieve more than secondary education, they had to 

seek the path by themselves as to either improving their English proficiency or finding resources 

for scholarship opportunities and college application (personal communication, September 14, 

2012).  

After getting to know the insiders’ view of trying to acculturate, learn, and work in the 

mainstream culture for Latino students, I as a future pre-service teacher gained the insight of how 

to best serve students coming from the similar community and background: often times, 

academics are a big area of need; however, it is not the only thing that students need to know in 

order to obtain their dreams. Resources such as scholarship, college application process as well 

as after-school programs also need to be presented to students so that they could get the most 

assistance possible for their success. 

The Learning Environment. As mentioned before, the YMCA at Harding was a vastly 

diverse community center situated in a middle-size Mid-south city of the United States. It 

represented cultural origins from 57 different countries, and celebrated the diversity with pinning 

the country of origins of their members onto a map on the wall and by hiring multilingual staff to 

better facilitate their nonnative English speakers. Multilingual flyers and posters for services and 

programs at the YMCA were also available for free for members to take away. Multilingual 

signs could also be seen everywhere inside the facility. When asked about the multilingual signs, 

flyers, and programs, , the manager said the bilingual flyers go back home with students, and 

them being bilingual would help students who are more comfortable with Spanish as well as 

their parents. Alex and Hanner both agreed that although US-born or grown-up students might 

tend to look at the English signs, Spanish signs would definitely benefit their parents, updating 
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them about what is going on in the academic world that they want their children to dive into. 

Bilingual flyers and signs, therefore, take into consideration both the need of US born Hispanic 

students as well as their parents, thus putting both parties in a more active role in learning 

support. 

Celebrating students’ heritage cultures as well as providing students and their families 

resources in their first language were the two important lessons I learned from  the YMCA as a 

pre-service teacher. Parental involvement is pivotal to students’ learning and participation; and 

by providing bilingual resources, effective ELL teachers would make the involvement more 

accessible to parents of ELLs, encouraging more involvement from the parents and collaboration 

between the teacher and parents. 

Curriculum. The program at YMCA that helps Latino students succeed academically is 

called The Latino Achiever Program. It works together with schools to help Latino students with 

their academic and social life with the goal of “illuminating the path to success, where students 

dream, discover their strengths, and plan for their future” (personal communication, September 

14
th

, 2012). It is a college prep program helping students with their college applications, 

discovering their strengths, and motivating them to find their true interest and passion, instead of 

just going to wherever is available after high school. 

After getting to know the program, I thought about how teachers could work together 

with the community center as sponsors of literacy (Brandt, 2001) to improve students’ 

performance academically and help them cross the boundaries between home and school culture. 

In the reflection, I wrote about how teachers could obtain information about the students’ 

background from the community center including what they aspire to achieve; teachers could 

also learn from the community center such as YMCA for more parental involvement in students’ 
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learning. In addition, teachers could make good use of the bilingual flyers and posters collected 

from the YMCA, and weave them into the literacy lessons for cultivating bilingualism 

motivating students to think about different audiences when designing literacy artifacts (Jiménez 

et al., 2009). 

Assessments. Although assessments are not specifically observed during the field trip, 

the field trip itself could serve as an informal assessment conducted by the teacher to observe the 

culturally and linguistically diverse background of the ELLs. The data gathered from the field 

trip, then, could serve as a means to inform teachers of their own instruction and further 

assessments based on the students’ cultural and linguistic backgrounds (Heritage, 2007, Herrera 

et al, 2007, Stiggins, 2005). 

Meanwhile, by looking into the diverse population as well as the multi-facet difficulties 

that ELLs face from the interview, I understood that when designing an assessment, the teacher 

needs to take into consideration the students’ backgrounds, difficulties in acculturation, as well 

as the discrepancy between the home and school culture; when looking at assessment data, the 

teacher also needs to bear in mind that standardized testing data could be decontextualized and 

biased because it standardized testing usually does not have ELLs backgrounds in mind when 

designed and administered. Therefore, teachers of ELLs needs to take multiple routs to assess 

their students, and try their best to gauge into students’ learning and progress through different 

aspects of assessments. 

Domain 3: Planning, Implementing, and Managing Instruction  

 Candidates know, understand, and use evidence-based practices and strategies related to 

planning, implementing, and managing standards-based ESL and content instruction. 

Candidates are knowledgeable about program models and skilled in teaching strategies 
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for developing and integrating language skills. They integrate technology as well as 

choose and adapt classroom resources appropriate for their ELLs (TESOL International 

Association, 2010, p. 43) 

Standard 3.a. planning for standards-based ESL and content instruction: 

candidates know, understand, and apply concepts, research, and best practices to 

plan classroom instruction in a supportive learning environment for ELLs. They 

plan for multilevel classrooms with learners from diverse backgrounds using 

standards-based ESL and content curriculum (TESOL International Association, 

2010, p. 43) 

Planning should not take place in vacuum, but should take learners into consideration and 

meet learners’ goals in every way possible. Therefore, an effective ELL teacher, when planning, 

needs to integrate the standards students need to meet in order to acquire the appropriate 

language and skills used in the content area, design activities that are sprung from students’ 

strength and interests for students’ active learning, and carry out assessments that inform the 

teacher of students’ achievement of the goals set out at the beginning of the class. Through 

planning an academic lesson with the theme that caters to students’ interests, I will show my 

ability in planning an engaging lesson as an ELL teacher that meets students’ learning needs. 

Standard 3.b. implementing and managing standards-based ESL and content 

instruction: candidates know, manage, and implement a variety of standards-

based teaching strategies and techniques for developing and integrating English 

listening, speaking, reading, and writing. Candidates support ELLs’ access to the 

core curriculum by teaching language through academic content (TESOL 

International Association, 2010, p. 47). 
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Standard 3.b is connected to standard 3.a in the sense that 3.b, focusing on content 

implementation, is a sequence of planning. Effective teachers integrate the use of four skills in a 

lesson to leverage students’ skills in content areas; meanwhile, effective teachers develop both 

social and academic domains of ELLs’ using context-rich yet comprehensible materials through 

teacher-scaffolding, providing companion reading texts, and effective grouping of homogeneous 

groups according to linguistic origin. 

For these two connected standards, I am presenting two interconnected lesson plans 

designed for 8
th

 grade students in an ELL pull-out classroom setting. The first lesson plan (See 

Artifact C), reading of the
 
first chapter in The Giver by Louis Lowry, was designed to generate 

the topic for the second plan, writing of a persuasive essay (See artifact D). The lesson sequence 

aims at both helping students to interpret young adult literature higher than their reading level 

with adapted curriculum and teacher scaffold, and use the reading material to find arguments and 

writing topics which is commonly demonstrated in both teacher’s normative assessment for 

students’ reading, and numerous state-mandated summative assessments for students’ writing. 

Elements in the interconnected lesson plan sequence demonstrate my competence in maximizing 

students’ learning through knowing my students’ backgrounds, learning needs, as well as 

supporting them with adapted alternative material and teacher scaffold. 

Learners and Learning. The target students are 8
th

 grade ELLs who are put into an ELL 

pull-out program to replace their English Language Arts period according to their grade level, 

instead of English proficiency level. The class has a maximum of 7 students, mainly of Latino 

cultural background, and with a reading level ranging from kindergarten to 4
th

 grade. Two of the 

students were born in the United States, while others immigrated with their family in their later 

years. All of the students are struggling readers and writers, with some facing behavior issues 
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because of illegal immigration problems or peer pressure. A pre-instructional assessment tells me 

that the majority of the class hates going to school, yet most of the students still want to excel in 

their future lives. The majority of the class also despises writing, no matter essay writing or note-

taking, and struggles on spelling and composition structure.  

All students’ features call for reading and writing lessons with strong teacher scaffolding. 

Therefore, I have chosen Reader’s Theater and Shared Reading for chapter 1 of The Giver as 

adapted materials to aide students’ understanding of the article, as well as small-group 

cooperation for students to explore the original text together to generate a graphic organizer 

summarizing the characteristics of our world and Jonas’ world, building on each other’s different 

strengths. For the writing session, the graphic organizer generated from the reading class will be 

continually used, serving as a resource for generating arguments for the argumentative writing. 

Teacher scaffolding is also designed with a graphic organizer to walk students through the text 

structure of an argumentative writing, and how the writer could use the information already 

gathered to compose an essay. 

The Learning Environment. For the reading session, readers’ theater would require a 

reenactment of a family dinner table to further engage students and situate the students in a real-

world setting. For students to further experience the duality of Jonas’ world where people seem 

to have choice yet they in reality do not, the reading session would be all for free choice: 

students choose between whether or not to preview the text, they choose their own small groups, 

and they choose the class agenda; for the writing session, however, everything will be teacher-

assigned, even the sides of opinions on which students base their argumentative essays. In doing 

so, students will have a sharp contrast between a world full of choice and a world that is the 



CAPSTONE ESL PORTFOLIO                                                                                                    35 

 

complete opposite with their own experiences, thus facilitating their arguments in the advantages 

and disadvantages of either world. 

 The class aims at fostering a safe, respectable, and supportive learning environment for 

all students. In the reading session, students will volunteer to read out loud in reader’s theater, 

and will be fully prepared before they act. Every member of the class will be prompt by 

questions designed for different groups (actor/actress, audience) in order to be prepared for the 

discussion after reader’s theater. Small-group discussions and workshop will also support readers 

of lower levels to work together with his/her peers in generating the important graphic organizer. 

For shared reading, students will be able to get the scaffold from the teacher for effective and 

fluent reading; they will also be able to read out loud with the teacher in chorus reading for 

selected parts for practice. In the writing session, teacher scaffold with think-aloud will be used 

to teach students about the writing process and the text structure of a persuasive essay. 

Meanwhile, protocols, model questions, and rules set up for the oral debate time also promote a 

respectable and supportive environment for students to develop their oral fluency. 

The Curriculum. The idea of the interconnected lesson plan for reading and writing 

comes from the notion that reading and writing are connected, and that combining the reading 

curriculum with the writing curriculum makes good use of the reciprocal benefits for both 

activities (Graham and Hebert, 2010), and provides a comprehensive whole-language experience 

for English language learners.  

 The selection of the text is based on the notion that teachers of diverse learners need to 

have high expectations of their students, which demonstrates itself through teacher’s consciously 

choosing grade-level appropriate teaching materials, and develop students’ abilities from their 

own prior knowledge and cultural background with strong teacher scaffolding, adapted learning 
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materials, and peer support. Therefore, the curriculum is in accordance with the CCSS ELA 

standards for literature reading and expository essay writing, which prepares students for 

college- and career readiness. 

Assessment. Formative assessments are especially prevalent in the reading session. In 

reader’s theater, students who contribute to the activity will be observed using the SOLOM 

protocol for English oral language proficiency, as well as Fountas and Pinnell’s Scale for 

Assessing Fluency. The observation results will be recorded in the teacher’s field notebook, and 

will be analyzed to come up with plans for developing oral reading ability for individual students. 

For non-performers on reader’s theater, comprehensive questions will be asked to assess whether 

the students comprehended the main plot and idea of the part, which would be vital for later 

engagement of pre-writing activities and the writing task. For shared reading, the teacher would 

pause at designed spots and ask students literal, inferential, and critical questions to assess 

students’ comprehension and connection from literature to real life. Meanwhile, chorus reading 

would also function as a means to monitor that students are on-task. 

For the writing session, formative assessment exists in the form of oral debate and 

discussion to generate ideas and rehearse for the individual task. Again, SOLOM will be used, 

and anecdotal notes will be taken on the teacher’s part to inform teacher’s future instruction. The 

written composition of the argumentative essay will serve two purposes for the teacher to gauge 

into students’ learning: firstly, the content of the writing will show the teacher how much and 

how deep the student has understood the setting and ideologies presented in The Giver; the use of 

supporting details also shows the teacher that the student has a strong hold of the literary text. 

Secondly, the structure and language of the composition itself would demonstrate to the 

classroom teacher how students have a grasp on composing argumentative essays, how well they 
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used textual details to support the claim, and how they stay loyal to their own arguments. The 

teacher, then, could decide whether to move on or re-teach the features of argumentative texts 

through another mentor text. Similar to the informational text generated by students for League 

of Legends, students will have the choice of whether to put the argumentative essay into the 

portfolio or not for teachers to monitor progress and make further teaching plans. 

 Standard 3.c. using resources and technology effectively in ESL and content 

instruction: candidates are familiar with a wide range of standards-based materials, 

resources, and technologies, and choose, adapt and use them in effective ESL and 

content teaching. 

 For this standard, I am presenting the lesson plan designed for teaching informational 

texts through the video game League of Legends (see Artifact D) targeting 8
th

 grade ELL pull-

out program classroom. The use of League of Legends as a teaching tool could be very educative 

and effective. Firstly, League of Legends is a world-wide gaming platform where the players get 

together and cooperate with each other to take down the enemies. This feature not only promotes 

students’ cooperation with other people, but also encourages the use of a student’s first language 

(L1) in order to develop his/her second language (L2), for the game has nine language choices to 

play as well as researching online on how to improve their skills and participating in the online 

forum. Secondly, I have written a learning analysis using the game, which had my attention by 

meeting several, if not nearly all, of Gee’s learning principles in gaming. To name a few: it meets 

the “Explicit Information On-Demand and Just-in-Time Principle” by giving on-time instructions 

during a tutorial; it meets the “Practice Principle” where someone gets “lots and lots of practice 

in a context where the practice is not boring”; it meets the “Achievement Principle” where the 

player is rewarded in some manner to continue playing the game; and it meets the “Affinity 
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Group Principle” which Gee proposes would foster teamwork and cross-ethnicity (Gee. 2003). 

At beginning of the class, students will watch a YouTube video with the new media scholar Gee 

talking about the connections between video gaming and learning to set the agenda for the 

purpose of the day’s learning. Metacognitive questions are provided beforehand for students to 

think about in order to link the lesson with real-world situations. 

Learners and Learning. The students are 8
th

 grade ELLs attending a diverse urban 

school. They are being pulled out from their regular English Language Arts (ELA) classes during 

the period, and are put together into the ELL pull-out classroom according to their grade level 

instead of the typical English proficiency level. As a result, the students’ language proficiency 

level as well as academic performance varies greatly, from kindergarten to 4
th

 grade. According 

to the pre-instructional assessment, the entire class has had previous contact with video games, 

and talks about video games with great enthusiasm, referring to them as leisure relaxation as well 

as hot topics during casual conversation. At the same time, 8
th

 grade students are required to 

interpret and use informational text (Common Core State Standards [CCSS], 8
th

 grade 

Informational Text). 

Because students vary in proficiency levels, yet CCSS ask every student to achieve 

college and career readiness, students will need teacher scaffold as well as supporting materials 

to aide their understanding. The setting with video gaming was also built from students’ prior 

knowledge, experiences and interests, thus functioning as a means of engagement and motivation 

when materials did turn out to be hard. Meanwhile, students will also learn from different styles 

of interaction, ranging from small-group discussion which creates a safe environment for 

students to practice and exploratory learning, to whole-class discussion which promotes and 
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challenges students’ thinking, to individual tasks which foster students’ independent skills 

tailored to individual needs. 

The Learning Environment. The learning environment is mainly constructed by video 

gaming on the Web 2.0 platform, through which students are able to explore the information they 

needed through hands-on experience. Therefore, the entire design is evolved around students’ 

digital media literacy, which is essential for students’ development in identity and their interest 

in learning. According to Dezuanni (2010), “digital media technologies potentially change the 

ways in which young people participate socially and culturally through creative and playful 

activity” (Burn, 2009, cited in Dezuanni, 2010, p. 127). Gee (2003) is especially explicit on the 

positive influences digital media, and especially video games, have on students’ learning. His 

learning principles found in video games match many principles that teachers strive for teaching 

adolescents through traditional literacy training. Moreover, Gee (2007) also proposes the 

importance of having situated and meaningful assessment through digital media that gives useful 

feedback. Knobel and Lankshear (2007) have also addressed how important online activities 

such as video gaming promotes adolescents’ identity development, cooperation with others, and 

literacy production.   

Moreover, because new media literacy is a real-world practice, and encourages students’ 

sharing, the learning environment is “situated” and “contextualized” through putting the skills 

needed for interpreting informational text in a real-world setting (Gee, 2007; Brown, J.S., Collins, 

A., & Duguid, P., 1989). Students learn through exploratory learning individually and by 

themselves, and the classroom teacher would only act as a facilitator for students in the 

realization process for attaining knowledge in the areas where they could trigger prior knowledge 

and develop their interest (Dewey, 1902, 1972). In addition, appropriate student grouping and 
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cooperative learning would not only provide students a safe place to practice, but also encourage 

peer tutoring and learning for both higher-level and lower-level students. Therefore, the class 

will be alternated between students’ exploration into the video game, summarizing the main 

features using graphic organizers, to small-group discussion in reaching group consensus, to 

individual research project which students dive in to both use informational texts to learn, and to 

construct one for others in future learning. 

The Curriculum. The curriculum meets the CCSS 8
th

 grade ELA standards. Wiggins 

and McTighe (2005) proposed that “standards inform and shape our work” (p. 13), and that 

teachers should keep standards and students needs first thing in mind when designing a lesson 

plan. Two reasons construct the rationales why I am using the CCSS for 8
th

 grade ELA standards. 

Firstly, the CCSS is widely implemented in the entire US public school system, and designing 

the lesson with CCSS would better facilitate the students to become “college and career 

readiness” (Rothman, 2011). Secondly, although none of the students is meeting the 8
th

 grade 

level proficiency, I am using the standards for 8
th

 grade because teachers of diverse learners need 

to discard the “deficit model”, have high expectation levels of the students, and build on students’ 

strengths to close the opportunity gap (Harry & Klinger, 2007; Milner, 2010). Through the 

lesson, students will be able to interpret informational text with different strategies such as using 

graphic organizer and summarizing, use the informational text for their learning experiences in 

the real-world setting, and compose informational text with appropriate and relevant research. 

Students will also be able to improve their oral English in the academic setting through small 

group and whole-class discussions with turn-taking protocol. 

As mentioned before, because students’ proficiency levels may not be sufficient to perform 

independently and individually for all tasks, teacher scaffolding, supplemental materials such as 
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graphic organizers for main ideas and features, as well as peer tutoring in small-group discussion 

would take place to create a safe and vigorous environment for both lower level and higher level 

students to learn. 

Assessment. Throughout the class, students are assessed unknowingly with formative 

assessments such as the finish product of a graphic organizer. They could not proceed unless 

certain parts of the graphic organizers are filled out to facilitate their choice during learning. 

Moreover, small-group and whole-class discussions also serve as a measure for the teacher to use 

informal observational assessments such as anecdotal field notes and Student Oral Language 

Observation Matrix (SOLOM). Meanwhile, the exit slip for students’ quick answer at the end of 

the class also assesses students’ understanding of the link between video gaming and learning, to 

have them think more about the ways that promote their learning experiences, and use the 

connection in their future lives. 

 As a summative measure, students’ individual composition of the informational text 

about the game and the champion they chose will serve as a tool to inform the teacher about how 

well students used the informational texts and other forms of media online, how they used 

research methods, and how well they understood the elements of an informational text. If so 

choose, students could put the final project into the portfolio which collects all students’ works 

throughout the semester, and serves as a means for the teacher to track students’ progress and 

needs at the end of the semester. 

Domain 4: Assessment 

 Candidates demonstrate understanding of issues and concepts of assessment and 

use standards-based procedures with ELLs (TESOL International Association, 

2010, p. 56). 
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 Standard 4.a. issues of assessment for English Language Learners: candidates 

demonstrate understanding of various assessment issues as they affect ELLs, such 

as accountability, bias, special education testing, language proficiency, and 

accommodations in formal testing situations (TESOL International Association, 

2010, p. 56). 

 Standard 4.b. language proficiency assessment: candidates know and can use a 

variety of standards-based language proficiency instruments to show language 

growth and to inform their instruction. They demonstrate understanding of their 

uses for identification, placement and reclassification of ELLs (TESOL 

International Association, 2010, p. 61).  

 Standard 4.c. classroom-based assessment for ESL: candidates know and can use 

a variety of performance-based assessment tools and techniques to inform 

instruction for in the classroom (TESOL International Association, 2010, p. 64). 

An effective ELL teacher will be able to use different forms of assessments of the student 

to inform his/her instruction because he/she understands that a single source of assessments, 

especially standardized testing, could be biased to ELLs and thus generating inaccurate 

information about students’ abilities in the academic area (Heritage, 2007, Herrera et al, 2007, 

Stiggins, 2005). At the same time, teachers of ELLs need to be able to identify and administer 

assessments of English language proficiency to determine the students’ stage of development in 

language acquisition, and obtain the information for future language teaching embedded in the 

content area.  

I will demonstrate my competency in this domain by presenting three artifacts: a 

learning analysis project (See Artifact E) using empirical observation in combination of several 
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field assessments for gauging into a student’s English proficiency, a puzzled child case study 

(See Artifact F) that zooms in on one child’s literacy learning needs, and a short research paper 

(See Artifact G) aimed at addressing the problems of writing discovered in the two studies. In the 

two case studies, I also offered possible action plans and solutions for other areas of learning for 

the focus student, which fulfills the true purpose of all assessments: assessments should inform 

students’ learning and teacher’s instruction (Heritage, 2007, Herrera et al, 2007, Stiggins, 2005).  

Learners and Learning. Learners in both case studies attended an urban middle school, 

and spoke a language other than English. However, the student in the first case study, Al (all 

names are pseudonyms), was identified as an ELL student, and received instruction in an ELL 

classroom, whereas the student in the literacy-focus case study, Lisa, had never been identified 

as an English learner, and received education in a general inclusion classroom. 

 As an ELL teacher, I am aware how important the learners’ prior knowledge, learning 

environment, and cultural background are for their learning experiences at school. For both 

studies, I did a get-to-know-you survey designed for gauging into students’ cultural backgrounds, 

use of both languages, history of schooling, attitudes for school, and family literacy practices. 

For Al, I also conducted an empirical observation with SOLOM, evaluating his oral proficiency 

when in class, social interaction with other peers, and social interaction with the teacher. 

 Because both students were identified by their teachers as “struggling students”, and 

faced the potential referral to special education, determining the level of students’ achievement 

and diagnose the learning difficulties deemed itself to be essential. For Al, both the SOLOM 

observation and an informal observation during the TCAP Writing test demonstrated that he may 

have difficulties in vocabulary, and the record for both English Language Development 

Assessment (ELDA) showed potential difficulties in reading. For Lisa, because the aim was to 
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zoom in on literacy, I used more detailed diagnostic assessments such as miscue analysis, 

informal phonological awareness inventory, and oral Basic Reading inventory, which 

demonstrated that Lisa’s reading obstacles mainly lie in comprehension and comprehension 

strategies. 

The Learning Environment. Both Al and Lisa attended an urban school in a diverse yet 

mostly Hispanic school district. Al was identified as an English Language Learner, and received 

service from a licensed ELL teacher in a pull-out classroom with maximum of 7 students present. 

The curriculum of the ELL classroom was mostly determined by the ELL teacher, sometimes in 

cooperation with the 8
th

 grade general ELA teacher next door. On the contrary, Lisa had never 

been identified as ELL, although she did speak another language (Spanish) at home. As a result, 

Lisa received general inclusion class instruction in a class of 25 students, and the instruction was 

mainly focused on general curriculum of the school.  

The learning environment of the two focus students differed greatly, and when assessing 

the students, I had to keep in mind how the assessments would differ according to the purpose 

and setting of it. For Al, because the class was very small, he had ample opportunities to speak 

up, therefore making oral competency observation protocols accessible. However, for Lisa, 

because the general education ELA class was large, and because the classroom teacher adopted a 

lecturing style, she hardly had any chance to speak up in the classroom. The different purposes of 

assessing Al and Lisa also played an important role in selecting the assessment. For Al, it was to 

determine his English Language Proficiency from different sources; and for Lisa, the purpose 

was more detailed,  which was to diagnose her specific difficulties in reading.  

The Curriculum. Assessments need to take the curriculum into consideration. When 

selecting assessments, the teacher needs to consider the needs for students to meet the curriculum 
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requirements. For example, one of the purposes for assessing Al was to gauge into his English 

proficiency to see where he fits into the curriculum. As for Lisa, the purpose was to determine 

her specific needs and difficulties that prevent her from performing well in the design of the 

curriculum. 

 More importantly, assessments need to inform future curriculum design. Testing should 

not be the end in itself, but should become the means to an end, which is to inform teachers of 

students’ learning, and help teachers to adapt their curriculum to fit students’ specific needs. For 

Al, after the empirical observation as well as the systematic assessment, I made an instruction 

plan for acculturating him into the academic setting of an American school. Meanwhile, an 

assessment plan was also made to monitor his progress in the areas of improvement. For Lisa, 

suggestions to improve her comprehension skills were also proposed in the case study, with the 

purpose of targeting her specific reading difficulties and improving her performance in print 

literacy. Artifact G also combined the two case studies, and proposed some possible writing 

curriculum adaptations to meet both learners’ needs. 

Assessment. When choosing the appropriate assessments for students, teachers need to 

bear in mind that students’ cultural and linguistic background may affect their performance, 

which would further influence the decisions made in the curriculum. As facilitators in students’ 

learning, we as teachers need to evaluate the assessments of their validity and reliability, and 

determine whether the assessment would marginalize the culturally and linguistically diver 

students. When scoring, teachers also need to bear in mind the differences and make appropriate 

adaptations.  

 Meanwhile, assessing ELLs in his/her native language is an essential step for equity in 

schools. For Al, this feature seemed especially important: since he spoke mostly Spanish at home, 
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the picture vocabulary test in Spanish helped me gain an understanding of his native oral 

language proficiency in comparison to his English oral proficiency. As for Lisa, the test in 

Bilingual Verbal Ability Test and Spanish Reading Inventory informed me that her language 

dominance still lay in English, thus using cognates or Spanish print literacy may not be a good 

approach for improving her skills. Yet, the discrepancy between her Spanish reading skills and 

oral comprehension skills gave me some ideas for improving biliteracy through both English and 

Spanish oral literacies. 

Domain 5: Professionalism 

 Standard 5. Candidates keep current with new instructional techniques, research 

results, advances in the ESL field, and education policy issues and demonstrate 

knowledge of the history of ESL teaching. They use such information to reflect on 

and improve their instruction and assessment practices. Candidates work 

collaboratively with school staff and the community to improve the learning 

environment, provide support, and advocate for ELLs and their families (TESOL 

International Association, 2010, p. 68). 

 Standard 5.a. ESL Research and History: Candidates demonstrate knowledge of 

history, research, educational public policy, and current practice in the field of 

ESL teaching and apply this knowledge to inform teaching and learning (TESOL 

International Association, p. 68).  

 Effective ELL teachers need to obtain the teacher knowledge of researches about 

language policy and legislation in the history of ELL education in order to be able to evaluate 

different practices and approaches in the ELL education and synthesize into one that is the most 

beneficial for his/her students. Getting to know the legislations and policies also enables the 
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teacher to further adapt his/her instruction in order to get around the mandated policy that could 

be potentially harmful for ELLs.  

 For this standard, I am presenting a paper I have written to synthesize the history of 

ELL education policy (see Artifact H) as well as a field trip reflection to Glencliff High 

School in Nashville to learn from successful examples of how to get around a policy that is 

harmful for ELLs (see Artifact I). With the two documents, I will demonstrate my competency in 

the knowledge of history of ELL legislation and policy as well as in the relative learning and 

research done to facilitate my design of an optimal learning environment for my ELLs under the 

mandated English-Only policy in Tennessee. 

Learners and Learning. Students attending Glencliff High School have a diverse 

component in ethnicity. Among nearly thirteen hundred students, 0.3% are American Indian or 

Alaskan, 7.0% Asian, 30.4% Black/African Americans, 35.5% Hispanic/Latino, and 26.8% 

white. There is also a remarkably high percent of Kurdish and Egyptian population. Among the 

diverse community, 20% of the students are English Language Learners. 

However, Tennessee’s adoption of English-Only policy which requested that all 

classroom instructions be in English only and that the usage of native languages of the students 

be limited could greatly put these ELLs’ academic performance at risk (please see Artifact H). 

Together with No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), English-Only policy has aggravated ELL 

educations in the nation through the re-allocation of funding for ELL into other fields, which 

greatly affected the establishment of and research on bilingual education. Moreover, several 

standardized testing as well as objectives required for students and ELL students have “instituted 

an unfair and punitive testing regime that has been particularly hard on ELLs” (de Jong, 2011, p. 

143). These ELLs at Glencliff High School face an unprecedented challenge when it comes to 
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striving for social and academic success in the education system because of the marriage 

between NCLB and English-Only policy in Tennessee. 

The Learning Environment. Glencliff High School is “the most diverse school in 

Tennessee,” featuring “forty-six to forty-eight countries every day” and “twenty-six to twenty-

eight languages spoken” by the students (assistant principal, October 19
th

, personal 

communication). Because of the diverse component of student demographics, Glencliff High 

adopted as not-very-common school model: the Academy School model. Altogether, the Ford 

Academy of Business, the Academy of Environmental and Urban Planning, the Academy of 

Hospitality and Marketing, and the certified program of the Academy of Medical Science and 

Research make up  the entire school, making it look like a mini community college. 

 The school celebrates its diversity and provides resources to students as well as parents 

through multicultural decorations, making it explicit that the school values every one’s cultural 

background. Moreover, multilingual brochures were also available upon entering the school 

secretary office, which made it available to parents with limited English proficiency of the help 

and resources they could refer to whenever it is needed. 

 On a classroom level, the class I observed was a pull-out reading/English Language Arts 

class which is consisted only with Spanish speaking students. The teacher was a bilingual ESL 

teacher who decorated her class with different items from different cultural backgrounds, with a 

major emphasis on Hispanic cultures. During the class, she also used some of the decorations as 

demonstration for students to relate to their own heritage culture. Throughout the class, Spanish 

and the translation between Spanish and English was encouraged to achieve maximum learning 

outcome, which did not object to the policy of an English-Only classroom: although the English-
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only policy did say that the use of students’ native languages need to be minimal, the quantity 

was not defined but left the teacher to decide how much was needed.  

Therefore, by getting around the undefined part of the language policy, ELL teachers 

could make good use of what they believe is the best for ELLs according to research and theory. 

Curriculum. In addition to the regular curriculum adopted for the academy model of the 

school, Glencliff High also established seminar-like “Freshman Academy” which prepares the 

students for their choice of academies provided at school in the 11
th

 grade. This program is only 

provided to first-time 9
th

 grade students, and holds strong intervention plans for each student 

through seminar or AVID, a program that aims to prepare first generation college students. Such 

unique curriculum addressed the needs of new-coming ELLs of familiarizing themselves with 

the environment, and provided optimal help in facilitating students by lowering the affective 

filter encountered in an unfamiliar environment. 

 ESL models at Glencliff are also divided into two according to different students’ ability 

and needs: ISTP Program for the students who have got a zero percent on their ELL entrance 

placement test and ELL program for other ELD levels. In the ISTP program, a certified ESL 

teacher teaches or co-teaches EVERY subject that the students. The ESL program for other ELD 

levels features only two out of eight classes that ESL students would have together, and have the 

rest six of the classes together with the mainstream classroom. Except for these two major 

programs for ELL students, individualized program to meet different student needs are also 

encouraged and carried out to perform a more student-centered and more tailored study plan for 

the student. 

 The school’s effort in meeting ELLs’ individual needs could somehow counteract the 

negative effect of the English-only policy. Together with a classroom that values students’ 
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heritage culture and native language as an asset as demonstrated in the class I have observed, 

ELL students in such environment and under such curriculum could make the best use of their 

learning time for skills that would help them succeed in the future, instead of only focusing on 

the language issue which devalues students’ abilities in other areas of life. 

Assessment. Assessments have been high stake ever since the implementation of No 

Child Left Behind act. They have been of particular interest for recent years because of the 

movement of adopting the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), which advocates that 

“expectations are the same for all students, regardless of their backgrounds or where they live” 

(Rothman, 2011, p. 178). Glencliff High School, in tackling this challenge, is breaking down the 

CCSS and comparing them to the current ESL Standards in order to guide teachers how they 

should prepare the ESL students for taking the same curriculum and assessments under the new 

CCSS. Moreover, the school has also brought in experts and head teachers of the CCSS to give 

lectures to ESL teachers on how to incorporate CCSS in ESL instruction. All these efforts shows 

the school’s administrative efforts in meeting the Principle for Educational Equity that, even the 

Principle is somehow imbalanced in an upper level, the school makes every effort to strike the 

balance back. 

ELL teachers, when under the pressure of addressing the needs for standardized tests 

which often poses bias for ELLs, could learn from Glencliff in aligning the bigger standards into 

smaller objectives and classroom practices that are related to ELLs’ cultural and linguistic 

backgrounds. Moreover, smaller, teacher-made assessments that take into students’ background 

into consideration could also be implemented by the teacher to assess students’ real abilities and 

gauge into students’ needs in learning. 
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Standard 5.b. Professional Development, Partnership, and Advocacy: candidates 

take advantage of professional growth opportunities and demonstrate the ability to 

build partnerships with colleagues and students’ families, serve as community 

resources, and advocate for ELLs (TESOL International Association, 2010,, p. 

71). 

 ELL teachers, with specific knowledge base on how to best address ELLs’ needs, also 

need to take the role of students and learn from current researchers, effective practitioners, as 

well as students. At the same time, with the professional knowledge, ELL teachers need to 

advocate for ELLs’ as well as their families’ rights and provide resources to the students, the 

families, as well as colleagues to better facilitate ELLs’ learning both in school and at home, thus 

bridging the gap between students’ home and school culture. 

 For this domain, I am presenting an environmental design of a community center for 

new-coming ELLs and their families, which I also presented on the TNTESOL Conference 

2013 in Memphis. 

Learners and Learning. The design of the community center is inspired by Idding’s 

(2009) design of a community center of similar kind. Idding’s community welcome center tries 

to emerge the literacy sponsors of both home culture and school culture into a new community 

where the target new coming ELLs and their families (Latino population) could cultivate their 

literacies in different areas: oral English literacy, traditional English literacy, literacy about the 

American education system etc. However, the implementation of a community center needs to 

take into consideration the specific demographic situation in which a teacher is: what if my 

student population is not mainly Hispanic but a more diverse one?  Concentrating only on the 

Hispanic cultural aspect as Iddings (2009) has done would be marginalizing other cultural groups 
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represented, thus making the ELLs and their families from other cultures feeling double-

marginalized. With the multiple cultural backgrounds of my potential ELLs and their families in 

mind, I have designed a community learning center that would offer as much alternatives as 

possible in order to cater the different needs of unknown target groups. Moreover, the learning 

suite could build a “culture” itself, which celebrates diversity and respect for every cultural 

background. 

The Learning Environment. Idding’s (2009) community center was more targeted in 

the development of new-coming ELLs as well as their families’ language literacy in a traditional 

sense. However, more questions need to be asked in a nowadays school setting: in a social 

environment where digital literacy is pivotal to students’ and their families’ career potentials, 

how can we develop our target groups’ digital media literacies? How about connecting the 

mainstream families to the immigrant families, since it would help a lot with learning the 

mainstream culture and education system? How can we bring resources into the learning center, 

making it a combination of resource center and a learning center, thus becoming the center of a 

community? Adding more rooms to the learning center gradually floated into my mind, just as 

the function of “stations” in an elementary school classroom. Each room serves for a different 

purpose, and together, they would function as a supercenter for learning and resources; I name 

the supercenter the “community learning suite”. 

 Curriculum. Curriculum in the community learning suite takes place in each room 

serving different purposes. When designing the curriculum, I bear in mind ELLs and their 

families’ cultural backgrounds as well as learning needs.  

In the “living room”, the main purpose of the living room is social life and interactions, 

as well as the main resource center for immigration information such as how to get a legal 
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permanent residency, a social security number, and places for help on legal status, and so on and 

so forth. The integration of resources and the learning suite, especially the living room, shows a 

common belief among ELL teacher preparation that ESL teachers should not only function as an 

instructor, but also the resources for students and their families, as well as the school. The 

activities designed to happen in the living room are “Cultural Friends” and “Friday Night Movie 

Night”. While the movie night is inspired by Idding’s article about Freirian dialogism and oral 

literacy as well as family funds of knowledge, the activity of cultural friends aims at 

familiarizing the new immigrant families with the mainstream American education system. The 

familiarization is important because it would increase the immigrant families’ participation in the 

school affairs, thus benefitting the minority students’ schooling experience (Delgado-Gaitan, 

1991). 

 The purpose of adding the computer/gaming room into the redesign is to aim at fostering 

students’ digital media literacies. Digital media literacy is essential for students’ development in 

identity and their interest in learning (Dezuanni, 2010; Gee, 2003, 2007; Knobel and Lankshear, 

2007).   The placement of a bookshelf is also an intentional design which gives the digital media 

literacy a sense of traditional literacy. Just like multiple works have expressed, new literacies 

would not replace totally the traditional one (Knobel and Lankshear, 2007, p 21). Books on game 

design, software design, and other computer- and technology-related books provide authentic 

texts and a situated learning environment for students who dream big, and want to be the “master” 

of the digital world later in his/her life. The computer/gaming room provides those students a 

master-apprentice environment by providing both hands-on activities and authentic texts in order 

to train students’ the skills they need to reach a master level. 



CAPSTONE ESL PORTFOLIO                                                                                                    54 

 

 The writing task in the computer/gaming room is based partly on my inadequate 

knowledge of different kinds of video games. However, I believe that my students would know 

more about video games than I do. If that is the case, why not have them suggest their own 

games, and at the same time practice their writing skills? The Common Core State Standard has 

shifted the direction of writing from emphasizing on narrative to emphasizing on informational 

and explanatory writing (Rothman, 2011, p. 88). Under such requirement, teachers need to think 

about new practices to train students for the Common Core State Standards while still using 

students’ own experience to attract students’ interests. A Proposal of Video Game would meet 

the needs: it uses students’ eager to add more video games of their own to the room, and at the 

same time requires students to reason out their requests by “making logical arguments”, and 

“drawing on evidence” (Rothman, 2011, p. 88). Moreover, the Common Core also asks students’ 

ability to “use technology, including the internet, to produce and publish writing and to interact 

and collaborate with others” (Rothman, 2011, p. 89). The writing requirements would ask 

students to do research online to figure out how to write a proposal in correct format and 

language, during which process students might form groups to discuss using online or offline 

tools.  

Therefore, the computer/gaming room not only physically empowers students to develop 

their digital media literacy by providing hardware support, but also subconsciously propels 

students to improve their digital literacy by having them feel the need to use online resources. 

 The design of the study room follows the living room to show differentiated instruction, 

and the notion that although we cannot anticipate what cultural groups we are about to serve—

that is, the cultural groups could be very diverse, or that they could differ from what the main 

minority groups is in most other communities—we need to provide as many choices as possible 
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for the target groups to choose. The study room mainly serves students from cultures that see 

schooling as apart from the family lives; they tend to separate the home and school drastically, 

preferring a studying environment as quiet, classroom-like, and academically supportive with 

books and resources. The physical arrangement of the study room imitates that of a classroom—

where the desks and chairs are, how they are put together etc. Still, with the purpose of fostering 

students’ cooperation, I also designed two group discussion rooms which students could use 

through reservation. One of the rooms is open with glass walls and no doors; the other is closed 

with walls and a door that separates the outside world. Reservation of the closed discussion room 

is limited to groups that are over four and under eight people, with an installed camera for 

security purposes. The other one is open for any kind of student groups, ranging from two 

students per group to eight per group. In the study room, book shelves with reference books and 

study guides are provided just like a school library. The design of the study room aims at 

providing students and parents who prefer a quiet and private study environment an isolated 

place where their traditional notion of “study” could take place. In addition, if students and 

student groups want to find a place to perform group work or classroom activities like video-

taping, the study room would provide a perfect place for silence and privacy. 

The student gallery is basically an enlargement of what nearly every teacher has in 

his/her classroom to provide models for the kind of learning the teacher wants to advocate in the 

classroom. According to Wiggins (1998), “excellence is always achieved by self-adjustment in 

reference to known standards” (p. 69). By putting up model students’ work on the wall or a 

designated space, teachers show what the “standards” rest; and by comparing their own works to 

the standards, students adjust their products accordingly to meet the requirements. 
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 Knobel and Lankshear (2007) define the “new ethos” stuff that promotes ordinary people 

to produce and recreate what is available online as a group and share it with other people. One of 

the purposes of the Student Gallery is to encourage and promote students’ participation by 

displaying their works related to “new ethos”, and rewarding the best ones to spur other students’ 

participation. Moreover, by creating the artworks, students and families, especially immigrant 

students and families, could use their funds of knowledge, feeling that their heritage cultures are 

being valued by the mainstream society. 

Activities designed in the kitchen/dining room area follow Idding’s (2009) literary 

support from a Freirian Oral tradition and family funds of knowledge. Apart from those theories, 

transnational literacy proposed by Jiménez, Smith, and Teague (2009) takes a useful role of my 

design of the “Brewing the Ice” activity: mainstream students, teachers and families need to 

know the minority students and families’ home culture in order to promote better 

communications and learning, and one of the means for the mainstream community to get to 

know the minority community is through visits to the local minority communities and 

experiencing for themselves how the minority communities are like. Similarly, we could argue 

that visits to mainstream communities would also increase the minority communities’ 

understanding of the mainstream discourses. 

 Another concept that goes into the design of the activities is the use of translation to 

promote audience awareness and other linguistic skills. Martínez et al (2008) argues that through 

translation, students could “develop meta-linguistic awareness and showcase their ability to shift 

voices for different audiences” (p. 421). Through the activity of “Expand the Recipe Box”, 

families not only use their own funds of knowledge in everyday life, but also were given a 

chance to translate their own recipes for and from the mainstream community, thus developing 
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their literacy skills in both languages as well as their awareness of different audiences and logic 

patterns. 

The main purpose of the doctor/nurse room in the learning suite is to provide healthcare 

service to students whenever they need. By situating the room next to the resting area with bunk 

beds, I also provide a resting area for the incoming patients with a space where they could have a 

good rest until they feel better. 

 Another more academic reason for why I wanted to have a doctor/nurse room in the 

learning suite is that students who are interested in going into the healthcare profession, whether 

it is a doctor, a nurse, a pharmacist, or a nurse practitioner, could volunteer in the room, and 

observe how the “masters” talk to patients and deal with problems. Maybe because of the inner 

link of medical care, the midwives described in Lave & Wenger’s (1991) book on situated 

learning and legitimate peripheral participation gave me the inspiration. Like the daughters of the 

midwives in Yucatec culture that would sit in a corner quietly to “absorb the essence of 

midwifery practice as well as specific knowledge about many procedures, simply in the process 

of growing up” (p. 68), students who volunteer and help at the doctor/nurse room would also 

have the chance to get immersed in the environment without thinking about it. Like the 

apprentice midwives that realize their roles and started to take more responsibilities, the students 

in the doctor/nurse room could also get to a temporary mastery of what he wants to do in the 

medical field until he graduates from high school and actually goes into the medical field to start 

a new round of apprenticeship. Such environment not only encourages students’ interest in a 

certain area, but also promotes students’ learning and increases students’ rate of success in 

his/her goals. 
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The curriculum designed in the different rooms of the learning suite, as shown above, 

would facilitate new-coming ELLs and their families in familiarizing themselves in the new 

environment. Moreover, with the community learning suite as a resource center, the ELL teacher 

could function as an advocate and practitioner for ELLs and their families’ needs and rights. 

Assessment. The community learning suite will also follow the notion that instructions 

(curriculum) should be informed and adjusted by on-going, contextualized assessments. With the 

information sheets provided in the “living room”, the ELL teacher as well as volunteers who are 

responsible for designing the activities and curriculum could gauge into ELLs’ and their families’ 

needs in future instructions, thus designing activities and curricula that are catered to students’ 

and families’ needs. Moreover, through products generated in different rooms, instructors would 

also be able to adjust or alter their instruction in order to address the ongoing difficulties in 

learning or catering to the changing needs of ELLs and their families. 
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Reflection on Problems and Implication 

 Looking back at the course of study during the two years, I am confident to say that the 

time I spent at Peabody College ELL program has prepared me as an effective pre-service ELL 

teacher. I have gained a deeper understanding about how to genuinely care for students and 

effectively plan and implement lessons that are catered to students’ needs and interests. 

Frameworks, current theories and practices have given me the theoretical support, while at the 

same time, fieldtrips to different student communities, classroom instruction as well as one-on-

one tutoring and professional development in local schools have situated me in the real-life of a 

teacher. It was also during my field practices that I have come across questions that were 

unanswered in the course works I took, and propelled me to further investigate in other theories 

and practical knowledge about the topic. One of them still remains introspective and important to 

me, and I believe it is of equal importance to most of the practice teachers to CLD students: I 

found out in my field practice that a lot of my students are not literate in their first language, and 

I also noticed that my classroom often times had a diverse population opposed to a single group 

of CLD students coming from the same cultural and linguistic background. Such complexity 

made the use of first language and a common cultural background difficult in real life. I believe 

that this will be a continuous question that I have during my practice as a real-world teacher, so I 

would like to present my adaptations to the theories and frameworks I have learned during the 

past two years, which I believe most focused on some predominant minority groups in relatively 

homogeneous classrooms in the sense of cultural groups being represented. 

 Because of the multicultural and multilingual context towards which the United States is 

heading, I am going to focus my adaptation on seven principles that support dynamic plurilingual 

practices in instruction adapted from García and Sylvan (2011), which came into being because 
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the view that “language groups… were static, homogeneous, and monolithic” can no longer 

stand firm in this world because of the rapid globalization and technological innovation (García 

and Sylvan, 2011, p. 385). The seven principles are: 1). heterogeneity and singularities in 

plurality 2).  Collaboration 3). Learner-centeredness. 4). Language and content integration. 5) 

Language use from student up 6). Experiential learning and 7). Interconnectedness with the 

teacher 

Heterogeneity and singularities in plurality 

 This principle reflects that “Optimizing heterogeneity builds on the strengths of every 

single individual member of the school community” (García and Sylvan, 2011, p. 395). 

Instructions concerning to this principle include having instructional designs and programs 

leveraging diversity, and yet recognizing “that every individual student’s language 

characteristics use differ from those of others in the class” (p. 395). In action, teachers would 

address students’ specific language needs according to the single student instead of a group 

census of the learning characteristics of a certain cultural or linguistic group, therefore targeting 

and solving the problems the single student has. 

 The emphasis singularity may be difficult for some CLD students to understand at first, 

because “a large number of ELLs… are members of collectivistic cultures” which value “the 

sharing in and fulfillment of reciprocal obligations and commitments to the members of one’s 

group, generally an extended familial network or clan” (Decapua and Marshall, 2011, p. 36). 

However, these students do need to adapt and become familiar with individualist culture, which 

they will need to gain success in the American education and society where “a person’s identity 

depends primarily on personal attributes, traits, and achievements, and one’s sense of well-being 

centers on self-actualization and personal accomplishments” (Decapua and Marshall, 2011, p. 
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36). Therefore, teachers and students should acknowledge heterogeneity and singularity in the 

classroom and school culture, while at the same time explain and help the SLIFE students to 

realize the value, beliefs, and actions shared by an individualist society.  

Collaboration among Students  

 Collaboration among students refers to “Collaborative structures that build on the 

strengths of every individual member of the school community optimize learning” (García and 

Sylvan, 2011, p. 395). Firstly, students’ collaboration “leverages the benefits of a heterogeneous 

class” (p. 395). Students coming from different cultural and linguistic backgrounds could share 

their thoughts and ideologies on the task they are working, build on each other’s perspectives, 

and construct a more comprehensive meaning of the text than a homogeneous classroom would 

usually do. Moreover, students could also be challenged by the different perspectives proposed 

by others coming from a culture different from theirs, thus achieving one of the dimensions of 

what critical literacy model has been promoting: “disrupting the commonplace” (Lewison et al., 

2002, p. 382). 

 Grouping students according to their different literacy and proficiency levels would also 

benefit all learners in promoting their academic and linguistic growth. Less proficient students 

could get help from the more proficient student in a safe environment, and the more proficient 

student would need to thoroughly digest the target knowledge in order to teach it to the less 

proficient student. Lucas and Katz (1994) also observed such grouping in effective classroom 

instructions addressing ELL students whose teacher did not speak their heritage language: “less 

fluent or experienced students were paired with more fluent or experience students of the same 

language background during classroom instruction and activities so that the more fluent student 

could help the less fluent one with language, to understand instructions, or with other classroom 
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demands” (p. 555). Moreover, the collaborative learning style corresponds with some CLD 

students’ collectivist point of view, for which student collaboration provides the students with a 

perfect environment to practice risk-taking, helping them leverage their literacy skills in a safe 

and helpful environment. 

Learner-Centeredness 

 Lerner-centeredness refers to the concept that “constructing learner-centered classrooms 

for meaningful student linguistic and content output is important” (García and Sylvan, 2011, p. 

396). As mentioned before, Dewey argues on  the student-centered learning experience, which 

according to García and Sylvan (2011), is lacking in many L2 and bilingual programs:  many are 

teacher-centered, taking the argument that the language master (the teacher) could help develop 

students language skills through his/her linguistic scaffold demonstrated through teacher 

discourse. However, “teacher-centered instruction limits linguistic opportunities for all students” 

(p. 396). According to Constantino and Lavendez (1993), ELL students need to receive authentic 

language instruction that provides “an opportunity to hear and use meaningful language”, which 

means “spending little time studying discrete language items… and using language to listen to 

and exchange ideas” (p. 84). The authors also cited previous researchers, arguing that authentic 

language use includes “to create and produce meaning” (Enright, 1991, p. 211), “the ordinary 

practices of the culture” (Brown and Duguid, 1989), and “the use of life experiences, writing for 

real purposes, and the moving away from isolated skill and drill exercises via student-relevant 

content materials and thematic teaching” (pp. 84-85). Learner-centeredness, according to García 

and Sylvan (2011), takes the teacher away from the center of the classroom so that the teacher 

could facilitates the student collaboration groups when they are discussing and working with 
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each other, practicing the “authentic use” of the English language, thus promoting their linguistic 

growth. 

Language and Content Integration 

 The integration of language and content refers to the “mantra” that “every teacher is a 

teacher of language and content”, and the belief that “Language emerges most naturally in 

purposeful, language-rich, interdisciplinary study. Not surprisingly, numerous other researchers 

also proposed that integrating language and content should be of vital importance to ELL 

instructions. 

 Constantino and Lavendez (1993) proposed the integration of content area objectives 

together with language learning objectives, pointing out that “it is essential that teachers combine 

‘content area goals with some specific principles of learning in general, and language learning in 

particular, in order to move from the objectives of sets of activities that will provide meaningful 

learning’” (Hudelson, 1989, p. 139, cited in Constantino and Lavendez, 1993, p. 85). In addition, 

Shih (1992) advocated for developing “reading to learn” skills among ELL students in response 

to the fact that many ELL students could not follow up the high-paced learning in content-areas 

once they step into the mainstream classrooms: “‘Study’ reading, reading for in-depth 

comprehension and learning, is a special type of reading, demanding a different type of 

processing (in terms of focusing of attention, information encoding and retrieval) than reading 

for enjoyment or reading for general information. ‘Studying is associated with the requirement to 

perform identifiable cognitive and/or procedural tasks… [to meet] the criteria on tasks such as 

taking a test, writing a paper, giving a speech, and conducting an experiment’" (Anderson & 

Armbruster, 1984b, p. 657, cited in Shih, 1992, p. 289). In order to help students “read to learn”, 

Shih (1992) mainly focused on three aspects that teachers need to address: 1). Teach 
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comprehension strategies used by successful readers which include text structure knowledge, 

activating background knowledge, and cognitive strategies (p. 292); 2). The instruction on meta-

cognitive strategies which, according to Jiménez and Gámez (1996), could be improved through 

“encouraging students to reflect on the activity of reading” (p. 89) (Shih, 1992, p. 24); 3). Select 

materials with care. Shih (1992) gave detailed instruction for teachers on how to select 

instruction materials: “reading materials and tasks should resemble materials and tasks students 

face in academic content classes, thus encouraging students to build repertoire of task and text 

appropriate discourse-processing strategies” (pp. 290-291). 

Language use from student up 

 Language use from student up advocates that “the students use diverse language practices 

for purposes of learning, and teachers use inclusive language practices for purposes of teaching” 

(García and Sylvan, 2011, p. 397). This means that in action, teachers would encourage students 

to use whatever language students choose to support their learning, whether the teacher does or 

does not have knowledge in that language. Lucas and Katz (1994) also observed similar usage by 

effective classroom teachers who did not share the same home language with their students: in 

small group instructions, students had opportunities to speak their home language during 

classroom activities and instructions (p. 547); at the same time, the classroom teacher also “set 

up situations or activities especially calling for students to use their native languages with each 

other” (p. 554). At the same time, bilingual dictionaries as well as other classroom teachers were 

also encouraged to be used as resources conducive to students’ learning (p. 550, p. 555). 

 Language use from student up encourages students to develop biliteracy or multiliteracy 

because competence in the literacy of both- or multi-languages would help students develop the 

metacognition in code-switching and use of different strategies for meaning-making when 
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encountered with different languages. Jiménez, García, and Pearson’s research (1996) 

demonstrated how important such metacognition is for reading instruction: “successful Latina/o 

readers possess an enhanced awareness of the relationship between Spanish and English, and that 

this awareness leads them to use successfully the bilingual strategies of searching for cognates, 

transferring, and translating” (p. 106). Constantino and Lavendez (1993) also promote the 

development of biliteracy, arguing that such development would “enable them to build academic 

abilities in their native language while acquiring English” (p. 85). 

 Because of recent researches’ support for developing students’ native language literacy, 

instructional suggestions for developing biliteracy are non-exhaustive. Three methods are 

prevalent: 1) parental involvement (DaSilva Iddings & Katz, 2007, cited in Iddings, 2009, p. 311. 

Allen, 2007, Delgado-Gaitan, 2007); 2) students’ family funds of knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), 

and 3) the use of translation in writing to promote students’ sense of audience and voice 

(Martínez et al. 2008). Teachers need to be aware of the strategies proposed by the researches to 

support students’ biliteracy development. Together with students’ parents and community, 

teachers should be able to build a bridge between the students’ home and school culture, thus 

achieving the goal of students’ biliteracy development. 

Experiential Learning 

 Corresponding with Dewey’s exploratory learning as well as learning from experience, 

experiential learning is the “expansion of the schools beyond the four walls of the school 

building”, and it motivates immigrant adolescents and enhances their capacity to negotiate their 

new bilingualism and successfully participate in society”.  Moreover, the “instruction of 

language, content, and skills is embedded in experiential projects that are carefully structured to 

incorporate student experience and build necessary back-ground knowledge” (García and Sylvan, 
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2011, p. 397). Such experience requires the use of relevant and authentic materials from students’ 

community and back ground knowledge, as well as the experience of a school “outing” that 

incorporates hands-on learning experience to situate students in real-settings and use their 

language skills to discover, cooperate, and solve problems. 

 Transnational literacy proposed by Jiménez et al. (2009) could be a practical suggestion 

for teachers to adopt into their classrooms. According to the authors, transnational literacies 

“refer to the written language practices of people who are involved in activities that span national 

boundaries” (p. 17). Through going into students’ neighborhood, collecting written signs and 

texts in both students’ native language and English, analyzing the purposes of certain materials, 

translating the materials from Spanish to English (or vice versa), and encouraging students to 

interview and write about the people who made the signs, teachers could help students achieve 

different goals: first, the teacher who is not familiar with student’s cultural heritage could go into 

the community and familiarize him/herself with the culture, thus harnessing a better 

understanding of students’ home culture to inform future classroom instruction; second, because 

transnational literacies encompass multiple cultural groups in the community, it helps students of 

different cultural groups see the similarities and differences between themselves and other 

minority group students, thus building a more harmonious and warm classroom culture for 

plurality; third, it helps to build classroom instruction upon students’ background knowledge, 

making instructions closer to students’ home culture; and fourth, it engages ELL students more 

into participating in the curriculum of language, literacy, and content area learning (Jiménez et al. 

2009, p. 18) 

Interconnectedness for CLD Students 
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 Building close teacher-student relationship is essential for effectively carrying out the 

learning activities and goals in the classroom. In Jiménez and Gámez’s (1996) research on 

instructing middle school Latino/a students, the first thing that the researchers did was to develop 

“rapport with students” to “winning their confidence and gaining their trust” through devoting 

“attention” (p. 86). In Jiménez et al.’s (2009) transnational literacy article, the authors cited 

Valenzuela (1999) to demonstrate how important it is to show care to the students through 

getting to know their cultures (p. 16).  García and Sylvan (2011) further proposed that “effective 

teachers are those who are culturally and emotionally responsive, who demonstrate genuine 

caring for their students, and whom [students] come to regard as “family” (p. 38).    

 All these researches highlight how important it is for teachers to build a caring and 

interpersonal relationships with their students, so that the students as well as the students’ family 

could have a trusting relationship with the teacher, thus further promoting students’ linguistic 

and cognitive development. 

Conclusion 

 As a traditional immigration country, the United States has attracted, and is still attracting 

millions of immigrants each year. Each immigrant has his/her own version of the American 

dream. Be it a better job opportunity or a better education for their children, the dreams are 

always based upon an open and free cultural environment, advanced education system, and equal 

human rights propaganda. As a future teacher of CLD students, I have a greater job of helping 

the immigrants and their children fulfill their own American dreams. By positioning their ethnic 

and linguistic identities as well as thinking caused by the identities as the central resource in 

through the seven principles of plurilingual practices such as effective grouping, learner-

centeredness, the integration of language and content, and the support of biliteracy development 
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through parental and community involvement, I could motivate CLD students who might have 

difficulties cross their cultural boarders to think actively, and learn effectively, and eventually 

become a successful learner who could navigate smoothly through different worlds. 
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Introduction 

 Imagine a student in your classroom. She is quiet, but works silently with her peers; she 

may not be your good reader, neither in oral reading nor comprehension, but she delights when 

she makes a little progress in reading; if you ask her, she would tell you that she used to be a 

struggling reader, but now she has been making progress. When you assess her with any given 

Informal Reading Inventory, her problem seemed to be in oral reading, since she was making so 

many careless mistakes such as inserting or substituting words. However, the school-wide 

standardized diagnostic test said otherwise, placing emphasis on comprehension such as key 

ideas and details, craft and structure, as well as vocabulary strategy as word study suggestions.  

 What would you do? Which one of the assessments reveals the true nature of the 

student’s difficulty in reading? What exactly is her word knowledge stage? What other 

assessments should you run? What should be the appropriate instruction to improve her reading 

so that she is more motivated in the reading activity? 

 Such student becomes a puzzle child, one that needs the teacher to explore more in order 

to tailor her instruction for the appropriate and better literacy development of the student. 

Background Information: The Context    

 Sophia (all names are pseudonyms for protection privacy) is such a student. A sixth 

grader, she is attending a metropolitan middle school in a middle-size central-south capital city 

in the United States. The location of the school district predicted the demographics of the school 

setting: because the school was situated in a district with higher concentration of Latino 

population, the majority (about 41%) of the students at the school was of Hispanic descent, 

followed by 27% of white, 26% of Black/African Americans, 7% of Asian/Pacific Islander, and 

less than 1% of American Indian/Alaska Native (greatschools.org, 2013). According to the 
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student profile, Sophia is part of the Latino population, and speaks Spanish as her first language. 

She was also categorized as and English Language Learner who has limited English proficiency. 

However, no evidence of her receiving any ELL service was on the profile, except for the 

personal account from the classroom teacher that she had requested translator when having a 

conversation with Sophia’s mother (personal interaction, Jan 16
th

, 2014). 

 The classroom teacher, Ms. Rose, teaches literacy combined with social studies as 

content area. Ms. Rose indicated during an informal interview that she suspected Sophia having 

oral reading fluency concerns, which may have been influencing her comprehension of the text. 

She further indicated that although Sophia seemed to do what the teacher tells her to do at school, 

she hardly has any typical literacy interactions with her parent at home: “I don’t think she does 

anything at home with her parent” (personal interaction, Jan 16
th

, 2014). When talking to the 

literacy coach about Sophia, she indicated that Sophia has had in-school reading clinic (tutoring) 

before, but her tutor just left. Since Sophia has almost no inventory data available, I came to the 

conclusion that the tutoring sessions she had before followed the general procedures at the 

school’s reading clinic: 1) confidence reading often involving re-reading of the last session’s 

material 2) tutor read-aloud and choral reading of the new material 3) word study or word games 

4) some type of writing assignment connected to the new reading material.  

Although I do think that the general procedure of the school’s reading clinic is a valid and 

research-based practice, I also think that Sophia needs some more tailored instructions for 

tutoring that are informed by various assessment data. Therefore, before the tutoring session 

began, I administered the following assessments to gauge into Sophia’s interests as well as 

current levels and concerns. 

Assessment and Other Data 
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List of Assessments 

Assessment 

Date of 

Administration 

Purpose Result 

Place in the 

Appendices 

Reading Interest 

Inventory 

Retrieved from 

McKenna & 

Stahl: 

Assessment for 

Reading 

Instruction (2
nd

 

Edition) 

Jan. 15, 2014 

To get to know 

student’s 

purposes of 

reading and 

extent of reading 

motivation and 

confidence 

Sophia is pretty 

motivated in reading, 

especially when she 

is encouraged by the 

positive effects and 

affirmative 

comments of the 

classmates/classroom 

teachers; however, 

she does not seem to 

have much family 

interaction for 

reading 

Appendix 

1.1 

Qualitative 

Reading 

Inventory-5 

Jan. 15-Jan. 16, 

2014 

- To get to know 

student’s reading 

levels 

- Analyze 

miscues and data 

to estimate 

student’s 

Frustration Level: 

4
th

 grade  

Instructional 

Level : 3
rd

 grade  

(independent on 

comprehension, and 

instructional on oral 

Appendix 

1.2 
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potential primary 

difficulties in 

reading 

reading) 

Independent Level: 

N/A(independent 

comprehension in  

lower-grade, with oral 

reading scoring at 

instructional) 

Cloze 

Comprehension 

Assessment, self-

designed 

Jan. 16, 2014 

To gain a basic 

impression on 

Sophia’s 

comprehension 

skills 

Unsatisfactory 

result could be from 

either or both of the 

following: 

1) Student is not 

familiar with the 

activity and/or skills 

needed to get to the 

right answer, 

although teacher 

scaffolding and 

assistance was 

provided for the 

beginning blanks 

2) The student has 

comprehension 

Appendix 

1.3 
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issues 

Informal Phonics 

Assessment and 

Z-Test retrieved 

form McKenna 

and Stahl: 

Assessment for 

Reading 

Instruction (2
nd

. 

Ed.) 

Jan. 23, 2014 

To gauge into 

Sophia’s ability 

in decoding 

- Mastery level on 

Informal Phonics 

Assessment with 

minor issues on final 

consonant blends and 

“ng”, short vowels in 

CVC words, and the 

rule of silent “e”. 

- 92% accuracy on Z-

Test 

Appendix 

1.4 

Qualitative 

Reading 

Inventory-5, 

grade-level 

listening 

comprehension 

Jan. 23, 2014 

To determine 

whether 

comprehension is 

the primary issue 

for Sophia in 

reading 

Sophia is not on 

grade level when the 

fluency factor is 

taken out. Therefore, 

comprehension 

should be her 

primary concern in 

reading 

Appendix 

1.5 

Developmental 

Spelling 

Assessment 

(DSA) in Word 

Jan. 28, 2014 

To determine 

Sophia’s word 

knowledge stage 

and specific 

Sophia scored Within 

Word/Syllable 

Juncture during the 

screening test, but 

Appendix 

1.6 
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Journeys by 

Kathy Ganske 

features that the 

tutoring could 

strengthen 

further 

comprehensive 

feature assessment 

demonstrated that her 

developmental 

spelling stage is 

Within Word (WW). 

In WW, instructions 

should lay in 

selective “other long 

vowels”, “complex 

consonants”, 

“abstract vowels”, 

and “r-controlled 

vowels” 

Analysis of the Assessment Data 

 The reading interest and self-perception inventory (please refer to appendix 1.1) I 

selected from McKenna and Stahl’s book (2009) reveal that Sophia is a student that is still 

motivated in reading despite her seemingly low reading performance. The self-perception 

inventory further indicates that her motivation mainly comes from the success and improvement 

she has experienced compared to her initial frustration in reading in early grades. As stated above, 

she delights in the progress she has made in both oral reading and comprehension, and thinks 

that she is much better at oral reading and comprehension than she used to be. However, there is 
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still improvement space: she feels undecided about whether she is a “good reader” both 

perceived by others and herself, and feels that the worst thing about reading is “it takes forever” 

(Appendix 1.1: Here’s How I Feel about Reading). In addition, among the various reading topics 

presented to her, Sophia rated “A” for topics like spiders, snakes, drawing and painting, monsters 

and ghosts etc. (Appendix 1.1: Tell Me What You like!). Because of the prevalent “A” for topics 

concerning monster, I later chose this topic for selecting the tutoring material for Sophia. 

Upon first listening to Sophia’s reading and looking at her assessment data on the 

Informal Reading Inventory (please refer to Appendix 1.2), it seems that she struggles with 

reading fluency, which further impeded her comprehension. This observation matches Sophia’s 

classroom teacher’s concern. However, closer analysis and multiple diagnostic assessments 

looking at her other areas of reading revealed quite different results. Although she seemed to 

make numerous careless mistakes during oral reading, substituting and inserting words, the 

accuracy rate was always within the 90% range when calculated (please refer to Appendix 1.2). 

If one counts total acceptability which only counts meaning-changing miscues, she was actually 

independent even on the fifth grade level passage. However, comprehension started to dwindle 

from 3
rd

 grade level and continued to 4
th

 and 5
th

 grade (frustration). Yet, one cannot make a 

definite decision about a student’s learning needs from one measurement, rather, “It is important 

to examine assessment results in more than one way because different measures can provide 

different insights” (Lipson, Chomsky-Higgins, and Kanfer, 2011, p. 207). According to 

McKenna and Stahl (2009), cloze assessment is a possible way to assess comprehension because 

“the ability to provide logical replacement words is thought to indicate the extent to which a 

student is able to comprehend the material” (p. 164). Meanwhile, a listening comprehension for 

on-grade-level text could also rule out the disturbance of oral reading fluency and assess 
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comprehension by itself. As a result, both the cloze assessment (please refer to Appendix 1.3) as 

well as the grade-level listening comprehension test (please refer to Appendix 1.5) confirmed 

that Sophia’s primary concern in reading does lay in comprehension and comprehension 

strategies. 

 Above said, word knowledge and word study are still important and need to be 

emphasized in reading instruction. The Developmental Spelling Assessment (DSA, please refer 

to Appendix 1.6) shows that Sophia is in high Within Word (WW) stage as her developmental 

stage, which means that she starts to chunk words into different patterns and mastered some 

word features (Ganske, 2000, p. 13) such as “the magic ‘e’” (vowel-consonant-e), some long 

vowel marks, r-controlled vowels, and other abstract vowels. Correspondingly, on Sophia’s DSA, 

she showed mastery on the “magic ‘e’” pattern (as in “cute”), some mastery on r-controlled 

vowels (like “short”) and abstract vowels (as in “point”), and less mastery in other long vowels 

(like “steep”) and complex consonants (as in “might”). Moving up one stage, Sophia is in the 

low of the Syllable Juncture (SJ) stage, and will need instructions on doubling and e-drop with 

“ed” & “ing” (as in “making”, 2 out of 5 mastered), other syllable juncture doubling (as in 

“tennis”, 2 out of 5 mastered), stressed syllable long vowels (as in “escape”, 2 out of 5 mastered), 

unstressed syllable patterns (as in “major”, 1 out of 5 mastered), and stressed syllable r-

controlled vowels (as in “termite”, 0 out of 5 mastered). Because instruction needs to build on 

what student already knows, word study instruction will tackle Sophia’s needs in the WW 

features first, from least mastered to most mastered, and then move on to other needs of word 

features demonstrated in the SJ stage. 

 Another source of the assessment data comes from the one that Sophia’s school is using. 

This year, Sophia’s school has implemented the STAR assessment which combines screening, 
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diagnostic, and progress monitoring assessments together, and gives instruction suggestions to 

classroom teachers based on both Common Core State Standards (CCSS) as well as the School 

Performance Index (SPI). The literacy coach made it explicit that the instruction plan had to take 

the data in STAR assessment into consideration. The literacy coach’s requirement made sense 

because, firstly, STAR assessment provides another source for which the student performance is 

evaluated and suggestions were made for teachers in alignment with different standards; 

secondly, because the school uses the assessment as progress monitoring that happens regularly, 

the student would have a standardized progress monitoring assessment in addition to the 

informal ones that I will be running to trace her progress as the tutoring goes along. In any ways, 

the STAR assessment data would be an effective addition to the student’s profile that would 

inform my instruction. Looking at the student’s STAR assessment and suggested instructional 

areas (data is confidential) added new light to the instructional plan. According to the STAR 

diagnostic report, Sophia needs immediate attention on the following areas: range of reading and 

level of text complexity, key ideas and details, and integration of knowledge and ideas. In the 

meantime, craft and structure is on the borderline as well. Looking at the suggested focus skills 

that Sophia needs to improve, four skills in two major areas which other formative assessments 

also pinpoint stand out: for comprehension, text structure and textual details that support main 

idea or author’s opinion stand out as the core skills to teach; in word knowledge and fluency, 

syllabication (segmenting a multisyllabic word) for recognizing multisyllabic words as well as 

morphology as a strategy for determining the meaning of an unknown multisyllabic word need to 

be taught explicitly. In addition, STAR assessment indicated that Sophia is reading 

instructionally on a 4
th

 grade (1
st
 month) level and suggested 4

th
-grade level instructional 

materials, which is one grade level higher than what the IRI showed; however, because Sophia’s 
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reading concerns lay in comprehension instead of oral fluency, I believe that 4
th

 grade materials 

with appropriate teacher scaffolding and reading strategies would still be within Sophia’s Zone 

of Proximal Development. 

Suggested Instruction for Tutoring 

Combining the data from other assessments, I propose that the instruction for Sophia’s 

tutoring should focus on text comprehension in combination of re-reading strategy to foster 

fluency and word knowledge (Staudt, 2011, p. 144).  

 For text comprehension, I will be using the think-aloud protocol to focus on summarizing 

and looking for textual details. To better cater the child’s interest, I will be using Mythical 

monsters: Legendary, fearsome creatures by Scholastic. If the informational text contains other 

types of text such as narration to tell the story of a monster, I will also draw student’s attention 

on how the language and structures could be different from the previous tone. For each passage 

in the book, I will generate questions about the passage prior to the tutoring session, and model 

think-aloud to answer one of them, while leaving the rest to the student to see whether she has 

understood the procedure and comprehended what she has read. Meanwhile, multisyllabic words 

and new vocabulary would also be scaffolded using think-aloud for possible word knowledge 

strategies such as the use of morphology or context. Afterwards, the student would also do word 

sort activity if the text involves one of the targeted word patterns in WW stage demonstrated in 

the DSA. This session will occupy the entire first tutoring hour of the week. 

 To pair the informational text, I will be using poems about monsters found on the internet 

to both use as a means for fluency and a means for practice looking for textual details. The poem 

would usually be one that describes the “monster of the week” that we are studying. For fluency, 
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I will be using a short version of the repeated reading Fluency Development Lesson (FDL) 

protocol developed by Rasinski, Padak, Linek and Sturtevant (1994). The procedure is as follows: 

1). If there is any poem learned the previous week, the student would perform the 

already-learned poem to the teacher 

2). The teacher introduces a new poem about the monster of the week, and read 

aloud to the student as the student follows silently. 

3). If the poem involves multisyllabic words or targeted word features 

demonstrated in the DSA assessment, the teacher and the student would talk about 

the words, and have the student try to use think-alouds taught the previous session 

and figure out the pronunciation and/or meaning of the word. Later, the student 

would do a word sort. 

4). The student tries out the poem either by herself, or chorally with the teacher, 

depending on the difficulty of the poem. 

5). The teacher and the student talk about the content of the poem, including what 

monster it is talking about, and how it is the same/different from the same monster 

they are reading in the informational text the previous day. The student needs to 

draw textual evidence from both passages to support her claim. 

6). The student will write either a compare and contrast paragraph about how 

different the poem and the informational text delineate the monster, or she could 

generate her own monster poem using features and sentences in the both passages. 

Found Poems are highly encouraged because textual details will be revisited and 

used. 



PUZZLING CHILD STUDY                                                                                                        13 

 

7). The student takes a copy of the poem back to home, and practice it during the 

week until the next week’s poetry session to perform to the teacher. The student is 

also encouraged to perform the poetry to family members. If the student generated a 

poem on her own, she is also encouraged to perform the poem in front of the class 

and/or at home.  

The poetry session will take up the second tutoring hour of the week. 

 Another area of concern is the fact that Sophia is considered as English Language 

Learners (ELL)/Limited English Proficiency (LEP). During my interaction with and 

observation of Sophia using the Student Oral Language Observation Matrix (SOLOM), I 

did not even find that Sophia had oral language proficiency concerns. Therefore, I wonder 

whether Sophia being categorized as ELL/LEP had something to do with her Cognitive 

Academic Language Proficiency (CALP), which involves academic vocabulary and other 

aspects of content-area literacy skills. Therefore, further assessment may emerge if Sophia 

showed some needs in CALP, and will be addressed on the problem is confirmed. 

 The Action Plan below is a blue print for the semester’s tutoring session which is 

informed by all the assessment data and outside assessment sources about the Sophia, including 

anecdotal interview notes and the assessment that the student is mandated to take from the school. 

I believe that an assessment-driven and assessment-informed instructional plan would pave the 

way for effective tutoring sessions for Sophia to come. 

Action Plan 
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Tutor: Wanqing Apa 

Tutee: Sophia 

Instructional Action Plan 

Learner’s Instructional Reading Level, Based on IRI: 3
rd

 grade and 4
th

 grade on familiar topic 

3 Key Interests of the Learner: 

1. Monsters (including spiders, snakes, and ghosts) 

2. Reading to herself 

3. Cooking 

Areas of Primary Strength and Concern, AND the Evidence that Reveals This: 

 Areas of Strength: 

o Highly motivated, especially when progress is shown (The Reader Self-

Perception Scale) 

o Good decoding skills, and relatively fluent reading (QRI 5 with calculated 

accuracy rate and total acceptability) 

 Areas of Concern: 

o Comprehension (QRI 5 in higher grade levels; QRI 5 on-grade-level listening 

comprehension; cloze assessment on werewolves) 

o Careless oral reading (teacher’s record on QRI 5 passage oral reading) 

Tutoring Goals:  

 Consider the child’s strengths, and set 1-2 goals that you plan to try to build upon.  

o Goal #1: SWBAT develop strategies from reading interested topics to build 

stamina for unfamiliar and uninteresting topics and texts.  
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This goal builds on the student’s high motivation with successful and confidence 

reading, and develops strategies for the student to tackle more difficult, on-demand 

reading she may encounter in standardized testing as well as future college- and 

career reading. Stamina for unfamiliar and uninteresting topics for the student will be 

an important step towards meeting the CCSS and becoming college- and career ready. 

o Goal #2: SWBAT build on and fortify previous decoding skills to be able to 

identify and decode unfamiliar and unknown words 

For now, student’s reading fluency is relatively satisfactory. However, word 

knowledge assessment still shows the needs to improve on certain word features to be 

able to achieve high automaticity and acquire new vocabulary more successfully. 

 Consider the child’s next steps, boundaries, and set 1-2 goals related to areas you plan to 

try to extend and develop.  

o Goal #1: SWBAT use comprehension strategies such as summarization (retelling), 

textual details, and text structure to aid comprehension 

Various assessment data show that the student’s major concern lies in 

comprehension. Therefore, building comprehension skills ideally would improve the 

student’s total performance in reading, and increase her motivation and confidence as 

a reader, achieving the goal of “reading to learn” in upper elementary/early middle 

school years. 

o Goal #2: SWBAT use word feature knowledge and strategies (such as 

morphology and contextual clues) to determine the meaning of unknown words in 

a passage to aid comprehension 
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DSA data show that Sophia needs instruction on word features. Mastery in word 

features and decoding would benefit Sophia in more complicated texts and new 

vocabulary acquisition. 

Implications for instruction  

 Combine comprehension strategies into different genres of texts as well as the 

practice for fluency. Chard et al. (2002) proposed that “combining repeated reading 

with comprehension activities led to improved fluency and comprehension skills” (as 

cited in Staudt, 2011, p. 144). Moreover, different genres of texts help the student see 

the differences between various types of texts and text structures, and help the student 

attain the “range of reading” and “level of text complexity” that CCSS demands and 

that the STAR assessment suggests the student to improve. 

 Incorporate word-level study that would further facilitate comprehension. Word-level 

studies focusing on strategies and vocabulary could further facilitate comprehension. 

 

Possible Texts to Be Used  

 Mythical Monsters: Legendary, Fearsome Creatures (multiple entries) 

 Monster poems found online and in other literature 

Area for Development and Strategies/Techniques 

 Comprehension Strategies 

o Summarizing and looking for textual details 

o Identifying unknown words using morphology or syllabication  

 Fluency 

o Careful reading to ensure the meaning and flow of certain genres of texts 
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Materials Other than Texts  

  Composition book 

 Word sort activities created by the tutor 

 

Routine for the Tutoring Time: 30-minute sessions, two times a day on Tuesdays and 

Thursdays 

 

 

Unanswered Questions: What is the student’s Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency 

(CALP)? Would the child’s Spanish ability of any help to her academic English proficiency? 

Would CALP be a concern during tutoring? (If so, the Bilingual Verbal Ability Test [BVAT] 

may be administered during the tutoring session with the help of the school translator) 

 

Conclusion 

 The section above summarizes the student’s profile as well as the initial diagnostic 

assessments administered in order to inform the semester’s tutoring instruction. Together with 

the data-driven instruction plan, progress monitoring assessments, additional assessments, as 

well as appropriate adjustment to the instruction will be made to further cater the student’s 

specific need as the tutoring session goes along. 
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Young Men’s Christian Association: Community Center as Multilingual Literacy Sponsor 

 In Townsend and Fu’s study (2001), a young Vietnamese immigrant female student Paw was 

observed as she struggled through school because her language need was not met by a curriculum 

designed for English Language Learners like her: although achieving some English language proficiency 

after a pull-out ESL program and being put into a mainstream English class, Paw was unable to stay in 

the class only because she was not able to comprehend the cultural background needed for interpreting the 

required canon literature. Later in the article, the authors argued that if the teacher in Paw’s class could 

incorporate some learning materials according to Paw’s family and cultural background, she might not 

have had to be put into the lower level English class, since her English skills had already met the 

mainstream English class requirement (pp. 113-114). Paw’s case study has rung a bell to English 

instructors, reminding them the necessity to incorporate knowledge of students’ culture, communities, and 

possibly home values when we teach culturally and linguistically diverse students. 

 Incorporating knowledge of the local community brings certain advantages to the linguistically more 

disadvantaged students. Phelan, Davidson and Cao (1991) proposed that students negotiate among 

different spheres in their daily lives in order to function in each one of them: “adolescents in this society 

move from one social context to another. Families, peer groups, classrooms, and schools are primary 

arenas in which young people negotiate and construct their realities” (p. 224). How well students move 

among those social contexts determine how well they do socially, academically, and interpersonally: 

“Students’ competence in moving between settings has tremendous implications for the quality of their 

system as stepping stone to further education, productive work experiences, and a meaningful adult life” 

(Phelan et al., 1991, p. 224). When the primary arenas that students need to negotiate differ greatly from 

each other, it is likely that the students would experience difficulties in obscuring the lines: “when a 

student from a culture or social group different from the white mainstream group enters school in the 

United States, schooling becomes a discontinuous process for a number of reasons, including language, 

values, and practice differences” (Delgado-Gaitan, 1991, p. 20). Therefore, in most cases, linguistic and 

cultural minority students experience difficulties in navigating and negotiating in the different “worlds”, 

resulting in a hindrance of academic performances, interpersonal communications, and a possible 

difficulty in future careers. Using the cultural and community background knowledge, then, would benefit 

ethnic culturally diverse students blend the boundaries among different worlds, navigating more smoothly 

in between those worlds, and achieving success in the different social settings. Phelan, Davidson and 

Cao’s proposal proves the benefit of using a student’s background knowledge suggested in Jimenez, 

Smith and Teague’s study (2009): “Including transnational and community literacies can help students 

learn about diversity in their communities and help English Language Learners become more fully 
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engaged in their literacy and content learning” (p. 16), and that it “makes it possible to build upon 

students’ prior knowledge” (p. 18). Furthermore, using the knowledge of the community could help 

involve the parents of the ethnic students’, since it is also the knowledge of the parents’ upbringing and 

culture.  

 The demand of using the background knowledge has placed teachers into a position where one has to 

be familiar with the background knowledge, in order to serve the genuine needs of the students. Citing 

Valenzuela (1999), Jimenez et al. (2009) suggested that it is through the process of getting to know the 

students’ cultural and academic background that the teachers show their care to the students, setting up a 

more productive relationship, and motivating their learning (p. 16, and p. 18). Nieto and Bode (2008) also 

suggested in their book that by getting to know their students’ identities and weaving them to the 

curriculum, teachers would nourish prosperous students regardless of their social or economic 

backgrounds “significantly, the most successful students were those who had been mentored through the 

various transitions of their schooling by teachers and other authority figures who linked the students’ 

identities with their schooling” (p. 80). 

 Bearing the literary reviews about a student’s background knowledge, the author, together with a 

classmate, has explored and investigated a primarily Hispanic community in which the Young Men’s 

Christian Association is playing an important role as both the community center and a literacy sponsor. 

By interviewing the manager, the program manager of the Latino Achiever Program, as well as two 

members who benefited from the Latino Achiever Program, the author suggests that community centers 

like YMCA function as a literacy sponsor for minority community members and students. Working 

together with such community centers, teachers could further explore the community culture, and work 

with the center to promote students’ learning, parents’ involvement, and students’ academic achievement. 

 The YMCA at Harding Place, Nashville, is the most diverse YMCA in Nashville, Tennessee. 

Altogether, people with fifty-seven different nationalities have joined the membership. The YMCA 

celebrates its diversity by pinning the country of origins of their members onto a map on the wall and by 

hiring multilingual staff to better facilitate their nonnative English speakers. Although there is a huge 

diversity in the YMCA, the main component of the ethnicity goes to Hispanics, which is also the case for 

the entire community that the YMCA is serving (personal communication, September 1, 2012). This 

Hispanic minority dominance corresponds with the situation in the entire nation, and is a primary reason 

why the author chose the Hispanic community. According to Tianda and Mitchell (2006), Hispanic 

population “had edged non-Hispanic blacks as the nation’s largest minority population” and “were now 

the country’s fastest growing ethnic minority” (p. 23). Moreover, it also has the largest foreign-born 
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population in the country (Tianda and Mitchell, 2006, p. 23). However, because of these features, 

especially with the largest foreign-born population, Hispanic community also hosts the most emergent 

bilinguals (75-80%) that are poor, that “live in urban areas and attend underresourced schools and that 

“live in households in which no one over the age of 14 is a speaker of English” (Garcia and Kleifgen, 

2010, p. 21). 

 Realizing the situation, the YMCA at Harding Place initiated the Latino Achiever Program which 

works together with schools to help Latino students with their academic and social life with the goal of 

“illuminating the path to success, where students dream, discover their strengths, and plan for their future” 

(See Appendix 1.1). When asked further, the manager of the program Kathleen said that The Latino 

Achiever Program is a college prep program helping students with their college applications, discovering 

their strengths, and motivating them to find their true interest and passion, instead of just going to 

wherever is available after high school.  The program also helps students to cross the boundaries with 

their different worlds, because one thing about immigrant students is that they often are walking between 

two cultures, sets of values, and languages: one is the heritage culture used at home and often times their 

community, and the other one is the school and wide society setting. The program lets students see that 

both of their cultures, languages and values are beautiful and contributive to their wonderful future 

(personal communication, September 14, 2012). 

Alex, a girl who moved with her parents from Mexico to the U.S when she was ten years old, is a 

beneficiary from the Latino Achiever Program. Here in Nashville, Alex attended middle school and high 

school as well as an ESL pull-out program at West End when she first arrived. She graduated high school 

in 2010, and is now working as a cashier to earn for her college dream. Speaking about the benefits she 

got from the program, Alex confessed that when she first went to high school, she was confused and 

did not have a lot of hope [to go to college]. It was the program that let her realize that there was 

no closing door. She talked about the program being helpful with her college application, 

providing personal counsels and information about scholarship (personal communication, 

September 14, 2012). Although she did not go to college right after graduation because of 

financial situation, Alex is now working hard as a cashier and is still determined to go to college, 

which is supported by both her parents and the program manager at the YMCA Latino Achiever 

Program. Such college preparation process is very essential to minority students’ personal 

success. The college application alone is hard even for native mainstreamed English speakers 

and high-achieving students, let alone minority students whose first language is not English, who 

are from a minority background, and who are possibly with a low socioeconomic status. Nieto 
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and Bode (2008) also confirmed the necessity for providing such assistance: “several researchers 

highlight the necessity of mentors to support student of color in this process [of college 

application], which is vital to socioeconomic upward mobility” (p. 106). 

 Hanner was 25 years old when he moved to the U.S. from Columbia. His English was poor, but he 

was determined to learn and speak it well. He started to look for churches and organizations where both 

languages were spoken in order to talk to people and practice. That was when he came face to face with 

the YMCA’s Latino Achiever Program. The cooperation between the Program and him was a win-win 

situation: he practiced his English with the YMCA, and YMCA sought his help with Spanish speaking 

members, too. Gradually, Hanner’s English improved greatly, and he so loved YMCA that he decided to 

work there as an English instructor. Together with the program, Hanner has been instructing English to 

non-English speaking members, helping them with English literacy. Last year, he got his college degree 

through the program, which further opened up more opportunities for him. When asked about his students, 

Hanner admitted that some difficulties do occur because some of his students do not get the language fast, 

or some simply do not have enough motivation to learn. “But I understand that it takes time for them,” 

Hanner said, “I try to be patient with them, because I know that is the only way that I can help them” 

(personal communication, September 14, 2012). 

 When asked about the multilingual signs and posters (see appendix 1.2 and 1.3) hanging around 

the YMCA for Latino Achiever program, the manager Kathleen said the bilingual flyers go back home 

with students, and them being bilingual would help students who are more comfortable with Spanish as 

well as their parents. The majority of their students are first-generation immigrants, and definitely if there 

is any meeting, they will have it in Spanish so that both the students and the parents will have more 

involvement. More often than not, students are there at the Y studying because they are willing to, that 

they are seeking the opportunity to learn and to succeed, instead of being forced by parents. Alex and 

Hanner both agreed that although US-born or grown-up students might tend to look at the English signs, 

Spanish signs would definitely benefit their parents, updating them about what is going on in the 

academic world that they want their children to dive into. Bilingual flyers and signs, therefore, take into 

consideration both the need of US born Hispanic students as well as their parents, thus putting both 

parties in a more active role in learning support. 

 Brandt (2001) proposed the definition of literacy sponsorship: “Sponsors…are any agents...who 

enable, support, teach and model, as well as recruit, regulate, suppress, or withhold, literacy—and gain 

advantage by it in some way” (p. 19).  Therefore, the YMCA at Harding Place could be seen as not only a 

community center, but also a literacy sponsor for minority people. Teachers, as another form of literacy 
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sponsor, then could work together with YMCA in getting to know students’ background knowledge, 

involving in the Latino Achiever Program to help the students learn, and set up workshops together with 

YMCA to help parents better tutor and help their children in school. Allen (2007) suggested different 

ways teachers could help Hispanic parents to be more involved in their children’s school work, such as 

“Establish a school or district Homework Center where parents and/or bilingual teachers could help 

children after school, reach out to Latino churches and social or civic groups in the school district to help 

inform parents about meetings or workshops, arrange for tutoring and/ or help older students form study 

groups, [and] create a list of phone numbers for parents to call for assistance in helping their children with 

homework” (p. 105). YMCA at Harding Place, then, would be a perfect partner literacy sponsor to work 

with for teachers. Moreover, given their experience of contacting the local community, the YMCA could 

also function as a bridge between the teacher and the community, providing teachers with information 

about family cultural backgrounds, students seeking help, and parents that are willing to be more involved. 

 Obstacles still exist, though, for teachers and the YMCA to learn more about the background 

knowledge of the students as well as students’ opportunity in higher education. For one thing, 

undocumented Hispanic immigrants are reluctant to reach out to the YMCA because they thought the 

YMCA is a governmental facility, worrying that they would be deported to their home country. The 

manager of the YMCA at Harding Place, when talking about the current problems, also expressed such 

concern. He said that the biggest problem right now is not language or cultural issue, but to build trust 

between the YMCA and its community members (personal communication, September 1, 2012). For 

another thing, Hispanic students who seek help at Latino Achiever Program are limited financially 

because their parents are undocumented, preventing them from seeking financial help from the State or 

Federal government by applying scholarships, student loans, or other forms of support. These problems 

are not uncommon nationwide, and they are not easy to solve, either. However, as teachers and literacy 

sponsors, we need to work together with another literacy sponsor like YMCA who can also reach out to 

the community, work with other schools, and set up programs like the Latino Achiever Program. Together, 

teachers and community centers could help students by reaching out more to the community, building 

trust among parents and other community members, setting up workshops to involve more students and 

parents, and mentoring ambitious students through their academic upward mobility. Together, our 

minority students would not feel hopeless anymore, but will succeed like what Alex and Hanner have 

achieved, and strive for their dreams to become better. 
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Appendix  

                 1.1  

 

                1.2                                                           1.3 

 



Artifact C 



 



 



 

 

Student Activity Sheet- The Giver Reading Part 1 



 

 

Reader’s Theater 

1. The teacher would handout the adapted transcripts to students, with different role parts already 

highlighted in colors. 

2. Make clear to students that one of today’s class features is about personal choice. This is the 

only one class that the students have freewill to have a choice. The next reading session would be 

all assigned tasks (this is for the sake of students’ later situating themselves within our world 

[with choice] and Jonas’ world [with no choice]). 

3. Have students choose whether they would want to skim the transcript and decide which role to 

take, or have the teacher explain to them who has the most lines, and who has the least. 

4. If students choose the former, give 5-10 minutes for them to skim and take roles; if the latter, 

then explain the length of each role. The narrator has the least lines. Jonas speaks a lot, but not in 

chunks. Both mother and father speak a lot and in chunks, while Lily has a lot of actions and 

expressions to make. She also talks in chunk in one part. 

5. After students choose their roles, the teacher presents questions already written on the board 

for each group: 

 Actors/Actress: What do you know about your own character? 

  -Who are they? What are their jobs or titles? 

  -What are they feeling during the table talk, and why? 

 Narrator & Audience: What is the main setting and happenings of the scene? 

 Everyone: What do you think would happen next? What do you think Jonas is worrying 

about for the Ceremony of the Twelve? Use your wildest imagination. Students could choose to 

have hints from the teacher. Hint: Jonas is about to become an “adult” in his world, thus taking 

some responsibilities to be trained for work. What is he stressing over for the upcoming work? 

Does he know what he wants to do already? Or is it even an option in his world? 

6. The teacher then would hold a private conference with the actors/actress, and tell them about 

the mechanism of the transcript: the words in parentheses are actions. The whole class, and 

especially the actors and actress would have 10 minutes to read through their parts, and clarify 

with the teacher for any confusing instructions. Students would also underline the unknown 

vocabulary, and the teacher would take 5-10 minutes after the reading to clarify each word (for 

possible new vocabulary, see the red underlined words in the attached transcripts) 

7. Actors and actress act the scene out while the audiences watch. 

Small Group Discussion 

1. Right after the acting, have actors/actress as well as the audiences answer the questions posted 

before. 



 

2. After making sure that everybody has a grasp of the happenings, turn students attention to the 

comparison between our world and Jonas’ world. Start with similarities first, especially the part 

where Lily tells about her experience in interacting with a different group of students. Connect 

to students’ immigration/moving experiences and their feelings. Small group discussion for 5 

minutes, and the group selects an interesting story to report to the whole class. 

3. Draw a chart on the whiteboard as a graphic organizer, seen as below: 

Aspects of Differences Jonas’ World Our World 

Age   

Gender   

Work   

Punishment   

Family Talk   

Other   

 

4. Have students work in groups of their own choice (but make sure that there are two groups 

altogether, and nobody is singled out). Divide the transcripts into two parts and give to students. 

Ask them whether they wanted to draw a poll to determine which group takes which part, or use 

a coin to decide to has the priority to choose the part. Act according to students’ choice. 

5. Group reading for 10 minutes for their assigned parts. Highlight anything that they feel strange 

about Jonas’ world. Pay special attention to the categories listed on the chart. For possible 

student highlights, refer to the yellow highlights of the attached transcripts. 

Whole Class Discussion: 

1. Student groups take turns to present peculiar facts about Jonas’ world, and give the version of 

our world. The teacher transcribes them to the white board, while leading students to figure out 

why Jonas’ world is like that. The teacher would also guide students to certain parts if students 

cannot find the targeted characteristics. 

2. The teacher guides students to think about advantages and disadvantages of each world. Have 

students think: could we use compromise to make both worlds better? How? Students would 

voice out their thoughts, and the teacher would transcribe them on the board. 

Student Writing Activity 

     For actors and actress: Write about your character. Who are they? What are they feeling 

during the table talk, and why? Can you infer what the personality of your character is according 

to the talk? You could choose to use the teacher's format in writing  

      For narrator and the audience: Write about Jonas' world. What happened during the 

family unit table talk? What are the different things in his community that you feel really strange 

and beyond your understanding? What would you guess they are and why they are in Jonas' 

world? You could choose to use the teacher's format in writing  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Student Activity Sheet- The Giver Reading Part 2 
 

Shared & Chorus Reading 

1. Remind students that this class, as was said in the first session, would not have any choice. 

First things first, this tendency is shown through the type of reading we are going to do: the 

teacher-led shared and chorus reading. 

2. Previously divide the text into different parts. The teacher would pause at the end of different 

parts to clarify confusing parts, and to stress important details. 

 Parts: 

  1). Pause at Jonas’ retrospection of word choice. Ask students: according to what you 

have learned from last class, why do you think is so important for choosing the word? Hint: 

point at the family talk part from the chart made in the previous lesson. Remember the difference 

on family talk? What kind of language does Jonas’ family uses when talking to each other? 

(Formal, distant, and precise) 

  2). Pause at the end of the Airplane Incident right before the speaker mentioning about 

“release”. Ask students: What happened in this section? What was the airplane incident? Can 

Teacher’s Format for Actors and Actress: 

 Today my character is __________. In Jonas’ world, he/she is a/an _____________. 

He/she works at _____________. I know this because_______________________________. 

During the family table talk, he/she expresses the feeling of __________________________, 

because____________________________________________________________ (teacher’s note: 

it does not have to be one sentence here). From their talk, I could infer that my character is 

___________________________in daily life, because____________________________ 

(teacher’s note: it does not have to be one sentence here). 

 

Teacher’s Format for Narrator and Audiences: 

 Today I read about a family unit table talk in Jonas world. During the table talk, 

________________________________ (teacher’s note: what happened during the table talk? 

What did each character do? It does not have to be one sentence here). I also found some really 

strange things from each character’s talk. For example, __________________________________ 

(teacher’s note: choose one or two aspect(s) that most interest you. it does not have to be one 

sentence here). I think they have it/act that way because __________________________ 

(teacher’s note: use your wildest imagination while being able to draw some clue from the text. It 

does not have to be one sentence here). 

 

 

 

 

 



 

you see why Jonas describes this experience as “being frightened”? Remember this feeling (you 

could make a special mark next to this section). 

  Self-note: chorus reading whenever it is the Speaker line.  

  3). Pause at the Talking of “Release”. Ask students: Do you remember what we talked 

about Release last session? [If the class did not come to the conclusion that the “release” is to kill 

someone last session, then ask: could you now guess, together with the clues from last class, 

what a “release” might mean?] Why was Jonas given a serious talk on joking with his friend 

Asher that he would be released? It was just a joke after all! Hint: relate to why Jonas ponders at 

that one particular word so hard: word choice & precision of language. 

  4). Pause after the Classroom Routine & Word Correction for Asher. Ask students: what 

have you noticed that is different between Jonas’ classroom and our classroom? (The apology 

when somebody is late, and the forgiveness given back by the classmates and instructor) 

Teacher’s clarification and explanation of the word pair “distraught vs. distracted”: which word 

is lighter, and which one is more serious? Ask students to find contextual support for their 

opinions.  

  Self-note: chorus reading and acting out on classroom apology scene 

  5). Stop at Jonas’ Picking of the word “Apprehensive”. It is the end of the shared & 

chorus reading. Identify word pair “frightened vs. apprehensive”. Try to find contextual support 

for the meaning of “apprehensive” through comparing to “frightened”.  

3. Relate to students’ own experiences and help them understand more about the word pairs 

“frightened vs. apprehensive”; “distraught vs. distracted”. When have you been frightened? How 

about feeling only “apprehensive”? Was there an occasion where you thought you were 

frightened, but after thinking about it, now you realize that you were only “apprehensive”? When 

would you be “distracted”? Could you think of an occasion where you would be “distraught”? 

4. Guide students to look at the chart from the previous lesson again. What could we learn about 

Jonas’ community from this part of the chapter? How about ours? Expand the chart together. 

Small Group Discussion 

1. The teacher again makes clear that there is no student choice in today’s class. This is another 

trait of Jonas’ world. “So for small group discussion, groups are assigned first, like what in the 

reading we did last session?” (Response: spouse and work) Then, students are going to draw 

polls to decide which side they are going to take to argue for a perfect world (Jonas’ or our own). 

2. The assigned groups draw polls, and try to argue for their side accordingly. The groups would 

compare the whole chart, trying to come up with the advantages and disadvantages of each world 

in each category. To present the group’s idea, each group would write the advantages and 

disadvantages down on Post-it in accordance with the chart format. 

Whole Group Presentation 

1. The two groups would take turn to present their Post-It for advantages and disadvantages of 

each world under each category. After one group’s presentation, the other group has the right to 

argue with the group using argumentative language scaffolded by the teacher (written on board): 



 

 1). I would agree with you on that point, but… 

 2). I don’t really agree with you because… (relate to Math class where the Math teacher 

requires students to provide a reason for disagreementreally good classroom management) 

 3). It might be true from this point of view, but if you see the matter from another 

perspective, it would be completely different… 

 4). The sentence structures does not exhaust. The tip to good argumentative language is 

being polite while getting your own points across. 

2. Compromise. Taking the semester theme of compromise onto board again, and ask both 

groups to think whether there could be any compromise in order to make both worlds better. The 

whole class would discuss as a whole, and draft some points for making compromise in order to 

make both worlds perfect. (at the end there could be a “ceremony” where each group’s one 

representative would go to the front, take the drafted compromise points while shaking hands, 

and the teacher would take a picture) 

Student Writing Activity 

Identify the advantages and disadvantages of each world under each category of difference. 

Make good use of the chart and each group’s presentation Post-It to try to organize the ideas. At 

last, talk about how to make compromise in order to make both worlds perfect. 

 

 

 

 

Teacher’s Structure for the Writing 

 Para 1: Introduction: briefly describe Jonas’ world and how different 
it is from ours. State the thesis that there are advantages and 

disadvantages of each world, and that by compromise, we could 

make both worlds perfect. 

 Para 2: Advantages and disadvantages of Jonas’ world. 

 Para 3: Advantages and disadvantages of our world. 

 Para 4: How to make both worlds perfect through compromise 
(simply put together the bullet points) 

 Para 5: Conclusion. 

 



 

Artifact D 



 

 

 



 

Student Activity Sheet- The Giver Argumentative Writing 
 

Hook  

The purpose of the hook is to make students see the necessity of argumentative writing. At the 

same time, the whole class would generate bullet points and ideas on the graphic organizer to get 

a hint of how argumentative writing would look like. 

Scenario of the hook: the school decides to ban Spanish speaking within the entire school area. If 

one wants to speak Spanish with others, he/she has to write the principle and tell him/her why 

Spanish is necessary in an English-speaking school. What would you do? How would you write 

it? 

1. The teacher presents the scenario to students, have students freely talk to each other about the 

scenario, and calls for whole class input for the class’ idea. 

2. The students would probably start giving reasons for not banning Spanish immediately. If so, 

write the reasons down without a structured organization. If someone mentions the reason why 

banning Spanish is not beneficial for students, aka, arguing the reasons from making the counter 

argue weak, point out the fact to other students, and start from another side of the white board to 

write the reason down. Encourage other students to generate more such reasons. 

3. Draw students’ attention on the board. Ask students how to improve the organization of the 

reasons. Guide students to come up with the higher-order categories for the two kinds of reasons: 

Ones that support my argument; and ones that weakens the counterpart’s argument. At last, the 

white board should look like this: 

Reasons that Support MY Argument 
Reasons that Weakens my ENEMY’s 

Argument 

Bullet points Bullet Points 

Hand out the “So you think you can argue” worksheet. Have students fill out the blanks about 

arguments. 

4. Guide students to think what other components make up the argumentative writing. Link to 

students’ previous learning experience for expository writing. Students should be able to come 

up with at least: hook, and thesis. Guide students to come up with other parts of an essay, like 

conclusion and introduction. Hand out the graphic organizers. 

5. Together with students, go through the entire structure of an argumentative writing again. 

Have students fill out each part on their own small graphic organizer on the topic of Banning 

Spanish from School 

Transition to The Giver 

1. Give another scenario: Now, imagine the consultant of the rulers (committee of elders) of 

Jonas’ world. They would seriously consider every suggestion that their consultant gives on 

every issue. Recently, they have been thinking about changing Jonas world to our world format, 

and they ask the consultant for advice. Now the internal mind of the consultant is split into two 



 

sides, one thinks that our world is better so that the committee should switch to our world; the 

other side thinks that Jonas world is better so the committee should remain the same. If you were 

either of the side, how would you write an argumentative essay to persuade the consultant to give 

what you support? 

2. Group students back to their assigned opinion groups (altogether 2 groups; this was 

predetermined by the reading session of the unit), and hand out their summary of the advantages 

and disadvantages of both worlds from the reading session. 

3. Scaffold Think-aloud using the graphic organizer to show how steps are taken when writing an 

argumentative essay:  

1) determine the argument  

2) find support argument, and counterargument. 

3) Find contextual support for each argument; relate to personal or well-known examples 

of our world for counterargument (refer to the chart previously generated in reading session) 

4) Re-check. Make sure that I have both addressed the reasons that support my argument, 

and those that weaken my enemy’s. 

5) State conclusion. 

4. Have students work within the assigned groups. Walk through the graphic organizer in the 

teacher-scaffolded order. Find contextual support and real-world support for each statement. 

Discuss with group members and decide which ones are the strongest. Fill out each section of the 

enlarged graphic organizer for whole class presentation. 

5. As a whole, each group orally presents their reasons and contextual support. After each 

presentation, allow 5-10 minutes for students' debating (argue and counter argue). The teacher 

should give guidance for language use, for example, language of how to disagree with another’s 

opinion; how to strengthen team members’ argument; and how to strongly support one’s own 

argument. Also point out the use of sequential words and transitional words to make the structure 

clearer. 

6. The teacher would put the two enlarged graphic organizer in front of the board as students’ 

reference, as students get into the individual silent writing period. For those who struggle with 

writing, the teacher could dictate them. 

7. At the conclude of the lesson, tell the students that because both group have both argued very 

strongly and powerfully, the committee decide to take both opinions, merge them together, and 

create a better world. Therefore the theme goes back to the theme of the semester: compromise. 

 

 

 

 



 

 



MYTHS ABOUT ARGUMENTS REALITY 

 
 An argument is just people yelling at each other. 
 

 
 Arguments can be very _________ ______.   
 
 An argument in writing is ______________! 
 

 
 You have to totally believe in what you are  
 arguing. 
 

 
 Making an argument has nothing to do with how  
 
 you _______________.   

 
 Every argument has a right and wrong side. 
 

 
 Most of the time, the two sides of an argument are just     
  
 different _________________. 
 

 
 You can’t be good at arguing unless you can think  
 fast on your feet.  
 

 
 A lot of great arguing takes place on _______________,  
 
 where you can _____________ everything through first. 
 

So You Think You Can Argue 
Guided Teaching Worksheet 

Name: 

An argum
ent is 

just a 

 
_____________________  

 
that someone believes is or  

 
should be ___________. 

A counterargument  
 
expresses the ______________  

 
point of view. 

A suppo
rting argum

ent  

 
explains why a _________ 

 
argument is ___________. 

 

���� Are You Laboring Under a Misconception??  

Kids should be in school  
Monday through Satur-

Kids should not have to  
go to school on Saturdays! And I can think of four  

reasons why not. 

Reason #1: __________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Reason #2: __________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Reason #3: __________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Reason #4: __________________________________________________________________________ 



What does it mean to “persuade” someone?   
   
   (A)  To disturb someone about something. 
   (B)  To sweat on someone. 
   (C)  To convince someone that something is true. 
   (D)  To cause someone to be confused about  
          something. 

What word do you see inside the word “persuasive?” 
 
________________________________ 

 
 

Help!  I need 
persuasive  

writing! 

 

 
 

 
 

Argue on paper?  Why  
would I want to do that?? 

 

 

Imagine this:  Your state legislature is thinking about 
passing a law that says frogs can’t drive until they are 18.  
You want to write a letter to convince your state senator 
to vote against the idea.  What would you say? 

Or this:  Your city decided to close the park where you always hang out 
and play basketball.  The city officials say there was too much trouble 
at the park and there was trash everywhere.  Would you know what to 
write in a letter that would convince them to re-open the park? 

 

 
Uh-oh... What about this:  You bought a used truck from the car lot downtown, 

but the truck didn’t have a stereo.  The salesman told you they would 
take a stereo from a different truck and install it in your truck.  He said 
it would work great.  You drove your truck home and discovered the 
stereo doesn’t work at all!  You called the car lot, but they refuse to fix 
the problem. You want to write a letter demanding they fix the stereo 
or else you will take them to court! 

Bet you can’t  
argue your way out 

of this one. 

LET’S PRACTICE 

The school rules say students are  not allowed to wear hats inside the building.  The rules say a hat is 
anything that covers and protects a person’s head.  Susie wore a giant ribbon in her hair and got in trouble 
for violating the no-hat rule!  Did Susie really violate the rule? 

1) ____________________________ 
 
______________________________ 
 
because_______________________ 
 
______________________________ 

 
2) ____________________________ 
 
______________________________ 
 
because_______________________ 
 
______________________________ 

There are two possible main arguments: 



Should/Should Not Does/Does Not 

  Argue why something should or should not  
 
  be _______________. 

  Argue why something does or does not 
 
  ____________________ a _______________. 

  Use this kind of argument when you are arguing 
 
  your ______________________ about something. 

  Use this kind of argument when there is already 
 
  a ________________ in place. 

  Example: 
  Should ___________________________________ 
 
  _________________________________________? 

  Example: 
  The school rule says no hats.  Susie wore a giant  
  rib  bon on her head.  Did _____________________ 
 
  ________________________________________? 

Who Ca
res W

hat Yo
u Thin

k? 

 
Making an arguments is a ___________ that  

 
you ______________.  “What you think”  

 
doesn’t really _____________ at all. You  

 
should be able to argue for ___________  

 
sides no matter which side you think is  

 
_____________.  

You Can’t Come In Here  
With That Thing On! 

 
Argument A:  Susie did not violate the rule because her  
                     ribbon is not a hat. 
 
Argument B:  Susie did violate the rule because her  
                     ribbon is a hat.  
 
Look at the list of supporting arguments below.   
• Mark A if the argument supports Argument A.   
• Mark B if the argument supports Argument B. 
 
_____  The ribbon is something on her head. 
_____  The ribbon is too flimsy to protect Susie’s head  
            from anything. 
_____  The ribbon does not cover all of her head. 
_____  The ribbon could protect Susie’s head from rain  
            or dust. 
_____  The ribbon would not keep Susie’s head warm. 
_____  The ribbon covers most of Susie’s head. 
_____  The ribbon could protect Susie’s head from  
            sunlight. 

1. ____ Is it possible to make an argument you  
             disagree with? 
2. ____  Is there a right and wrong side to an  
             argument? 
3. ____  Could persuasive writing help you convince  
             someone to do something differently? 
4. ____  Can an argument be silent? 
 

5. ____  Would a does/does not argument help you  
             persuade the city to re-open the basketball  
             park? 
6. ____  Would a main argument be very strong  
             without any supporting arguments? 
7. ____  Would a does/does not argument help you  
             persuade the mall to let you back in? 
8. ____  Can you argue on paper? 

Mini-Quiz:  Yes or No? 



Artifact E 



 

 



 

Student Activity Sheet- League of Legends 
1. Play League of Legends Tutorial by yourself 

1). (The teacher should have students register for an account before the class).  

Keep these requirements and questions in mind while playing: 

 - Remember the key features of the game; you will summarize it with your team mates 

after the game 

- How well did you learn? 

- What features in the tutorial made you learn? What distracted you a lot and you would 

rather have them do something different? 

2). Whole-class discussion on the latter two questions. Teacher would write students’ thoughts 

down on the board as shown: 

Skills Useful Features What I would rather change 

   

   

   

3). Small-group summarizing activity: Summarize on your graphic organizer (summary tree) the 

main features of League of Legends. Imagine that the ones reading the organizer know nothing 

about the game, and they need to have a basic knowledge of what the game is about after reading 

your summary. Focus on vocabulary and features specific to this game: turret, nexus, summoner, 

minions, inhibitor… etc. 

4) In whole class, each group presents their own summary tree map 

 

2. Training Mode and Discussion in Groups 

1) Guide students to start training mode. Stop when the game goes into champion selection. 

2) Ask students to decide on their champions (they could choose 1 out of three). Divide students 

into groups with the same champion 

3) Students play training mode by themselves and should try to end the game as soon as possible 

(they cannot team up in training mode). The game should end within 20 minutes. The group that 

finishes the fastest would get a coupon/snack. When playing, think about the questions: 

 - What made you choose the champion? 

 - What are the characteristics of your champion? 

 - Do you like him/her? Why / Why not? 

4). After everyone finishes the game, the group would generate a character graphic organizer 

informing other groups about the team’s champion. The teacher would scaffold how to use the 

graphic organizer for the champion 

5) Whole class demonstration on the group champion for other groups 

 

3. Individual Research and Testing Out 

1). Under the teacher’s guide (some students may not need the guide; they could start straight 

into the research), students would browse the official website of League of Legends, and browse 

the vast champions from which they could choose to play.  

2). Look at the comprehensive data of champions available on the website including the 

champion’s “lore” (story), ability nature, charts for different aspects of abilities, and videos 

available of how to play and build the champion etc. Draw information from the vast forms of 

the texts available about the champion, and choose one that you think you could play the best. 



 

Use contextual details including graphs, pictures, charts, texts, and other features to support your 

claim of why you think you could perform better with this champion.  

3). Complete the top part of the character graphic organizer #2 (upper body), and show it to the 

teacher to exchange a $5 gift card for the game to buy the proposed champion for testing out. 

4). Play with the champion and test out your hypotheses. Think back on the battle you just 

played.  

- Did it go well?  

- Could it go better?  

- Are you as good as you thought you were with this champion? Why or why not?  

- How could you improve using the resources online? Make a plan 

5). Complete the second part of the character graphic organizer #2. If you finish before others, 

keep exploring and playing with the champion and improve your skills. Document how you 

improved your skills in controlling/building the champion using different modes of texts 

 

4. Individual Writing 

Write an informational text on your champion including a retell of the champion’s lore, 

description of the champion’s nature, how to play the champion, and tips when playing the 

champion. Students could also use the “artwork gallery/fan art gallery” on the official website to 

incorporate a picture or piece of artwork to better delineate the champion. The composition 

should be expository in nature, and students should make use of the graphic organizers and notes 

they have taken from the website and other resources to compose the text. 
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Learning Analysis Project: An Empirical Observation 

Project Layout 

 This learning analysis project is based on my empirical observation at a local middle 

school in a central-south capital city. The project is divided into five parts, with each featuring 

different traits and experience that I have encountered at the school using different kinds of 

assessments, which ranges from formal to informal assessments, observational protocol to a state 

test administration. 

 The first part of the project focuses on delineating the school and classroom setting that I 

was observing, as well as the focus student’s cultural and linguistic background. For the 

background, a pre-instructional assessment that I did at the beginning of the experience provides 

a physical evidence to my claims, while at the same time serves as a basis on which I conducted 

my further assessments and observation protocol selection, classroom instruction, and 

suggestions for future instruction. 

 The second part deals with commenting on whether the students’ learning needs have 

been addressed under state and/or federal requirements, especially in the context of No Child 

Left Behind (NCLB), a reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 

 The third part comments on the focus student’s stage of English Language Acquisition 

(ELA), to assess which I have used one observational protocol and one standardized test score. 

In the later part of the section, I also analyzed the reliability and validity of the standardized test. 

 The fourth part delineates the focus student’s language proficiency in a content area, 

including the observation in oral language, reading, and writing abilities. Specifically, since I 
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have observed some vocabulary difficulty on the focus student, I have administered a 

standardized bilingual vocabulary test, which yielded the result that the focus student is indeed 

performing below grade level for vocabulary in both his first language (L1) Spanish and his 

second language (L2) English. The validity and reliability of the standardized bilingual 

vocabulary test are analyzed. Moreover, I also observed the focus student in a state-wide high-

stake writing assessment during my stay at the target school. The observation shows that Al (all 

names are Pseudonyms to protest students’ identity) is also performing low on writing; although 

through some emotional encouragement from the teachers, Al was able to generate a simple 

essay composed with several lines. 

 Part five considers all observations that I have made throughout part one to part four, and 

makes an instructional as well as an assessment plan for improving Al’s learning experience. The 

plans are culturally relevant and responsive, aiming at bridging the gap between Al’s family and 

peer culture and his school culture. 

Part 1: Demographic of the Learning Environment & Focus Student’s Background 

 The school where I was observing is situated in the metropolitan school district of a 

middle-sized central-south capital city in the United States. The location of the school district 

predicts the demographics of the school setting: because the school is situated in a district with 

higher concentration of Latino population, the majority (about 41%) of the students at the school 

is of Hispanic descent, followed by 27% of white, 26% of Black/African Americans, 7% of 

Asian/Pacific Islander, and less than 1% of American Indian/Alaska Native (greatschools.org, 

2013). The school recognizes and values its diversity, especially for the largely represented 

minority groups: at the entrance of the school different national flags greet students every 
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morning; in the cafeteria, signs are English-Spanish bilingual; Spanish, Arabic, and Kurdish 

translation services are available at school; and last but not least, while some teaching staff are 

bilingual, other monolingual teachers try their best to adapt their content for the ELL students 

using protocols such as SIOP to make the learning easier and relevant to the culturally and 

linguistically diverse students. 

 Through an informal talk with the classroom teacher, I was informed that the observed 

classroom was set up under the school’s ELL policy of grouping ELL students according to their 

grade instead of their English proficiency level in a pull-out ELL classroom as a substitute for 

the corresponding English Language Arts class. The classroom teacher also “pushes in” to the 

integrated Math class, making it a sheltered Math class co-taught by the content-area teacher and 

the ELL teacher (personal communication, December 12
th

, 2012). The grouping policy is very 

beneficial for the ELL students since they would be at the same cognitive levels, yet the potential 

varied English proficiency levels, especially those of reading and writing, post a great challenge 

for the ELL classroom teacher. Take my classroom for example: among the seven consistent 8
th

 

grade students, two are kindergarten reading and writing level that everything written has to be 

orally dictated; two are 1
st
-2

nd
 grade reading and writing level, and three are around 4

th
-5

th
 

reading and writing level. Such discrepancy in English proficiency has been a great concern of 

the classroom teacher in choosing text materials, modifying instructions, and trying to keep up 

with the mainstream classroom and state standards. Demographics wise, Latino population is the 

majority in the classroom as it is for the entire school, with a Vietnamese girl and an Egyptian 

boy. The classroom teacher is bilingual in English and Spanish, knows every one of her students 

very well, and connects to each student in different appropriate ways. She encourages students’ 

native language use in making sense of the class content, and sometimes she would also use 
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Spanish to instruct during small-group discussions. In all, the classroom and school setting is 

very supportive of ELL students’ learning. 

 My focus student, Al, is a member of the 8
th

 grade class. He is a struggling reader and 

writer with below-grade reading and writing levels. Even before I started doing the background 

assessment, I noticed that El hardly ever wrote anything down, no matter whether it was an in-

class assignment or note-taking activity. When I used the SOLOM protocol which I would talk 

about in more detail in part 2, El told me that he was fond of painting, and that he paints 

regularly with his cousin. His goal for right now is to enter an art school, and learn how to paint 

professionally. Taking that comment as a mind note, I designed a pre-instructional assessment 

using a strong teacher scaffolding and alternative creation for students’ response (see Appendix I 

& II for part of the scaffold). Still, El did not use his interest to express himself and his cultural 

and linguistic background. Luckily, however, I was able to get two sentences out of El during the 

Pre-instructional assessment (see Appendix III), and thus being able to getting some information 

out of the two Spanish-English bilingual sentences. Firstly, El was born in California, United 

States, to a Mexican immigrant family. This fact initially shocked me because I was assuming, 

despite all the readings that I had done since the beginning of my teacher training, that every 

ELL student was foreign-born and immigrated to the US after some time period in their home 

country. The simple fact that Al was native-born was the initial force that drove me to choose Al 

as the focus student: how and with what reason would an US-born struggling ELL student be 

different from foreign-born struggling ELL student? The second sentence in Spanish was an 

attempted translation of the English idiom: Do unto others what you want done unto you. As 

seen in the attached document, I scaffolded the assessment using my own experiences, and 

intentionally added the idiom to test students’ English proficiency as well as their native 
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language proficiency. For Al, he was the first one that got the meaning of the sentence without 

me giving out a hint to the students. Being able to understand an idiom requires a deep 

understanding of the host country’s culture and language, to which Al had had the exposure ever 

since he was born, thus having a heads start compared to his peers. Another interesting fact is 

that Al started translating the idiom into Spanish right after he got the meaning of the idiom. It 

was not the first time that he did it: oftentimes when I was observing the classroom teacher’s 

instruction, I could always notice Al’s immediate, often-times disruptive Spanish translation. 

Being able to translate also requires a high proficiency of both languages, which would later be 

shown by the standardized assessment that would be discussed more in detail in part three. 

However, to get Al write down the Spanish translation took a great effort. “I do not like writing”, 

Al said. When asked whether he would prefer typing, he expressed more frustration since 

“typing would cost even more labor” (personal communication, January 18
th

, 2013). Finally 

under the classroom teacher’s as well as my encouragement, Al wrote down what he thought was 

right for the translation with the bilingual classroom teacher’s help. Even with a little Spanish 

knowledge, I recognized several misspellings of Al’s Spanish. Therefore, I could infer that Al is 

almost illiterate in his first language, while at the same time, possessing a deep control of oral 

proficiency on both English and Spanish. 

 In all, Al is a struggling ELL reader and writer in both English and his heritage language. 

Yet cognitively and orally, he shows a firm grasp of the linguistic features of both languages. 

Part 2: Focus Students’ Assessment Record under NCLB 

 For a multicultural and multiethnic school with a high percentage of ELL students, it is 

essential to provide a supportive learning and socializing environment as Part 1 has stated. In 
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addition, the school also needs to comply with federal and state requirements to meet students’ 

need for their placements, assessments, and progress tracking under the No Child Left Behind 

Act (NCLB), in order to receive funding in further facilitating students’ learning.  

 The Final Non-Regulatory Guidance on the TITLE III State Formula Grant Program – 

Standards, Assessment, and Accountability published by US Department of Education Office of 

English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement for Limited 

English Proficient Students (2003) has set the state requirements for State educational agencies 

(SEAs) and Local educational agencies (LEAs) to set procedures and standards for Limited 

English Proficient (LEP) students, more commonly referred to English Language Learners 

(ELLs): “This document provides guidance on standards, assessments, and accountability under 

the State Formula Grant Program authorized under Title III, Part A of the elementary and 

Secondary Education Act as reauthorized by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB)”. 

The purpose of the Title III document is to help ensure that ELLs attain English language 

proficiency, develop academic English proficiency competence, and meet the state academic 

standards set for other mainstream students as well. Both under NCLB, Title III is closely linked 

to Title I in that the requirements made in Title I are reiterated in Title III as well. 

 Firstly, Title III requires that all SEAs receiving the funds “establish English language 

proficiency standards, identify or develop, and implement English language proficiency 

assessments, and define annual achievement objectives for increasing and measuring the level of 

LEP student’s development and attainment of English proficiency”. As such, the federal 

government requires the State government under Title III to establish annual assessments that 

would track LEP students’ language proficiency progress in five domains of the English 

language: speaking, listening, reading, writing, and comprehension. 
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 Secondly, Title I to which the Title III is linked requires that “ALL LEP students, 

regardless of the amount of time they have been in a school, district, or the United States, are to 

be included in these academic assessments with reasonable accommodations, including, to the 

extent practicable, native language versions of the assessments”. Further, Title I also requires 

that LEP students who have stayed in the US for a consecutive of three or more years take the 

reading or English Language Arts (ELA) assessment. 

 Thirdly, States under Title III needs to establish annual measurable objectives that 

function as a benchmark for ELL students to meet each year. Failing to meet the objectives 

would put the student, the LEA, and SEA to high stakes of supervision from the federal 

government. 

 Altogether, States under Title III need to establish three types of standards for ELL 

students: : “English language proficiency standards and academic content and performance 

standards… finally, States will establish annual measureable objectives that identify a minimum 

percentage of students who must meet or exceed proficiency in the English language and in the 

academic content areas”. As a result, relevant assessments need to be established to evaluate 

whether the target students have met these three types of standards. 

 The target school which I am observing is located in Tennessee. Therefore, it is self-

explanatory to look at the standards and corresponding assessments established and practiced in 

the state of Tennessee. 

 Gottlieb (2006) proposed a checklist of assessment purposes and relating measures. The 

purposes include: 1). Identification and placement to determine eligibility for support services 2). 

Monitoring progress of English language proficiency and academic achievement 3) 
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Accountability for English Language Proficiency and academic achievement 4) Reclassification 

within or transition from support services 5) Program evaluation to ascertain effectiveness of 

support services (p.9). Gottlieb’s checklist aligns highly with the NCLB requirements. Therefore 

I would use the list as I further discuss the assessments.  

The Tennessee State Board of Education (2011) published the ESL Policy 3.207 Revision 

as an addition to the 2008 ESL Policy, which was “designed to set minimum standards for 

Tennessee school districts in providing services to non-English language background (NELB) 

students who are also limited English proficient (LEP)”. In the 3.207 Revision, the state 

explicitly and mainly demonstrated the process of identification and classification of a culturally 

and linguistically diverse (CLD) student. Firstly, the CLD student and his/her family would 

receive a Home Language Survey (HLS). If any answer of the three questions listed on the HLS 

is a language other than English, the student would be labeled as No English Language 

Background (NELB) student. If the student does not have any assessment record showing that 

he/she has achieved English proficiency, he/she will have to be assessed using the state-

designated language proficiency test. After the assessment, the student would be labeled 

according to the Tennessee Levels of English Language Proficiency and placed into different 

classrooms accordingly (The Tennessee State Board of Education, 2011). 

According to the documents, the focus student Al at the observation school should have 

the assessment records as following: record of English language proficiency and placement test; 

record of English language proficiency test that allows annual tracking and assessing of the 

progress of students’ English language proficiency; record of state-designated assessments in 

academic content areas with possible accommodations that are taken together with the 

mainstream students; classroom assessments that the classroom teacher uses for tracking the 
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student’s progress of English language proficiency; and other assessments that the classroom 

teacher uses for tracking of the student’s learning or intervention. 

After requesting for the record and a scrutiny of the student school profile, I believe that 

Al’s needs under NCLB are met by the school and the state. All the required assessments are 

available while at the same time, the classroom teacher’s tracking assessment makes the progress 

and problems more visible and accessible. 

Firstly, Al moved to Tennessee in 2008 when he was in 4
th

 grade. LAS-Links was used to 

place him into a classroom. The assessment student profile sheet shows that he did not have any 

English proficiency upon first coming to Tennessee (scoring all zeros on every domain of the 

language), and thus was put into Pre-functional/Pre-production level according to the Tennessee 

Levels of English Language Proficiency on his Elementary School ELL Program Placement 

Card (See Appendices IV and V). One year later, he entered from elementary school to the 

observation school at which he is currently attending, and was assessed again for English 

language proficiency according to state requirement. Again he was assessed using LAS Links. 

Although still considered not proficient, this time Al showed some proficiency in all of the 

language domains, and thus was placed into ELD Level 1 according to the Tennessee Levels of 

English Language Proficiency (See Appendices VI and VII) 

Secondly, Al has been assessed each year for his progress of English language 

proficiency for accountability using the state-designated English Language Development 

Assessment (ELDA). The score records are available since 2010, the second year after he entered 

the observation school. The results show that Al has achieved progress on Listening, Speaking, 

and Reading levels from 2010 to 2011 (See Appendix VIII for the record table) 
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Thirdly, for academic achievement together with other mainstream students, Al was 

assessed in the academic years 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 using an adapted version, the English 

Linguistically Simplified Assessment (ELSA) of the state academic achievement assessment, the 

Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) for the content areas of reading, 

mathematics, science, and social studies. For academic year 2011-2012, because he had been in 

the US for over three years, he was assessed using the TCAP achievement tests for content-area 

academic achievements in the same subject matters. In all content-area tests, Al has shown 

below-basic performances in reading, mathematics, and science, and below-proficient for social 

studies. Despite the seemingly low performance, Al has been progressing throughout the school 

years, while only dropping on the unaccommodated TCAP science slightly probably because of 

the difficulty in the content-area English language (See Appendix IX). Al has been taking the 

TCAP writing assessment as well with no accommodations, which I believe is a policy of the 

state. In addition to the state-mandated TCAP assessments as well as its alternate version, the 

observation school also performs an academic predictive assessment for all students’ content-

area academic achievement on TCAP: the Discovery Education Assessment (DEA). The DEA 

scores show that Al is in the last portion of percentile nation-wide, which cautions his content-

area as well as ELL teachers to pay specially attention on the instruction. All of the standardized 

academic achievement accountability tests are pasted on a sheet of paper that would become a 

part of the student record (See Appendix IX). 

Apart from the state-mandated assessments, Al’s ELL teacher also monitors his and the 

progress of the whole class’s English Language Proficiency through classroom formative 

assessments: students have something called “the Language Maintenance” every day for 

checking the knowledge learned the previous day or days as the week progresses. The language 
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maintenance is a useful daily progress tracking for monitoring students’ daily progress and 

whether or not the instruction was effective. In addition, a larger-unit classroom test is available 

every month to check on students’ grasp of the knowledge and to inform the teacher’s instruction. 

For Al, the classroom teacher suspects that his low performance not only results from language 

issues, but may also result from learning disability or behavior issues. Therefore, the teacher has 

been tracking him using other sources of assessment to identify learning disabilities within the 

Curriculum Based Measurements (CBS) System, such as the Vanderbilt University Reading 

Probes (Personal Communication, February 21, 2013). The ongoing tracking assessments in 

classrooms not only allow the teacher to track progress and identify potential problems, but also 

inform the teacher to adjust her instruction according to the requirements established by the 

school, school district, the state, and the federal government. 

In summary, Al’s needs as an ELL student are met and supported with appropriate 

measures by the classroom teacher using tracking assessments for progress of English language 

proficiency as well as intervention, and by the school using state-designated standardized 

assessments for the three types of standards established by the federal government under NCLB. 

Part 3: Focus Student’s ELA Acquisition Stage with Assessments 

 Although I have attained some clues about the focus student’s proficiency levels on both 

English and Spanish, it was only an “educated guess”, a hypothesis made from the pre-

instructional assessment. In part three, I use both informal observational protocol as well as a 

standardized test score to prove the hypothesis. 

 For the observational protocol, I chose the SOLOM. The reason for choosing the 

SOLOM protocol is mainly because of its flexibility: it could be used on a seemingly one-on-one 
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interview talk; and it could also be used to observe a group of students in different classes while 

the focus student is interacting naturally with them. Since Al is not fond of going to school, as he 

expressed in one of the small-group-instruction talks, I was well aware of the fact that I should 

not make the “observational assessment” too much like an assessment. The SOLOM interview 

began accidentally when Al was “timed out” from Math class for being too disruptive. I then 

grasped the opportunity and made the interview like an educational “talk” while the focus 

student was under punishment. From administering the SOLOM protocol on a disguised 

interview with topics ranging from Al’s daily life to his passion for painting, as well as his future 

goals in his life, I have concluded that Al’s oral English proficiency is overall approximately that 

of a native speaker. He was able to get his points and thoughts across, but lack of the awareness 

of expanding the interaction through further details such as why he did certain things, and how 

he has achieved certain results. However, when I asked him explicitly about the details, Al was 

able to express the details orally. During whole-class instruction, Al was able to get his idea 

across to his fellow students as well as to the teacher when he was paying attention. In fact, I 

have noticed in my own instruction that Al often times acts like a “discussion starter” or the first 

to explain an idea that the teacher is trying to have the students define orally. His flow of 

language was fluent, and the grammar was appropriate for classroom use. His pronunciation 

might still have some influence in Spanish that sometimes he did not annunciate his words and 

sentences clearly, causing some second affirmation. In all, through the SOLOM protocol that I 

used to observe Al’s social English and his interaction with peers in the classroom, I argue that 

Al’s oral social English proficiency approximates that of a native speaker. However, oral English 

proficiency is only one aspect of an individual’s English proficiency level, and at the same time, 

the oral English proficiency might need some credential to confirm that Al is indeed at near-
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native level compared to that of his peers. Therefore, I decided to use Al’s English Language 

Development Assessment (ELDA) test score to validate my hypothesis and inform me more 

about his proficiency in other aspects of the English language. 

 “ELDA is a battery of tests designed to allow schools to measure annual progress in the 

acquisition of English language proficiency skills among non-native English speaking students in 

3-12” (ELDA Technical Report, 2005, p. 1). As seen in Part 2, it is also a test required for all 

ELL students in the state of Tennessee for tracking their English Language Proficiency Level. 

Table 3.1 shows the focus students’ performance in all four skills in both years of 2010 and 2011. 

As is shown below, from year 2010 to 2011, Al has progressed a lot on listening and speaking 

levels, which have ranked level 4, the highest level in the ELDA test. However, his reading and 

writing levels still remain low, with reading having progressed one level than it was in 2010. The 

test score matches my observation with SOLOM protocol about Al’s oral English proficiency. 

However for reading and writing, I need to analyze the ELDA test’s reliability and validity first 

before I could fully trust the test to inform my observations and instructions to Al. 

Table 3.1 

Year 

Listening 

Score 

Listening 

Level 

Speaking 

Score 

Speaking 

Level 

Reading 

Score 

Reading 

Level 

Writing 

Score 

Writing 

Level 

Compre-

hension 

2010 360 1 486 2 312 1 445 1 1 

2011 776 4 776 4 488 2 538 1 2 

  

 For reliability, Hughes (2002) suggested that “the scores actually obtained on a test on a 

particular occasion are likely to be very similar to those which would have been obtained if it 

had been administered to the same students with the same ability, but at a different time. The 
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more similar the scores would have been, the more reliable the test is said to be” (p. 36). 

However, ELDA test used Cronbach’s alpha to calculate the internal consistency of the test, and 

argues that the test-retest and inter-rater reliability “are inferior to internal consistency ones” 

(ELDA Technical Report, 2005, p. 35). For ELDA, the field test gathered data and analyzed the 

internal reliability “by skill domain and grade cluster” (ELDA Technical Report, p. 35). For test 

form reliability, the test has yielded a high coefficient ranging from .76 for writing form A in 

grade clusters 3-5 to .95 for listening form B, Reading forms A and C in grade cluster 9-12 (for 

details, please see appendix X). 

 Although ELDA argues that inter-rater reliability is inferior to the internal consistency 

reliabilities, the test did use IRT model to evaluate the correlation between the score reliabilities 

between the dichotomous multiple choice questions and polytomous graded response (ELDA 

Technical Report, 2005, p. 37). The coefficient for score reliabilities range from .76 in writing 

for grade levels 3-5, to .95 in reading for grade levels 9-12 (for details, please see appendix XI). 

 It seems like that the ELDA test yields a high internal reliability for different forms it 

uses and the score reliability between multiple choice and constructed response. However, I 

would argue that it not using test-retest reliability study or inter-rater reliability study is rather 

odd. I as a teacher would like to see more in detail of why the test argues that those reliabilities 

are inferior to internal reliabilities while other commercial standardized tests tend to do studies 

on both areas. 

 The ELDA test does not provide validity studies in the technical report, either. However, 

one can always tempt to look at its face validity. According to Hughes (2002), “a test is said to 

have face validity if it looks as if it measures what it is supposed to measure” (p. 33). In the case 
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of the ELDA test, although it claims to be a test of English language proficiency skills, it also 

claims to “provide content coverage across three academic topic areas…and one non-academic 

topic area related to the school environment” (ELDA Technical Report, 2005, p. 1). Further, it 

argues that the tests are “tests of language skills with content drawn from age-appropriate school 

curricular and non-curricular sources” (ELDA Technical Report, 2005, p.1). Although it asserts 

that the tests are “not tests of academic content...”, that “no external or prior content-related 

knowledge is required to respond to test questions”, the face validity of the ELDA test is very 

questionable. In order to understand the meaning of a test item, and respond to it, students need 

to be able to draw meanings from their prior knowledge to construct new meanings for the item 

they are seeing on the test. If a test that is supposed to evaluate students’ English proficiency in 

the four skills only also consists of culturally and cognitively relevant items, it should be 

considered culturally and linguistically biased which is especially detrimental for immigrant 

students who might not have had prior schooling experience, or who have had interrupted 

schooling experience, or whose schooling experience is different from that of an American one 

because he/she is from a foreign country. In this case, the ELDA test not only tests the target 

students’ English language proficiency, but also tests the student’s acculturation levels as well as 

some grapple of the content areas. 

 Looking at Al’s ELDA score for two years, on one hand, his speaking and listening 

scores correlate with what I have observed with the SOLOM protocol. However, since the ELDA 

test is questionable of its reliability and validity, one cannot fully trust the students’ scores in 

reading and writing. Therefore, a closer look at the students’ reading and writing skills is 

necessary, which leads us to Part 4 on the vocabulary and writing ability in content areas. 
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Part 4: Focus Student’s Vocabulary and Writing Ability in Content Areas 

 In Part 3, I have used the English Language Development Assessment (ELDA) to 

determine the focus student’s English proficiency, especially his oral proficiency compared to 

the SOLOM protocol I used to observe the focus student in classrooms. However, the ELDA test 

results only showed his English language proficiency level, which excludes the language abilities 

the student is required to possess in order to succeed in school. In part four, I use both informal 

observational protocol as well as a standardized test to prove the hypothesis, while at the same 

time obtaining some proof of the focus student’s writing level from administering a state-wide 

standardized writing assessment. These informal and formal assessments aim at obtaining 

information about the student’s English abilities in content areas. 

 For the observational protocol, I used SOLOM as I did in Part 3 because of its flexibility: 

it could be used on a seemingly one-on-one interview talk; and it could also be used to observe a 

group of students in different classes while the focus student is interacting naturally with them. 

From the disguised interview in Part 3, I concluded that Al’s oral English proficiency is overall 

approximately that of a native speaker. During whole-class instruction, Al was able to get his 

idea across to his fellow students as well as to the teacher when he was paying attention. His 

flow of language was fluent, and the grammar was appropriate for classroom use. Even in a 

highly-demanded classroom like the integrated Math class together with mainstream students, Al 

is able to speak up in front of the class for his own ideas and opinions concerning a certain 

mathematical problem. The biggest problem for Al, however, is vocabulary. Although his other 

oral features approximate that of a native speaker, Al’s academic vocabulary is still below grade-

level, resulting partially in his difficulty at reading grade-level texts, as well as some in-depth 

class-discussion. 
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 Because of his vocabulary issues, I decided to test Al’s vocabulary using the Expressive 

One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test Spanish Bilingual Edition (EOWPVT-SBE). My rationales 

for selecting this specific vocabulary test out of tons of other commercialized standardized test 

are as following. Firstly, the EOWPVT-SBE does not require any written tasks from assessee’s 

part. Such feature would make the test less intimidating especially for Al, a struggling student at 

writing who resents putting anything down on paper. Moreover, the EOWPVT-SBE uses only 

pictures, which would make the assessment less like an assessment but rather a word play. I 

believe that the more an assessor and the test put the assessee at ease, the more authentic result it 

would yield from the test. Finally, the test could be administered in both Spanish and English, 

with a carefully designed language-dominance survey to determine what the assessee’s dominant 

language is. Such feature not only allowed me to test Al’s vocabulary proficiency in both his 

native language and English, but also gave me more in-depth linguistic background knowledge 

of Al in addition to the pre-instructional assessment and the SOLOM protocol interview. 

 The result correlates with what I have observed using SOLOM protocol: Al ranks 75 

percentile of the age group11-0~12-11, which proves that he is performing below-grade-level on 

vocabulary. The lack of vocabulary could further partially be attributed to the low performance 

on reading and writing. Some interesting features during the test administration were that I 

noticed that Al’s vocabulary mainly lies in two domains: family life and school life. For family-

life-related words, Al knows nearly every word in both languages, with only a couple exceptions 

where he only knew the Spanish version. This correlates with his language dominance survey, in 

which he stated that at home, he speaks English to his father, other relatives and friends, while 

speaking Spanish to his mother (personal communication, February 5
th

, 2013). Yet for school-

related vocabulary, Al has missed a lot of words in Spanish. He himself said that he did not learn 
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those words in Spanish, because school was the only place where he saw the words in English, 

and that was all he knew (personal communication, February 5
th

, 2013).  Moreover, I did notice 

some culturally-related issues appeared on the EOWPVT-SBE test. The encountering with the 

word “tweezers” was a funny one:  

 Author: Ok, tell me what it is (point at the picture where there was a pair of tweezers) 

Al: I know what they are for. You know, you use them to pluck your eyebrows. But I 

don’t know what they are called, because I don’t use them. 

Author: not even in Spanish? 

Al: Nope. I don’t use them. They are gay (personal communication, February 5
th

, 2013). 

I had to laugh there. But the conversation above posted a question about whether this 

standardized assessment has considered gender-discriminated items. If the conversation above 

could not explain how some items might be culturally-specific, maybe the next example would 

show enough evidence. For the word “chess”, Al got the English word “checkers”. I was 

immediately caught in a dilemma: the only difference between chess and checkers is the shape of 

the pieces that move across the board. In the United States, checkers might be more common 

than chess. For Al, checkers might be the only thing that he had ever seen. Therefore, he might 

have just neglected the different shapes of the pieces, thinking that it was a different design to 

look better, and therefore getting the word “checkers”. Now do I want to count that as a wrong 

answer? Not really; but I had to. For me, it was an invalid test item for the vocabulary 

proficiency of Al. Such culturally-relevant words appeared several times in the test, which then 

brings me to the analysis of the technical data of the reliability and validity of EOWPVT-SBE. 
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“In educational and psychological testing, reliability refers to how consistently, within 

the test itself, the items sample the domain of interest (internal consistency) or how consistently 

test results are produced over time (test-retest) or between different raters (interrater)” (Salvia & 

Ysseldyke, 1991, as quoted in Brownwell, 2001, p. 67). In other words, for a test to be 

considered reliable, similar test items aiming at the same skills within the test should yield 

similar result for the same test takers (internal consistency), or that if the test takers were to take 

the test twice, under the perfect condition, they would have similar or same scores (test-retest), or 

that two different raters should have similar or same ratings of a student work (interrater). 

Hughes (2002) suggested two common ways to test the reliability of a standardized test: test-

retest method and the split-half method. He argued that although each method has its affordances 

and constraints, either would yield relatively accurate results (pp. 38-39) for studying the 

assessment’s reliability. To make the case more appealing, the test design committee of 

EOWPVT-SBE used both test-retest and split-half method, in combination with a quantitative 

formula known as “Cronbach’s coefficient alpha”. The formula and split-half (among odd and 

even numbered items) methods were designed for the “internal consistency” reliability, while the 

test-retest was for the so-called “temporal stability” reliability (Brownwell, 2001, p. 67). 

For internal consistency reliability, both the formula and split-half method were 

computed, and yielded correlated coefficients. For age groups 4-12, the coefficient alphas have a 

range of .92-.97, with a median of .95. For split-half method, across age groups 4-12, the 

corrected coefficients range from .93-.98, with a median of .96 (Brownwell, 2001, pp. 67-68).  

For the test-retest method in temporal stability reliability assessment, 32 test takers were re-

examined after an interval of 20 days. The corrected correlation was .91 (Brownwell, 2001, p. 

68). All three methods have produced correlated high coefficients. Especially when we take 
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Lado’s (1961) argument about the different coefficient standards for different types of 

assessment, the EOWPVT-SBE still ranked high on the range of vocabulary assessment 

coefficient standard: between .90-.99 (cited in Hughes, 2002, p. 39). From the technical data, the 

EOWPVT-SBE appears to be highly reliable on internal reliability and temporal stability 

reliability. However, being reliable does not necessarily guarantee the assessment to be valid. 

Previously I have questioned the face validity of the assessment, so the next paragraphs would 

examine the technical data for validity according to the manual. 

“A test is said to be valid if it measures accurately what it is intended to measure” 

(Hughes, 2002, p. 26). Hughes further divides test validity into “content validity” and “criterion-

related validity” under the overarching “construct validity” (Hughes, 2002, p. 26). The 

EOWPVT-SBE design committee, then, examined all three aspects of the assessment, arguing 

that “the data presented…lend support to the validity of the EOWPVT-SBE as an instrument for 

use in evaluating the speaking vocabulary of Spanish-bilingual individuals” (Brownwell, 2001, p. 

77). 

For content validity, the EOWPVT-SBE argues that the assessment maximizes the ability 

in testing the targeted skills by increasing the quality of four aspects in the assessment. Firstly, 

since the EOWPVT test format only requires the test takers to look at pictures and name them, 

“the confounding effects of other skills is [sic] minimized”. Secondly, it argues that the items in 

EOWPVT were carefully selected with the purpose of being neutral on gender, age level, and 

cultural background, although I would argue that such claim still needs to be closely examined 

by more quantitative and qualitative researches. Thirdly, because the EOWPVT-SBE was an 

adaptation from the original EOWPVT assessment, certain items that do not qualify for the 

adapted bilingual version, such as those that might have different expressions across the Spanish 
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dialects, or those that could not be accurately translated, were eliminated from the original 

assessment. By doing so, the adapted bilingual test eradicated the invalid test items that might be 

“culturally biased, or that might otherwise prove to be problematic”. Finally, “the standardization 

sample, item discrimination and difficulty were evaluated quantitatively through item analysis 

and qualitatively through feedback from participants in the standardization study” (Brownwell, 

2001, p. 72), thus reassuring the validity of the content for the adapted bilingual EOWPVT-SBE. 

For criterion-related validity, the EOWPVT-SBE is compared with the Receptive One-

Word Picture Vocabulary Test-Spanish Bilingual Edition (ROWPVT-SBE) and the SAT9-Vocab. 

Both the ROWPVT-SBE and the SAT9-Vocab are supposed to measure students’ vocabulary 

proficiency, yet with distinct skills required because they both measure receptive skills instead of 

the expressive one as the EOWPVT-SBE does. Therefore, a positive correlative is expected, 

although not in a high range. The study turned out that the correlation between EOWPVT-SBE 

and ROWPVT-SBE is .36, and the correlation with the SAT9-Vocab is .57. Such low-range 

positive correlation indicates that the EOWPVT-SBE is moderately correlated with both of the 

other vocabulary tests, yet remaining some differences because of the unique skills tested for 

expressive vocabulary proficiency (Brownwell, 2001, p. 73). 

For construct validity, assumptions of the correlation between chronological age, 

cognitive ability, academic achievement, expressive and receptive vocabulary, and exceptional 

group differences are made and tested. Among the different categories, academic achievement 

stood out for its detailed data. The assumption has it that “school achievement is related to a 

student’s ability to extract information from what he or she hears and reads. Students with the 

most well developed vocabularies are able to understand a wider range of information with 

resulting increases in their educational attainment” (Baker et al., 1998, as cited in Brownwell, 
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2001, p. 74). Therefore, a correlation between the EOWPVT-SBE and the SAT9 Reading and 

SAT9 Language should yield a high positive result. The technical data turned out to be .67 with 

the reading achievement, and .75 with language achievement, which “supports the hypothesis 

that a considerable relationship exists between performance on the EOWPVT-SBE and academic 

achievement in reading and language as measured by these tests” (Brownwell, 2001, p. 75). 

In summary, the studies of reliability and validity have proved the EOWPVT-SBE to be a 

considerably desirable means for standardized assessment on testing Spanish-English bilingual 

students’ expressive vocabulary proficiency. However, teachers as test administrators should not 

only believe in what the technical data in the manual says about the assessment, but also need to 

evaluate through their own interactions with the assessment. As mentioned above by me for the 

face validity concerning content, I still believe that the assessment more or less has cultural- and 

gender-related issues with test items. For example, the manual states that  

“The easiest words on the test were obtained through parent questionnaires that asked 

parents to indicate the first words spoken by young children. The frequency of the 

remaining words were selected with reference to their frequency of use in written 

material and the grade level at which the words appear in curriculum materials” 

(Brownwell, 2001, p. 72). 

It seems to be objective for the assessment in word selection if one reads the description, but 

teachers also need to think about the demographics of the parents asked in questionnaires for the 

data collection: do they represent the cultural norm samples that the test is supposed to measure? 

How different are their socioeconomic status? For the remaining words selected through written 

material and grade-level curriculum materials, one also needs to ask whether the materials 
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represent the norm group that the test is supposed to measure. Often times, the curriculum 

material represents the mainstream society, which might not be the targeted testing group for 

which the assessment was designed. Moreover, although the EOWPVT-SBE test is relatively 

objective in that it is a dichotomy selection, inter-rater reliability would still differ. For example, 

the oral instructions given by the test administrator would differ greatly between a Spanish 

speaker and a non-Spanish speaker, which might result in some great discrepancies in test 

results.  

 In all, although the EOWPVT-SBE test study has produced some satisfactory technical 

data, some aspects of the validity and reliability still need to be further studied. Teachers should 

be aware of these facts, and generate different performance-based classroom observation 

protocols and authentic assessments for informing teachers’ instruction and students’ 

performance, instead of solely relying on the scores of the EOWPVT-SBE assessment. 

Apart from the EOWPVT-SBE, I had another chance to get close to a standardized 

testing for El in the classroom. If we took EOWPVT-SBE as a practice standardized test which 

did not bring any high-stake consequences, the one that I observed was definitely high-stake: it 

was a state-wide Writing test. The observation of the standardized test confirmed to me that Al is 

indeed struggling on writing and typing, especially on a formal essay writing session with 

absolutely no accommodations for ELL students. At the same time, the observation gave me 

some thoughts on how teachers could meet students’ needs under the pressure of high-stake 

assessments. 

The state-wide writing assessment straightly reflect upon part 2: whether the ELL 

students’ needs are being addressed under the state and federal requirement, especially under 
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NCLB. Before the writing assessment, the classroom teacher and I have both exclusively taught 

on the writing for that specific standardized test. Still, Al and other ELL students struggled 

through the entire process. This reminded me that a short period of skill training is not enough, 

that we as teachers need to train ELL students’ mindsets into the mainstream “western” way as a 

test-taking strategy. Moreover, the pre-test survey questions included in the state standardized 

test, such as “How often do you write?” “How often do you write other than in ELA class?” and 

“How often do you use a computer to write?” inspire classroom teachers to train students on 

content-area writing as well as incorporating technology into writing instruction as much as 

possible. During the test, although teachers could not help ELL students in any way that would 

cause “partiality”, emotional encouragement is essential. ELL students would get discouraged by 

the lengthy text that does not relate to any of their previous experiences. At this vital time, 

teachers need to encourage students to try to read and write on the computer as much as possible. 

Because of Al’s dislike of reading and resentment of writing, he got really discouraged by the 

assessment. However, under the classroom teacher’s and my emotional encouragement, he was 

able to produce one to two paragraphs responding to the writing prompt. This experience 

informed me that under the circumstance of English-Only and NCLB, one as a teacher could not 

do anything to a state high-stake test, but to provide classroom instruction suitable for training 

students’ long-term writing skills, and adequate emotional support during the ongoing of the 

assessments. 

According to informal observation protocol and standardized assessment as well as the 

observation of the statewide high-stake assessment, I come to the conclusion that Al struggles in 

content areas mainly because of his low vocabulary ability and literacy skills that could not meet 

the high-demanding content area standards which require students to have disciplinary literacy to 
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succeed at school. Teachers, no matter content-area or ELL teachers, should collaborate with 

each other, and develop a curriculum that facilitates both Al’s content-area knowledge 

development as well as the acquisition of disciplinary literacy. 

Part 5: A Plan of Development for the Focus Student 

 After three months of observation accompanied by several informal assessments and 

standardized assessments, I have concluded some aspects of Al’s learning that need to be 

improved for better learning. Firstly, although Al is fluent in social and oral English, which could 

be called to approximate that of an English native speaker, his reading and writing levels are low. 

This conclusion is not only based on the ELDA test result, but also is verified through my 

observation of a high-stake writing assessment and during independent reading times. 

Specifically, during my instruction of a reader’s theater section, I found out that Al had decoding 

problems: for some words, although he had problems pronouncing them first, after my sounding 

the word out, he appeared rather familiar with the word, and knew what it meant. Also, through 

the standardized vocabulary test, I came to the conclusion that Al has a really limited vocabulary 

both in his L1 and English in content areas. In addition, Al is not literate in his first language 

Spanish, which was tested by his inability of writing his translation down during my pre-

instructional assessment. Limited vocabulary in content areas as well as decoding problems 

during reading made reading and writing very difficult for him. Difficulty generated resentment; 

resentment leads to lack of practice; and lack of practice results in more difficulties in both areas. 

This malice circle needs to be broken if teachers want Al to perform better both in classrooms 

and on tests. 
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 The classroom teacher has considered special education for Al, and has indeed made a 

case. She is now under the pre-referral process and monitoring, for which she uses Peabody 

College’s PROBE test and CBM measurements to track him (personal conversation, February 

22
nd

, 2013). However, I do not think that Al should be referred to special education. Despite the 

fact that he has stayed in the US for six years but yet still has not become proficient in both 

social and academic English, most of Al’s problems could be attributed to a disconnection 

between his peer group culture and the school culture, limited parental involvement in his 

learning, limited L1 proficiency, and a lack of self-efficacy. According to Collier (2011), if “the 

student’s learning and behavior problems are primarily due to linguistic and/or sociocultural 

factors….Under current IDEA…the CLD student is not eligible for special education services” 

(p. 131). I believe that Al’s learning difficulties are mainly due to linguistic and sociocultural 

factors listed above, so I believe that under careful and intensive modified classroom instruction 

as well as family literacy practices, Al would be able to solve those learning problems. Therefore, 

the instructional plan will be focused on ways to address these attributors, and the following 

assessment plan would be the measurements to test for the effectiveness of the instructions. 

Instructional Plan 

 One of the phenomena I have observed with Al is that because he is a rather strong and 

big 8
th

 grader, his peers see him as an important leader in social interactions. Most of the peers 

that he hangs out with during school time are at the same time in the same class for ELL pull-out 

period. During my instruction time to all the students, I have noticed that group works sometimes 

act as an impediment for those students because whenever they are together, they focus their 

attention to some other conversation topics and being disruptive towards each other. Therefore I 

propose teaching explicitly classroom rules and routines about effective group work and peer 
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assessment to build up the student’s social interaction resiliency. Another important observation 

that I have made is that if Al is put to the role of a leader in learning, not only him but also the 

whole group would benefit from a more active group interaction. Therefore, having Al to act like 

a student teacher or a teacher assistant for certain units would motivate his desire to learn the 

material, and when he teaches the material to others, he would be reviewing the learning material 

unconsciously. Moreover, the team members would also benefit from a student teacher, since 

Al’s perspective on the material might be similar, if not same to that of his peers’. 

 During my observation time, I have noticed little interaction between Al’s parents or 

relatives and the school. However, through the interview with SOLOM protocol and informal 

chatting with the student, I found out that one of the student’s uncles, who is a lawn care 

provider, as well as one of the student’s cousins, who is in an art college and with whom the 

student does his painting, are frequently brought up by the student. Apparently these are 

important people in the student’s life that he wants others to know about.  Inviting these people 

or Al’s parents to come and speak to the class about their experience and design classroom 

instructions around those talks would motivate Al to do the activities, while at the same time 

giving other students an opportunity to get to know successful stories and experiences they may 

need in their later lives. Moreover, as a teacher, I would visit Al’s home and conduct 

conversations with Al’s parents/guardians about how to develop family literacy practices with Al 

in his first language, especially when it comes to the L1 literacy and decoding. Family members 

could begin reading Spanish books with Al, and teach him explicitly how to read and write in his 

first language. At the same time, the classroom instruction should put some focus on basic 

English decoding rules and reading strategies in addition to Al’s family instruction on his L1. In 
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this way, Spanish and English could act as reciprocal factors to facilitate each other in Al’s 

development in literacy for both languages.  

 Reading strategy wise, I have not observed the teacher teaching students explicitly about 

reading strategies like use of cognates, summarizing, re-read strategies, prediction, or K-W-L 

charts etc. As literature calls for great attention on teaching reading strategies to students, it is 

going to be a priority in my instruction to the class for Al. Moreover, inspired by the observation 

of the state-wide writing assessment, I would like to incorporate writing activity in every one of 

my class. The students do not need to write a lot, but they need to practice writing on a daily 

basis. Meanwhile, for some daily write-ups, I would require students to do them on the 

computers available at school to check out, because they need to get used to typing essays since 

the state-wide writing assessment is administered on computers. 

Assessment Plan 

 Assessments should function as a tool to inform teachers about students’ weak areas of 

study as well as inform teachers of their own teaching. For Al, I would like to do a running 

record or BRI to make sure that what I have suspected is true. The same test would take place 

again at the end of the quarter to see whether the combination of explicit teaching on reading 

strategies, developing L1 literacy together with L2 literacy, and family literacy practices has a 

positive effect on Al’s reading proficiency. However, since BRI and running record are rather 

standardized, which means that they lack the ability to inform teacher’s instruction and students’ 

learning, formative assessments should take a large role in this assessment plan. 

 For daily assessments, anecdotal records would help me reflect my teaching in the way 

that I could retrospect my lessons based on the record and match the objectives in the lesson 
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plans with the record to see whether Al has achieved his daily goal. Some adjustment of the 

lesson plan should also be made daily so that I could address Al’s needs on a daily basis. For the 

book that the class is reading together, I would like to have Al as well as other students to jog 

down anything they find interesting in the book, and write about them in their daily reading 

journals after they finish the chapter. For those who have computer and internet at home, I would 

encourage them to blog their reading journals and make it public to the online community. 

Through reading their daily journals as well as responding to them, I would get to know how 

well the students have a grasp of their chosen books and at the same time, modeling grammar 

and writing structure to them. For the students, daily journal would help them form the habit of 

writing, and practice unconsciously the thinking and writing process every day. At the end of the 

book reading, I would have the students gather all their daily reflections and write a book 

criticism, and present it to their classmates. The daily reflections will be graded based on 

whether the students have completed them with efforts instead of on content, and the grade for 

the final book criticism will count as part of the final grade students get for the semester. The 

presentation would also take a role in students’ listening and speaking grade. 

 Every week on Fridays, I would give students a quiz to go over what we have been 

learning. Using a teacher-generated standardized test in a formative way would inform me 

whether or not the students have grasped the content and skills required by the standards that are 

reflected in the lesson plans. For Al specially, I would take every Thursday and have him read 

aloud to me, both in English and Spanish, to see whether or not he has completed his goals of the 

week for literacy development in both L1 and L2. 

 Every four to six months depending on the complexity and length of the books that 

students choose for independent reading, the class will hold a reader’s club and share the books 
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they read.  Students will need to create a multi-modal presentation for their own books, and hold 

discussion as a student teacher having expertise on what they read. Students will be scored on 

how they put together the presentation, the discussion questions they thought about, and the total 

atmosphere of the book club of which they are in charge. The grade also goes to the final grade 

they get from my class. 

 At the end of the year, students will need to select from their journals, classroom write-

ups, notes, projects that they have done for this class and other artifacts, making them into a 

portfolio. They will also need to write a complete essay on why these items are selected and the 

reflection of this semester’s class. Essays will be typed with conventional MLA format. Before 

the final draft is due, I will hold a Writer’s Workshop twice and have students reflect on their 

own works. Through modeling and instruction, my intention is to have students, especially Al, 

see writing not as a resentment but reflection tool; and feedback not as an emotional outburst and 

a way of judging them, but a tool that could help them produce higher quality works as well as a 

tool that helps them become successful learners. 

 The cultural relevant instructional and assessment plans proposed above are aimed at 

targeting Al’s difficulties in learning at school as well as bridging the gap between home and 

peer cultures with the school culture. I believe that through appropriate and targeting instructions, 

Al will discover his passion for learning; and through involving family members and peers, Al 

would develop his learning skills more comprehensively. These instructions and assessments do 

not see Al as a deficient learner but a culturally and linguistically diverse individual who needs 

some extra help in bridging his home language culture and the school language and culture. 
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Appendix I: One of teacher’s own slide on teacher’s background 

 

Appendix II: Graphic Organizer for Pre-Instructional Assessment 
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Appendix III: Focus Student’s Pre-Instructional Assessment 

 

Appendix IV Student’s 1
st
 LAS Links Assessment 
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Appendix V: Student’s 1
st
 LAS Links Placement Card 
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Appendix VI Student’s 2
nd

 LAS Links Assessment 
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Appendix VII: Student’s 2
nd

 LAS Links Placement Card  
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Appendix VIII: Student’s ELDA Test Score Table 

Year 
Listening 

Score 

Listening 

Level 

Speaking 

Score 

Speaking 

Level 

Reading 

Score 

Reading 

Level 

Writing 

Score 

Writing 

Level 

Compre-

hension 

2010 360 1 486 2 312 1 445 1 1 

2011 776 4 776 4 488 2 538 1 2 

 

Appendix IX: Student’s Achievement Score Record 
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Appendix X: Mean Coefficient Alpha Reliability 
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Appendix XI: Score Reliabilities Coefficient Alpha 
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Appendix XII: Focus Student’s EOWPVT-SBE Test 
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Introduction            

 The case study is focused on one student in a school setting who was identified by the 

classroom teacher as a struggling reader based on classroom performance, some scale of 

informal classroom assessment, and student’s standardized testing scores. The main purpose of 

the case study is to pinpoint the student’s specific issues in reading, in order to inform the 

instruction that is to follow both in classroom and during one-on-one tutor time. 

 This case study is divided into five parts: background information, assessments 

administered, assessment reflections and analysis, summary and recommendations, and 

implications.  

For part one, background information, I am going to briefly introduce the setting where 

the case study was conducted, the literacy program in the school setting, literacy practices in a 

classroom level, and information about the focus student. For part two, assessments administered, 

a list of assessments administered as well as the results is presented. For part three, assessment 

reflections and analysis, I will discuss the details of each assessment administered, what they are, 

how they came into the scenario based on the student’s performance and possible bias or 

considerations that teachers need to take into account when interpreting the scores. For part four, 

I will compare the assessments across board, which would pinpoint the student’s issues in 

literacy, and suggest some future instructional possibilities to improve the student’s literacy 

performance. For the last part, I will conduct a metacognitive reflection on the successes, lessons 

learned, and implications I have gained from conducting the study. 

 

Background Information 

The school and classroom context  
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Wyatt Middle School (all school name, student’s name, and teacher’s name are created to 

protect privacy), the school where the case study was conducted was situated in the metropolitan 

school district of a middle-sized central-south capital city in the United States. The location of 

the school district predicted the demographics of the school setting: because the school was 

situated in a district with higher concentration of Latino population, the majority (about 41%) of 

the students at the school was of Hispanic descent, followed by 27% of white, 26% of 

Black/African Americans, 7% of Asian/Pacific Islander, and less than 1% of American 

Indian/Alaska Native (greatschools.org, 2013). For the school year 2013, Wyatt Middle was 

required to adopt a “literacy-focus calendar” that is mandated by the district in hope of 

promoting the different school’s performance on their weakest part of literacy skills. The focus 

of each calendar had been decided by the analysis of each school’s scores on standardized 

assessments of the previous year. Wyatt was assigned to focus on informational text, since that 

was where its students scored the lowest. For the period where I was at the Wyatt, the school 

started out from interpreting informational text, and then shifted to writing informational text for 

the second quarter (second 9-weeks) of the semester.  

The school and classroom teachers were held accountable for the implementation of the 

focus calendar. From time to time, a supervisor from the district would come to Wyatt 

unannounced, visit classrooms for decoration as well as instructions about the focus calendar and 

pulling students out for questions regarding the focus calendar. Therefore, the classroom teacher, 

Ms. Brandon who was teaching an inclusion class of mainstream students, exited ELL students 

still under counseling, and students who have an IEP or are undergoing the process of getting an 

IEP, incorporated informational text instructions to her daily classroom routine: in addition to the 

literature that the students are reading, she also brought in informational texts from the internet 
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for students to read and discuss. Explicit instruction of vocabulary was also a routine in Ms. 

Brandon’s classroom. When teaching vocabulary, she first taught “academic vocabulary” 

concerning informational texts, and then “literature vocabulary” concerning the book that the 

class was reading. I observed some writing instruction during the period of the case study, but 

the instruction was not on a daily basis, nor was it linked to the class literature. In-class reading 

of the literature was usually conducted through teacher’s read-aloud, with prediction questions 

and connections prompted by the teacher. The teacher would also group students into voluntary 

groups, and talk about the literature in the “Literature Circle”. 

The assessments in the case study mostly took place on Fridays during the English period. 

They were conducted in a quiet study room in the school newly-renovated library. I let the 

student pick the assessment location for two reasons: first, the student knew the school around 

better than I did; and second, the student would feel safe in a place that she has picked out. 

 

The Child 

 The focus student, Lisa, is currently enrolled in Wyatt Middle School as a 7
th

 grade 

student. She was identified by the classroom teacher, Ms. Brandon, as a “puzzle kid” because she 

was performing low on grade level. The classroom teacher had administered the Developmental 

Spelling Assessment on the student previously for which she scored at 2
nd

 grade level. As 

indicated by the classroom teacher, the student’s reading level was low, too, that she was always 

listed as an “unwanted” person during Literature Circle activities. Lisa’s standardized testing 

scores also indicated that she was performing below basic in 7
th

 grade, too. 

 Through the initial background- and interest inventory (please refer to Appendix 1.1, 

prompt) designed by me, I got to know that the student was born and raised in the US to a Puerto 
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Rican mother and has two brothers. At home, she uses Spanish fluently with her mother and 

English to her two brothers. Later, Ms. Brandon told me that although her home language is 

Spanish, and is performing below grade level, Lisa has never been identified as an ELL learner. 

We came up with two hypotheses for the situation: first, because Lisa got tested when she 

entered kindergarten in the US. Because the English proficient assessment at that grade level 

more emphasizes on basic interaction and conversational aspects of the language, Lisa was not 

identified as an ELL learner; however, as the grade level went along, she did not develop the 

language skills necessary for academic purposes because of the undifferentiated instruction in an 

inclusion classroom. She has fallen behind at later grades where reading and writing would 

require content-area language knowledge, too. Second hypothesis is that Lisa was identified as 

an ELL learner, but her parent opted her out for the service. Either way, the fact that Lisa speaks 

another language at home proposes that language perspectives should be taken into consideration 

when administering the assessments. 

 

Initial Goals and Questions 

 The initial goals were to find out where the student was currently in her literacy skills. 

Specifically, the classroom teacher proposed the concern of not knowing why the student was 

performing so low in reading. Therefore, my initial questions were: 1).What level was Lisa on 

reading? 2).What specific areas was she having problems in her skills? 3).Would her home 

language influence her performance on reading in English? If so, Could we use her home 

language as an asset to instruct and promote her reading skills in English? 
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Assessments Administered 

 The table below gives an overview of the assessments administered during the case study 

period, purposes of the assessments, and student’s performance. 

Assessment 

Name 

Reference/

Material  

Date of 

Administra

tion 

Purpose Score/Result 

Location 

in the 

Appendix 

Interest 

Inventory 

Self-

designed 

9/18/2013 

To find out about 

Lisa’s schooling 

history, home 

language, literacy 

practices, and 

interests in both 

reading and in life. At 

the same time, gather 

writing sample 

 Home language: Spanish 

 Spanish level: fluent 

speaker; can read some 

 Read to little brother in 

English. Do not like 

“fat” fiction stories 

 Likes to read aloud to 

herself 

Appendix 

1.1 

Qualitative 

Reading 

Inventory-5 

Leslie, 

Lauren, 

and 

JoAnne 

Caldwell. 

(2011). 

Pearson 

9/26/2013 

To find out student’s 

reading level 

 Instructional on 1
st
 grade 

 Frustration on 2
nd

 grade 

Appendix 

1.2 

Basic 

Reading 

Inventory 

Johns, 

Jerry. 

(2010). 

10/4/2013 

To confirm with 

QRI’s result 

 Instructional on 3
rd

 and 

4
th
 grade 

 Frustration on 5
th

 grade 

Appendix 

1.3 
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Kendall 

Hunt 

Publishing  

Running 

Records  

Level 1 

and 2 

materials 

from QRI 

10/4/2013 

Miscue analysis, and 

to determine the 

student’s oral reading 

level 

 Student mainly used 

visual and meaning cues 

 Student used a lot of 

self-monitor during 

reading 

 Borderline independent 

on both level 1 and level 

2 passages 

Appendix

1.4 

Bilingual 

Verbal 

Ability Test  

Muñoz-

Sandoval, 

A.F., J. 

Cummins, 

C. G. 

Alvarado, 

and M.L. 

Reuf. 

(1998). 

Rolling 

Meadows, 

IL.: 

Riverside 

Publishing 

10/25/2013 

To decide student’s 

language dominance 

and whether her 

home language 

(Spanish) could 

function as a resource 

for future assessment 

and instruction 

 Not much gain when 

tested in Spanish 

 Student’s language 

dominance may be 

English (needs further 

confirmation) 

 Testing in monolingual 

English may not 

marginalize the student  

Appendix 

1.5 
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Spanish 

Reading 

Inventory 

Johns, 

Jerry, and 

Mayra 

Daniel. 

(2013). 

Kendall 

Hunt 

Publishing  

10/31/2013 

 To determine 

student’s Spanish 

reading level, and 

confirm with the 

language 

dominance 

hypothesis 

 Alternatively, to 

measure student’s 

listening 

comprehension 

level in Spanish 

 Cannot read pre-primer 

in Spanish 

 Primer-3
rd

 grade 

instructional in listening 

comprehension 

 5th grade frustration in 

listening comprehension 

Appendix 

1.6 

Basic 

Reading 

Inventory 

Johns, 

Jerry. 

(2010). 

Kendall 

Hunt 

Publishing 

11/8/2013 

 To assess student’s 

listening 

comprehension on 

BRI, and determine 

the discrepancy 

between oral 

literacy and print 

literacy 

 Instructional on 5
th

 grade 

 Frustration on 6
th

 and 7
th
 

grade 

Appendix 

1.7 

Running 

Records 

Level 4 

from QRI 

11/8/2013 

 To continue to 

assess student’s 

oral reading level 

 Used all three cues 

 Did not self-monitor as 

much 

 Instructional on level 4, 

however, the parody 

Appendix 

1.8 
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suggested that student 

may not have understood 

much of the text 

Sight Word 

Fry’s 

Sight 

Word 

11/22 

 To see whether 

student could 

recognize the sight 

words 

 Recognized most of the 

sight words;  

 The missed words are 

mostly due to attention 

issues (went back and 

had the student read the 

missed word again. Got 

it right the second time) 

Appendix 

1.9 

Informal 

Phonics 

Survey 

Found in 

McKenna 

and Stahl. 

(2009). P. 

129 

11/22 

 To see whether 

student had phonics 

issues when 

decoding; pinpoint 

the problem 

 71/74. May have issues 

with vowel digraphs and 

certain R-controlled 

vowels 

Appendix 

1.10 

Z-Test 

Found in 

McKenna 

and Stahl. 

(2009). 

Pp. 132-

133 

11/22 

 To test student’s 

ability to make 

analogies for 

unknown words 

 May have problem with 

the short “u” sound, or 

transfer from other short 

“u” sound to new words 

Appendix 

1.11 

Phonologic

al 

Awareness  

Given by 

the coach 

11/22 

 To confirm that the 

student did not have 

problem in this area 

 Mostly had no problem 

with the test. May have 

difficulty in some parts 

Appendix 

1.12 
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Assessment Reflection and Analysis 

Anticipating Problems through Writing Sample 

 I collected the writing sample the very first time I was with my student for assessment—I 

embedded the prompt in the interest inventory that I developed for my student who speaks 

another language other than English (for the prompt, please refer to Appendix 1.1, prompt). The 

purpose is two-fold: firstly, I wanted to get to know the student better through her answers. I 

wanted to know her schooling history, language spoken, where she used that language, how well 

she used that language, her attitude towards reading, and what she liked to read; and secondly, I 

was going to analyze her answer to find out some patterns that could inform me, to some extent, 

of Lisa’s reading and writing levels and help me to anticipate problems through the writing 

sample. 

 For the first purpose, I found out that Lisa was born to a Puerto Rican mother and spoke 

Spanish to her at home. She also had an older brother and a younger brother to whom she spoke 

English. Lisa stated that she could read some Spanish because the singing group coach 

sometimes taught them how to read the Spanish lyrics; however, she could not write in Spanish. 

A particular aspect of her answer was surprising to me: she did have read-aloud literacy practices 

at home—reading to her younger brother in English, and she preferred informational text to long 

novels. 

 If one looks at the actual writing sample (please refer to Appendix 1.1, student answer), 

one would question how I got so much information out of it. In fact, I did not get all of my 

information just on paper. During the assessment, Lisa would always answer the questions orally, 

adding details and description to prove her point. However, I had to nudge her to put whatever 

elaborate answer she just said down to paper. Sometimes, I had to repeat the effort for several 



LITERACY ASSESSMENT CASE STUDY                                                                                13 

 

times before she started writing. Moreover, I noticed that the answers on paper were much 

shorter than her verbal ones, and lacked details such as a story or conversation to strengthen her 

writing. Such behavior indirectly showed that Lisa might be a reluctant writer who was more 

willing to express her meanings verbally than on paper. At the same time, I noticed that she 

wrote exactly as she talked, which meant that she did not distinguish the differences between 

written and oral language. Convention and mechanic issues were also prevalent in the writing: 

spelling problems reaffirmed the classroom teacher’s DSA assessment result, and indicated that 

she might have decoding issues in some long/short vowels; she hardly used any punctuation; and 

her grammar usage sometimes reflected her home language’s influence on English. Therefore, 

for the second purpose, I was expecting decoding issues and some negative transfer from her 

home language when she read after I analyzed the writing sample. 

 

Determining Reading Levels through Three Assessments 

 One of the initial questions the teacher and I had was Lisa’s exact level. For that purpose, 

I originally only intended to use the Qualitative Reading Inventory (QRI) to assess my student 

(please refer to appendix 1.2). The QRI is a type of informal reading inventory that “consists 

mainly of graded passages…followed by comprehension questions and …a retelling score guide” 

(McKenna & Stahl, 2009, p. 43).It also contained a word list to initially determine the starting 

passage. 

 As one can see from the word list, the student started out with problems in reading the 

word list, which was affirmed by her later reading of the lower grade-level materials: according 

to QRI, Lisa was instructional at first grade level, and frustration at second grade level. Both the 

word list reading and passage reading indicated that she relied heavily on visual cues when 
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reading, and that she might have decoding problems because of her difficulties in sounding out a 

seemingly unfamiliar word. The comprehension and retelling sections after each passage also 

indicated that the student might have had comprehension difficulties, potentially due to the 

unsuccessful read-aloud of the passage. 

 I was surprised by the result. Although the classroom teacher told me that Lisa was really 

low, I was not expecting the testing result to be this low, especially when she articulated that she 

liked reading aloud to herself because she could understand more if she did so. During the testing, 

I also noticed that Lisa’s prosody in lower grade-level passages was fairly good, with a modest 

rate and intonation. The miscues she had during the read-aloud was due to either not paying 

attention to the word that she added inflectional endings, or that she accidentally skipped a large 

chunk of the passage. During the comprehension questions, I also noticed that Lisa’s answer, 

although not being able to count as “correct” according to the scoring guide, could be counted as 

“logically correct” or it just went around the answer without directly saying it. For example, in 

the level two expository passage “Seasons” (please refer to Appendix 1.2, third passage), one of 

the comprehension questions was “why do squirrels save nuts for eating in winter?” Her answer 

was “In winter there are no plants, and trees can’t grow everything until the spring starts again”. 

The answer could be led to the “correct answer” that “food is scarce; or there is less food 

available in the winter”, but Lisa never went further to address the effect of not having anything 

to grow. Because Lisa’s answer would not necessarily lead to the correct answer, I did not give 

her credit for it, but I felt that it could count for some point, or that if the question were worded 

in another way, Lisa might have got the answer correct. At the same time, the day I administered 

QRI was a day that Lisa did not have a good time at school. When she saw me, she was still in 
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tears, but still kindly offered to do the assessment as planned. I was almost sure that Lisa’s 

emotional state was affecting her performance on the QRI. 

 Based on the above observation and evaluation of the QRI result, I decided to use a 

different informal reading inventory that allowed student some freedom in answering the 

comprehension questions. The Basic Reading Inventory (BRI) came into the scenario when I was 

administering it for the literacy coach at Wyatt to other students: I noticed that in BRI 

comprehension question section, the test allowed two “any logical answer would be correct” 

items, and it contained more than textual detail questions: students were asked about the main 

idea of the article for the very first item of the comprehension question. Another characteristic of 

the BRI also made me wonder whether Lisa would do better with it: it did not count repetition as 

a miscue. Moreover, since the procedure of the BRI is very similar to that of the QRI, Lisa would 

be already familiar with the process. Therefore, I decided to administer the BRI to Lisa to 

confirm with the QRI result. 

 The result of the BRI raised two-three grade levels on Lisa’s instructional reading level, 

and three grade levels on Lisa’s frustration level (please refer to Appendix 1.3). I believe that the 

reason was largely due to the comprehension questions asked at the end of the passages: Lisa still 

started at a rather low level for word list (grade 2), but she was able to get through the passage 

just fine, and was able to answer the comprehension questions accordingly. Specifically, she got 

all the “any logical answer would be correct” items right. In higher grade level passages, she 

always got the main idea correctly but would miss the details in the story, which suggested that 

she might have lacked the strategies to select relevant detailed information for retaining memory. 

In all, the increased reading levels in BRI rang a bell in my head that a child’s emotional state as 

well as how she thinks may influence the result of an assessment greatly. 
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 In addition to the BRI, I also administered a running record on Lisa (which extended to a 

month later) using the different levels and passages in the QRI book (Please refer to Appendices 

1.4 and 1.8). The running record suggested that Lisa was on borderline independent level for oral 

reading in both 1
st
 and 2

nd
 grade, and instructional on 4

th
 grade. The running record results 

further confirmed the BRI result, especially when the self-correction rate for both 1
st
 and 2

nd
 

grade were very high (1:4 and 1:4.5), and relatively high for the 4
th

 grade passage (1:8.5), which 

indicated that in assessment such as QRI that counted repetition as an error, the student’s effort 

of self-monitoring would count against her ability and would lower her actual level of reading. 

An interesting new insight that I gained from the three running record is that for the higher level 

reading passage (4
th

 grade), although Lisa scored instructional level on oral reading, it could also 

be argued that she might not have comprehended the text judging from her reading prosody, 

because she would interrupt word chunks or have waiting time to sound out a word. A following 

comprehension questions section could again put her into frustration level on that passage. 

Therefore, Lisa’s decoding skills, although not perfect, may get her through a harder and higher-

level text, but she would lack the strategies for comprehension. 

 

Taking into Consideration of the Home Language 

 I was highly aware of Lisa’s home language, Spanish’s influence on her literacy skills. 

Because of her bilingualism, I kept wondering whether testing solely in English would 

marginalize Lisa, thus not being able to test her real ability considering that she had two 

resources to draw from when encountering a text. Research suggested that for bilingual students, 

we need to take into consideration of the home language, and test verbal ability in both 

languages. Therefore, I decided to administer one bilingual assessment and one Spanish reading 
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assessment to determine Lisa’s language dominance and Spanish literacy level. Under the help of 

a native Spanish speaking classmate, I was able to carry out the Bilingual Verbal Ability Test, 

and the Spanish Reading Inventory. 

 The Bilingual Verbal Ability Test (BVAT) was developed by Muñoz and colleagues to 

test a student’s verbal ability in both his/her home language and English. The test also included a 

language exposure information survey at the beginning to give teachers a rough estimate of the 

student’s language dominance. When administering the test, the assessor would first assess 

student’s verbal ability in English, and then assess any missed items in the student’s home 

language again for the gain score.  

 Lisa’s result on BVAT (please refer to Appendix 1.5) indicated that her language 

dominance might still lay in English. In the language exposure survey, English was dominant 

(75%) in both language spoken (right now) at home and in informal social situations. Only when 

combined with other family members did Spanish came in as an equal with Spanish. Lisa’s 

classroom instruction was also fully in English. Moreover, the re-testing procedure in Spanish 

did not gain Lisa much more gain scores: in picture vocabulary session, she only gained 1.5 

points, and the only other place where she used Spanish to her advantage was 1 point in oral 

vocabulary. Therefore, because Lisa could not draw from her current Spanish asset to aide her 

comprehension and verbal ability, I was almost certain that Lisa’s language dominance was 

English. 

 The Spanish Reading Inventory further confirmed my hypothesis. The Spanish Reading 

Inventory was basically a Spanish version of the BRI: the procedures were extremely similar: the 

assessor started from a word list first, determining the starting passage, and then the student 

would read aloud a passage in Spanish followed by answering the comprehension questions. 
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According to the test (please refer to Appendix 1. 6), Lisa did not even read in pre-primer level 

in Spanish according to the word list. However, a listening comprehension test put her to 3
rd

 

grade instructional and 5
th

 grade frustration level. 

 Combined together, the BVAT and Spanish Reading Inventory indicated that Lisa’s 

language dominance is in English, so that assessment in monolingual English would not be 

marginalizing her skills because the Spanish assets were not triggered when Lisa was being 

tested.  

 

Testing the Discrepancy between Oral and Print Literacies 

 The Spanish Reading Inventory listening comprehension revealed a wide discrepancy 

between Lisa’s oral literacy and print literacy in Spanish: while she could not read in pre-primer 

in Spanish, she could comprehend 3
rd

 grade level text instructionally when the text was read to 

her. She was also able to answer questions and communicate effectively with the assessor in 

Spanish, although some of the subject-noun agreement as well as noun-adjective agreement that 

are crucial in Spanish were not visible in the student’s oral language. The wide discrepancy 

between oral and print literacies in Lisa’s Spanish language made me wonder whether there also 

existed a gap between her oral and pint literacies in English: after all, her writing sample showed 

completely opposite motivations between verbal and written expression. 

 Therefore, after I confirmed with the reading coach that BRI could be used for listening 

comprehension assessments, I retested Lisa with BRI for listening comprehension (Please refer 

to Appendix 1. 7). Compared to the print literacy level with BRI tested previously in October, 

Lisa’s level increased two-three levels for instructional, and two-three levels for frustration. The 

result indicated that she did have a two-three grade level discrepancy between the oral and print 
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literacies. Yet, even for listening comprehension, she was still performing below grade level, 

which indicated that the deeper problem of the reading difficulty did not mainly lay in decoding, 

but in comprehension strategies. 

 

Checking in with Phonics and Phonological Awareness 

 It was already almost the end of the case study when I assessed Lisa’s phonics and 

phonological awareness. There are two reasons why the tests occurred at such a late time while 

my elementary colleagues listed these tests as their number 2 test on the assessment list for their 

focus student. Firstly, Lisa was an older learner, which meant that she might already pass the 

stage of developing phonological awareness and phonics knowledge. Secondly, all the other 

assessments, no matter whether it was the comprehension questions in QRI and BRI, or running 

records, or the below-grade-level performance on a listening comprehension test, all pointed to 

reading strategy issues as the main cause instead of decoding problems. Above said, Lisa did 

demonstrate some issues with decoding when dealing with the word list, and running record did 

suggest that she mainly used meaning and visual cues when allocating her attention in reading 

the passage. 

 Therefore, a set of phonics and phonological awareness assessments were carried out 

(please refer to Appendices 1.10, 1.11, and 1.12). The reading coach also suggested testing sight 

words to see whether the student had mastered the necessary lists for beginning literacy. 

Therefore, I also administered the Fry Sight Word test (please refer to Appendix 1.9).  

 The Fry sight word test yielded interesting results. Lisa recognized most of the words 

correctly, and none of the words required her to stop and try to spell out. However, the missed 

items seemed to be pretty random, although she seemed to use visual cues again when looking at 
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the words to achieve a fast speed for reading the words. Because of the randomness of the missed 

items, I chose to adapt the word list test in which I went back to the missed items one by one 

after Lisa finished the entire word list. This time, because I pointed the word out, she seemed to 

pay more attention, and got every single one of them correct. The retesting showed that Lisa’s 

decoding problem might not result from the lack of letter-sound knowledge or decoding skills, 

but because of the allocation of attention, which would again be counted as reading strategy. 

 To make sure of my hypothesis that Lisa’s problem was due to attention allocation, I 

continued to test Lisa with the Informal Phonics Survey, Z test, and Phonological Awareness test 

(Please refer to Appendices 1.10, 1.11, and 1.12). All tests indicated that Lisa mainly did not 

have decoding issues. She was able to identify all the sounds and apply nearly all rules in the 

phonics survey; she was able to use her knowledge in already-known word clusters and make 

analogies for unknown words in Z-Test; and she was able to isolate, add, delete phonemes, as 

well as blend sounds together to make words. Some minor issues did appear. For example, Both 

the Z-Test and phonological awareness test indicated that Lisa might have problems with short 

“u” sound, and the phonics survey showed that she might need instruction in a couple of vowel 

digraphs and certain R-controlled vowels. However, these minor imperfections in her decoding 

skills should not have made a huge impact on her overall oral reading and comprehension during 

the informal reading inventories and running records. 

 

Summary and Recommendations 

 I would like to go back to the initial questions asked in the beginning of the case study:  

1).What level was Lisa on reading?  

2).What specific areas was she having problems in her skills?  
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3).Would her home language influence her performance on reading in English? If so, 

Could we use her home language as an asset to instruct and promote her reading skills in 

English? 

I believe that all these questions have been addressed by the assessments conducted by 

this case study. Firstly, Lisa’s reading level rests at around 3
rd

 and 4
th

 grade for instructional 

level, and 5
th

 grade for frustration, according to the combined result of QRI, BRI and running 

records (please refer to Appendices 1.2, 1.3., 1.4 and 1.8). Secondly, although Lisa is a bilingual 

student, her language dominance still lies in English. According to BVAT and Spanish Reading 

Inventory (please refer to Appendices 1. 5 and 1.6), Lisa did not use her Spanish assets when 

being tested in English, and that she could not read in pre-primer level in Spanish, either. 

However, there was a massive discrepancy between her oral and print literacies in Spanish, for 

her listening comprehension level in Spanish was 3
rd

 grade for instructional level.  

Most importantly among the three questions was the second one: what was Lisa’s 

specific problem in her literacy skills? Although graded word lists and passage read-alouds 

pointed potentially to decoding skills, the assessments of sight words, phonics survey and 

phonological awareness (please refer to Appendices 1. 9, 1.10, 1.11, and 1.12) only suggested 

slight imperfection in a few areas of decoding skills that need to be re-taught. Lisa’s performance 

in the listening comprehension of the BRI test (please refer to Appendix 1. 7) showed that even 

when the negative factors of decoding and oral reading were taken away, Lisa still scored below 

grade-level, which further suggested that the major problem of the skills lay in comprehension 

and comprehension strategies. Moreover, the adapted sight word list assessment in which Lisa 

got all the missed items right when attention was directed to them after I went back and retested 
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the missed items indicated that the issues with decoding might not lay in the specific knowledge, 

but mainly in attention allocation, which could also be counted as reading strategies. 

Other results sprung from this case study that raised questions pointed to the student’s 

discrepancy between oral and print literacies in both languages. Lisa’s writing sample (please 

refer to Appendix 1.1) further indicated that she had not yet separated oral and written language 

yet, resulting in a written piece that heavily relied on oral language and lack of inventions. The 

writing sample also indicated that Lisa was a reluctant writer who was willing to articulate 

herself verbally instead of in print. However, such discrepancy, when addressed properly, could 

function as a bridge to promote student’s print literacy to a new level.  

Assessments should inform instruction (Heritage, 2007, Herrera et al, 2007, Stiggins, 

2005). Based on the multiple assessments conducted in this case study, I am going to propose 

some instruction recommendations for Lisa. 

Firstly, Lisa’s reading instruction should focus on comprehension strategies such as 

selected attention for main information, prediction, think-aloud, question asking, attention 

allocation, and linking specific strategies to certain type of texts etc. (Duke & Pearson, 2002; 

Block, 2004; McMahon, 2008). Secondly, the instruction needs to bridge the discrepancy 

between oral and written literacy in Lisa’s languages through meaningful and engaging activities, 

which could be achieved through Language Experience Approach. Thirdly, a majority of 

research have pointed to developing student’s native language literacy to assist the development 

of a bilingual learner’s English language literacy. In Lisa’s case, it is especially important, since 

the Spanish Reading Inventory indicated a wider discrepancy between her native language’s oral 

and print skills, thus providing a large amount of space for improvement in her Spanish. Further 

areas for exploration would lay in pinpointing Lisa’s literacy needs in Spanish, her history of 
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home literacy practices in Spanish, and whether her existing knowledge of phonics in English 

could help develop her home language literacy. 

 

Implications for the Use of Literacy Assessments 

 Throughout the case study, three thins stood out to me as the most important things to 

consider during assessing and establishing a student’s assessment profile: we need to take into 

consideration the student’s cultural and linguistic background, emotional states, and interests; we 

need to constantly make decisions based on previous assessments; we need to adapt certain 

assessments to suit our student’s specific characteristics, backgrounds, interests, as well as our 

own purposes of administering that assessment; and we need to use a wide range of different 

types of assessments, making sure that our case study or student profile contains screening, 

diagnosis, progress monitoring, and outcome measuring assessments for a comprehensive guide 

to make instructional plans. 

 Taking into account the student’s cultural and linguistic background is essential for any 

culturally and linguistically diverse student. Because of their bilingualism, they had more 

resources to refer to when presented with a piece of text. Solely assessing a bilingual student’s 

English ability may marginalize the ELL student, which results in inequity and ineffective 

instructional plans. Lisa’s language dominance turned out to be English after testing, but what if 

next time I received a student who just arrived at the US, and who had formal schooling in the 

home country before? His/her language dominance may end up to be the home language, and 

who may end up knowing more in content areas or verbal abilities in his/her native language than 

English. Therefore, instruction plans for that particular student may not be focusing on basic 

skills anymore but on transferring what he/she already knows in the native language into English. 
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Moreover, as an assessor, teachers need to be sensitive about the student’s emotional states, 

which could turn out to be a large affective factor for test results. In Lisa’s case, her bad day 

became one of the main reasons why she was performing way below grade level on that day. If I 

had not caught her in tears and took that into consideration, the retest of BRI and running records 

would not have happened, and Lisa would end up two grade levels below her real performance 

level. 

Secondly, as assessors, teachers are constantly making decisions. During the 

administration of QRI and BRI, I had to make decisions about which passage to administer next; 

and sometimes it ended up to be a bad decision. A lot of times, I also had to monitor the 

student’s attention span, and either take a break or call it a day when I detected that her attention 

was slowly drifting to other subjects due to the relatively long administration time especially for 

the informal reading inventories. Moreover, after each assessment, I need to make adjustment 

and different decisions about what assessments I wanted to run for next time, what I know about 

the student according to the test results, and whether or not to retest the student on a certain 

assessment. All these require analytical skills and quick reactions to circumstances, as well as a 

comprehensive knowledge about different assessments and their purposes. 

Thirdly, as assessors, teachers need to adapt informal assessments according to student’s 

characteristics, their scale of knowledge, and the situation on-hand. I did so with the Fry Sight 

Word assessment. When seeing a random pattern of mistakes, I decided to retest the missed 

items and found out that the student’s issue mainly lied in attention allocation instead of sight 

word knowledge. When interpreting the scores, teachers should also take into consideration of a 

specific child’s characteristics and situation, making adjustments when necessary. 
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And Finally, teachers need to make sure that our case study or student profile contain a 

range of different types of assessments for a more effective and comprehensive guide for future 

instructional plans. Within this case study, QRI and BRI functioned as screening test that 

provided “a broadly defined estimate of a student’s overall achievement level in a given area” 

(McKenna & Stahl, 2009, p. 25). Running records functioned as a progress monitoring tool, 

Informal Phonics Survey and Phonological awareness assessment as well as the listening 

comprehension of BRI functioned as diagnostic instruments that pinpoints “detailed information 

useful in planning instruction” (McKenna & Stahl, 2009, . 26). Indeed, the instructional 

recommendations were based on the analytical outcome of these assessments that the student’s 

issue in literacy skills mainly lay in comprehension strategies. And finally for outcome 

measuring assessment, I will be focusing on the standardized tests administered in the school 

district to see whether the student has achieved the goal made in this case study. 
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Supporting ELL Writers: Engagement, Support, and Writing On-Demand 

 Throughout my practice years as a pre-service teacher to English Language Learners, two 

students stood out as representatives of the student writers I was working with on a weekly basis: 

the first was Al (all names are pseudonyms to protect students’ privacy), a male student who was 

so discouraged by school that he refused to put anything down either on paper or in a word 

document on a computer; the second was Lisa, a female student who would do anything a 

teacher told her to do to improve her skills, but was so far behind that her classroom teacher had 

considered special education for her. 

 ELL students tend to face more difficulties and issues at school. Because of their diverse 

cultural and linguistic backgrounds, they have to negotiate the differences between home culture 

and school culture, trying to cross the boundaries of the two very different worlds successfully, 

which would ultimately contribute to their success at school and in the society (Phelan, Davidson, 

& Cao, 1991). In addition to the boundary crossing, ELL students also face the frustrations and 

struggles that their mainstream peers are facing: school work, high-stake tests, social identity, 

and physical changes as well as emotional responsibilities sprung out due to coming of age. 

Therefore, student writers such as Al who became disengaged in writing and as Lisa who 

tremendously needed teacher support are not uncommon in nowadays classrooms.  

In a world that strives for educational equity, it is important for us as writing teachers to 

cultivate ELL writers through combining the reading and writing curriculum with engagement, 

support, and the teaching of on-demand writing for students to become life-long writers who 

could also cope with the high-demand of standardized testing. 
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The Importance of Cultivating ELL Writers 

 In today’s world, writing has become more valued and important than ever before: “The 

role that writing now plays in the everyday experience of average Americans is unprecedented” 

(Alliance for Excellent Education, 2007, p. 1). One of the reasons why writing has become a 

priority in people’s daily life is because of the high demand from the work force. According to 

Gallagher (2011), writing has become both fundamental and a gatekeeper for both employees 

and employers across the workforce (p. 3). Alliance for Excellent Education (2007) also backed 

up the idea by stating that “The majority of American employers now consider writing 

proficiency to be an essential skill that is becoming ever more critical as the information-based 

economy continues to expand” (p. 1). As a result, writing well for ELL students is like a paved 

road for them to achieve their personal success, be it to go to college or become a mechanic at an 

auto store. 

 As a result of the importance of writing in the workforce, the new Common Core State 

Standards (CCSS) which promotes college- and career-readiness have also pushed writing to get 

the most attention: “the standards place a tremendous emphasis on writing… refocus the nation 

on students' proficiency as writers” (Calkins et al., 2012, p. 102). As a result, the assessments 

accompanying the CCSS would also place the tremendous emphasis on writing which is done 

through treating writing as a “vehicle through which a great deal of the reading work and reading 

assessments will occur” (Calkins et al., 2012, p. 102). In other words, students cannot get by an 

assessment by just being good at reading, which often occurred during traditional education and 

assessments which put much greater emphasis on reading (Yancey, 2009; Alliance for Excellent 

Education, 2007; Calkins et al., 2012). 
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 Thirdly, the benefits of improving writing skills is multi-faceted. Not only would it pave 

a pathway for ELL students towards their personal success goal through meeting the standards 

and employer’s demands, but also it has a positive influence on their reading skills: “writing 

instruction improves reading comprehension and that the teaching of writing skills such as 

grammar and spelling reinforces reading skills. It is also believed that writing about a text 

improves comprehension (Carr, 2002, cited in Graham and Hebert, 2010, p. 9). Three reasons 

contribute to the correlation: firstly, reading and writing are both regarded as functional activities 

that promote learning new material (reading to learn vs. writing to learn); secondly, reading and 

writing are connected, for they both draw on cognitive skills for accomplishment; and thirdly, 

writers could gain more insight about the reading materials through creating their own text about 

the reading (Graham and Hebert, 2010, p. 4). 

 Therefore, because of the high demands of the work force, the necessity for meeting 

standards and assessment requirements, as well as the potential of improving ELL learners’ 

reading skills, cultivating effective ELL writers needs to become one of the priorities of a writing 

teacher. 

The Combination of Reading and Writing Curriculum 

 The demands of writing time and frame are high and complex nowadays in the 

awakening call of putting more emphasis on writing (Yancey, 2009; Alliance for Excellent 

Education, 2007; Calkins et al., 2012). Students are encouraged to write to learn, and to learn to 

write; meanwhile, it is almost a requirement for teachers that “students should be given many 

opportunities to write, and they should be taught not just a single kind of writing but writing for 

many audiences, for many reasons, and from many points of view” (Alliance for Excellent 
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Education, 2007, pp. 4-5). The writing standards across 3
rd

-12
th

 grade in CCSS also required 

students to “write routinely over extended time frames and short time frames for a range of 

discipline-specific tasks, purposes, and audiences” (Common Core State Standards for writing). 

All these aim at cultivating students to become life-long writers who treat writing as a life-long 

process, and who could write according to different situations (Yancey, 2009, p. 7). 

 Yet, most schools and students nowadays hardly meet the demands of these researchers 

and standards (Yancey, 2009; Applebee & Langer, 2011; Alliance for Excellent Education, 

2007). School and teachers are unable to provide effective instructions, which in turn result in 

students’ incompetence to fulfill the demands of workplace, academic purposes, and other real-

life writings. 

 Facing the reality, Ray (1999), Gallagher (2011), and Noden (1999) focused on the idea 

of using mentor text for students to learn from experienced writers about their styles, details that 

make writing more vivid, and crafts: in order to train our students to become competent writers, 

we need to have students study what successful writers have to do with their craft so that they 

will see the possibilities (or more possibilities) of what they could do with their own texts (Ray, 

1999, pp. 48 &52). Moreover, students could also “follow” the experienced writers in creating 

texts by seeing “how the text is constructed” (Gallagher, 2011, p. 20). And by imitating the 

“masters”, students would be able to internalize writing techniques that they could apply in later 

writing and “in infinite ways” (Noden, 1999, pp. 69-70). Such real-world, authentic models for 

students would help students learn the important and specific skills required in achieving the 

high demands of writing nowadays. 
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 Why then, can I not combine the reading curriculum together with writing curriculum? 

When teaching literature, teachers often teach “reading like a reader”, which focuses on getting 

to know the text well, predicting what will happen, and comprehending what is being read. 

However, introducing mentor text for us to teach writing also requires us to teach students how 

to “read like writers”—“to name what they see the author doing and imagine the techniques in 

use in their own writing (Ray, 1999, p. 115). In fact, when we do some teaching for “reading like 

a reader”, half of the work for “reading like a writer” is already done: often times, we point out 

literary devices, or author’s structures, or author’s word choice in a piece of text for students to 

better understand the interpretive meaning of the text. If we had gone one step farther into 

teaching the relationship between how the stuents see the author express their meanings and how 

they could use such way to express their own meanings, our role in teaching students how to 

“read like a writer” would be done. Moreover, since students are reading and interpreting texts 

every day in- and out-of school (or at least, we require them to), adding some writing to the 

reading would achieve what research and researchers are promoting for the “many opportunities 

to write” and to write “routinely” (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2007; CCSS); and since the 

readings we require students to do (should) range from informational texts to narrative, to 

newspaper articles, to graphic novels, asking students to write about them also would create an 

environment where students write in multiple genres and purposes. Finally, since writing about 

what they are reading could also improve their “readerly skills” in comprehension (Graham & 

Hebert, 2010), it is a win-win strategy for teachers to combine reading and writing curriculum 

together. 
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Means for Increasing Student Engagement 

 For students, especially ELL students, bridging the gap between the home and school 

cultures is essential for their success (Phelan, Davidson & Cao, 1991). It is equally important, if 

not more important, to link student’s different worlds in creating the writing assignment for 

maximum engagement: ““learning to write involves not only learning the processes of inquiry, 

drafting, revising, and editing but also a web of relationships between a child and her peers, 

home life and the wider culture, or a child’s culture and that of the school” (National Writing 

Project & Nagin, 2006, p. 29). Townsend and Fu (2001) told the story of a Laotian refugee 

student who enjoyed a moment of success when she was asked to write about her personal 

experiences and stories in the first few weeks of school: “Paw was exhilarated by the opportunity 

to write about what she knew and had experienced. There seemed to be a chance that people 

would begin to know her and that she could find her voice. In her writing, she was finally able to 

begin reaching out” (p. 107). Unfortunately, in Townsend and Fu’s story, the situation did not 

last long, and soon Paw became defeated and was unable to keep up with the feeling of success. 

What we as writing teachers need to do, then, is to provide the continuing opportunity for 

students to be able to link their experience and home culture into the school life. 

 Gallagher (2011) provided some neat ideas for writing prompt that connect students’ 

home culture to school life. Specifically, I like his idea of bringing in a family photo for a piece 

of reflective writing (pp. 50-52). The reason why I like it is two-fold: firstly, having students 

write a reflective piece from what they treasure is highly engaging, prompting students to tell 

their own experiences related to that picture; secondly, a family picture would always reflect 

some “family funds of knowledge” (Moll et al, 1992), be it a family member that carries great 

wisdom, or a family tradition that is unique to the student. As a teacher, I could always use what 
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I learn about students’ cultures from students’ writing to create new curriculum and lesson plans 

to help students bridge the gap between home and school cultures. Another idea of Gallagher’s 

that I love is an informative piece for students’ favorite words. For ELL students, this practice 

not only helps them learn how to do research and how to write an informative essay from their 

own favorite choice, but also would help them gain insights about the history of the words that 

they like the most, thus incorporating the study of etymology into the classroom as well. Since 

most dictionaries have thesaurus or, at least, synonyms or antonyms for the target words, 

students would also be able to acquire new vocabulary. Moreover, doing research about words 

could also increase student’s ability in asking references to find word meanings, which is an 

important strategy used during independent reading. 

 Another way to increase engagement is to make good use of students’ heritage 

language(s). Linguists and researchers have long argued that using student’s heritage/native 

language(s) would increase student’s success as well as acquisition of the English language at 

school (Cummins, 1979; Lucas & Katz, 1994; Ramirez, 1994; Herrera et al., 2007). Contrastive 

rhetorics (Kaplan, 1966) also suggest that the western “English” logic pattern is different from 

those of the other cultures’. Therefore, teachers could make use of students’ home language and 

composition pattern to conduct an engaging “comparative study” of the two languages, raising 

metacognitive and metalinguistic questions about the process of writing. Students would also 

learn how to shift their voice and thinking pattern according to different audiences if the teacher 

makes explicit the differences in this topic. 

 With engagement that makes good use of students’ home culture and heritage language(s), 

reluctant writers such as Al in the beginning of this article would be motivated to think, and 

transcribe his/her thoughts for everybody to share. 
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Means for Support 

 ELL students may need extra support during their composition. In Lisa’s case, support is 

especially important because she already had the motivation to write, and yet lack the linguistic 

ability to succeed in school writing. If the pattern of non-success continues, her motivation 

would finally be demolished. The use of mentor text, as discussed above, is one way to support 

students, since students could be imitating, learning the crafts, and following the structure to 

perfect their own craft of writing. Other ways, such as staged writing prompts, teacher modeling 

with think-aloud, and writing conferences are also effective strategies for teachers to use to 

support their ELL writers. 

 Gallagher (2011) used the staged writing prompts to support his students’ writing process 

from a short six-word memoir, to a complete reflective piece (pp. 25-29). Although shorter 

pieces do not mean linguistically less-challenging, they do appear to be less imitating to students 

who are new to the English language. Moreover, through the process of building words into a 

sentence, a sentence into a paragraph, and a paragraph into a complete piece, students learn how 

smaller units are combined to achieve a greater and more complex unit, and the connections and 

logic in between each unit. During the process, sentence starters (Gallagher, 2011, p. 37) would 

also be a great way of supporting beginning level ELL students, and provide a safe environment 

for them to practice their writing skills. 

 In addition to staged writing prompts, Gallagher (2011) emphasizes on teacher modeling, 

calling it the “one that stands far above the rest [of the strategies over the years] when it comes to 

improving my students’ writing: the teacher should model by writing—and think out loud while 

writing—in front of the class” (p. 15). Firstly, by modeling out loud to students, teachers could 
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show their own process of writing like how they approached a topic, what they were thinking 

when they transition, and how certain word choice would affect the entire meaning of the piece. 

Teachers could also show that they themselves do also struggle with a piece of writing—and that 

is the second important reason for why teachers need to model in front of the students: normally, 

students see teachers as a master, one that knows everything but also does not know how and 

why they struggle; they cannot connect to the teacher. However,  by modeling writing, the 

teacher could show students the fact that they also struggle with writing when writing promptly, 

and that what counts the most is how to tackle the problems encountered. Better, the teacher 

could have students hold a small discussion after the modeling to discuss how the teacher solved 

the problem, why she did it, and whether there were other ways to get to the same place. 

 The discussion held after modeling, then, could be called a whole-class writing 

conference where students come together and discuss a certain strategy used during composition. 

What is more effective, then, is for teachers to have one-on-one writer’s conference with the 

student and discuss about the writing process and what the students are writing: “the writing 

conference conversation has  two parts  to it-the first,  in which we talk with students about the 

work they're doing as writers, and the second, in which we  talk  with  them  about  how  to  

become  better  writers” (Anderson, 2000, p. 25). Specific ways of conferencing with students 

are delineated in Anderson’s piece, but what I think teachers need to keep in mind throughout the 

conference is that they need to put students and their work to the center of conferencing: we are 

conferencing to help our students write a better piece of their own, instead of what we want them 

to write. Therefore, when we ask questions to students during conference, either to expand their 

writing into more details (Lane, 1993), or to clarify whether a unconventional grammar point or 

organization was intentional (Spandel, 2013), we need to make sure that students are answering 
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those questions because they are in hold of their own writing, not because they think that is what 

the teacher wants to hear. 

 As teachers, however, we need to explicitly teach students how to talk and communicate 

in a writing conference: “there are  reasons why students don't talk much in conferences, 

especially when we confer with them in September… they hadn't yet had a chance to learn how 

to talk about their writing with a teacher” (Anderson, 2000, p. 82). To make the conferencing 

work to its maximum effect, we could teach students how to conference with the language of six-

traits (Spandel, 2013) to talk about aspects and elements of their writing, and image grammar to 

go in deeper details about students’ specific sentences and moves to get the piece more vivid. 

Writing On-Demand 

 One of the realities that students need to face is standardized testing. Even in the time of 

CCSS where students’ abilities and skills are supposed to be focused on college-and career-ready, 

standardized testing that comes with it has put students and teachers in uneasiness. In fact, it is 

exactly what is going to be tested for CCSS that have caused calls of attention. 

 In terms of writing, standardized testing comes into the form of on-demand writing (Gere, 

Christenbury & Sassi, p. 2). On-demand writing is a different form of writing, because there is 

nearly no time for students to think the questions through and make a draft, let alone proof-

reading and have multiple drafts; students need to “write effectively within a narrow window of 

time” (Gere, Christenbury & Sassi, p. 2). Moreover, students cannot choose what topics they 

want to write, and usually the topics given on a standardized test are generalized, mainstream 

questions that may even marginalize some of the new-coming ELL students; students also write 

to strangers, and they are not allowed to share their thoughts or help each other out when they are 
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stuck (Spandel, 2013, p. 396). Every aspect of on-demand writing is intimidating and stressful 

for students, especially for ELL students, who may lack of the linguistic ability to both interpret 

prompts just made for on-demand writing and to compose a complete article in a short time 

period all by him/herself. 

 Because on-demand writing is so important, yet so different, teachers to ELL writers 

need to pay special attention to it, and teach on-demand writing as a separate genre for students’ 

success: they need to learn how to “prewrite on their own, how to ‘read’ prompts, how to write 

for an audience of strangers, and how to use their precious time wisely” (Spandel, 2013, p. 396). 

 Successful prompt “reading”, specifically, is one of the most important aspects of on-

demand writing. In my own experience, my ELL students spent quite a large amount of time 

trying to decipher the prompt on standardized tests, which left them little, if any, time to write 

the actual piece. Some of them just stayed forever at the prompt stage, not knowing what to do. 

Therefore, teachers should explicitly teach ELL writers how to effectively unpack the writing 

prompt on a standardized testing, making the first step towards successful writing on-demand. 

Gere et al. (2005) suggested teachers teach the rhetorics of prompt and rhetorical analysis of 

prompt (p.66) through questioning to students in different forms of writing genres, which focus 

on “topic or claim, audience, purpose or mode, strategies and role”, and which would “enable 

students to discern what is required of them (p. 88). Spandel (2013) also delineated a vivid 

“audience of strangers” for teachers to teach their students for audience expectation, which 

would probably also invite some laugher to this stressful topic: a tired reader with pressure, and 

“longing for a paper that 1)states the main idea clearly and boldly, right up front, and 2) treats the 

reader to a moment of voice that allows a precious mental break” (p. 399). Meanwhile, teachers 

also need to make some subtle details visible to students lest they do not know how to make 
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good use of during testing: details such as the couple pieces of paper handed out to them for 

drafting, or that they could actually use some graphic organizer skills to arrange their thoughts. 

 Except for teaching the specifics of on-demand writing, teachers also need to listen to 

students’ comments and experiences with on-demand writing to gain more insights about what 

strategies to teach to certain students about on-demand writing. Moreover, we should also keep 

in mind that in grading students’ on-demand writing papers, we treat them as how they are—not 

the ones that students have interests in the writing prompt, nor the ones that they actually had 

time to go through the entire writing process for multiple drafts (Spandel, 2013, p. 388). 

Conclusion 

 Writing has become so important and demanding nowadays that whether our ELL writers 

could become mature writers or not would influence their future personal success. Being the 

writing teacher of these special linguistically and culturally diverse students, we need to realize 

our roles of supporting our students’ writing to their full bloom and cultivating our ELL writers 

to be both life-long writers and writers that could cope with standardized, on-demand writing. 

Through effective and sufficient strategies for students’ engagement, support, and teaching on-

demand writing in a comprehensive curriculum that combines both reading and writing, teachers 

of ELL writers could encourage their students to write their pathways to success. 
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Assimilationist or Pluralist: Language Policies and Multilingualism 

     As a traditional immigration country, the United States has attracted, and still is attracting, millions of 

immigrants each year with its immigration history, seemingly open and free cultural environment, 

advanced education system, and equal human rights propaganda. Each flow of immigration brings about 

new cultures, languages, and heritages, which makes the American society a diverse cultural amalgam. It 

is essential for us educators to know how America as a country treat the immigration trend, whether it 

takes an assimilationist view where everybody is melted into the “melting pot” America, losing their own 

identities, languages, and cultural heritages; or a pluralist view where everyone contributes as a part of the 

“salad bowl” America, making the country diverse by their different cultural experiences, linguistic 

discourses, and social interactions.  

     Perhaps the fastest way to examine the attitude by the country and its people is to look at language 

policies passed towards linguistically and culturally minority groups, because “language is a powerful 

symbol of community membership, and language is used to frame ideological discourses about the nation 

itself” (de Jong, 2011, p. 125). Therefore, by looking at language policies, one could peek into a society 

that takes either diversity or conformity as community membership, as Schmidt (2000) stated “federal and 

state language-in-education policies throughout American history have simultaneously reflected pluralist 

and assimilationist tendencies” (as cited in de Jong, 2011, p. 124). 

     Looking from a historical perspective, the tendencies are not a straight up-or-down linear, but rather a 

pendulum swinging back and forth between pluralist and assimilationist views based on economics, 

immigration rate, and social and governmental views on US as a nation. In my opinion, five laws and 

policies have been of great importance to the education for linguistically and culturally minority students: 

Lau v. Nichols (1974), Castañeda v. Pickard (1981), Bilingual Education Act (BEA) and its several re-

authorizations, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), and the English-Only Ballot.  

     The Lau v. Nichols (1974) and Castañeda v. Pickard (1981) have laid the foundations of the special 

education for English Language Learners. The court ruling of Lau v. Nichols (1974) case acknowledged 

the unfair treatments that students with limited English proficiency were facing in education solely 

because of the incompetency of the minority students. According to Garcia (2005), this court decision 

was a “landmark”, because it indicated that “Limited-English-Proficient (LEP) students must be provided 

with language support” (p. 77). The Castañeda v. Pickard (1981) decision followed up on the Lau v. 

Nichols (1974) decision by evaluating a school’s ELL program through effectiveness of the professional 

ESL specialists as well as the whole curriculum, thus defining “for the first time what criteria the courts 
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would apply to determine that districts had taken affirmative actions to meet the needs of limited English 

proficient students” (de Jong, 2011, p. 139). 

     The passing of the BEA acknowledges the existence of English Language Learners, and has put 

“federal intervention” (de Jong, 2011, p. 135) on the Limited English Proficiency students. However, I do 

not argue that the BEA was more of a pluralist view, since it did not set out a clear plan for bilingual 

education, but has put it into the state governments’ hands by allocating funds. Similarly, the re-

authorizations of 1974 and 1978 were more towards a neutral stand, since they could be interpreted for 

either additive bilingual programs or reluctant bilingual programs. The re-authorizations 1984 and 1988 

were actually more towards assimilationist than pluralist, because they focused “on English language 

acquisition, quick mainstreaming into all-English education, and funding for nonbilingual programs” (de 

Jong, 2011, p. 137). Only the 1994 reauthorization of the BEA was a real pluralist view because “it 

funded bilingual programs aimed at language maintenance and development and focused on content as 

well as language and literacy development” (de Jong, 2011, 137). The main argument here is the purpose 

instead of the means: the 1994 re-authorization had a clear goal for bilingual programs, which is to 

preserve and maintain different languages. Pluralist views see every language origin and value as 

important and beneficial, instead of favoring one to another (English to another non-English language). 

Therefore, although BEA and all BEA re-authorizations have all focused on LEP students, the aims were 

different, making them either ambiguous legislations, assimilationist legislations, or a true pluralist 

legislation. Seeing from this perspective, the two court decisions mentioned before, although having laid 

out the foundation of ELL education, could not count as assimilationist decisions either, because they did 

not address any detailed plan or criteria for the ELL education, nor did they view a minority student’s 

language and culture as additive resource instead of a problem to social equity. 

     The English-only and NCLB go hand in hand in the way that they limit culturally and linguistically 

minority students to attain education to their own good. The English-only ballot requested that all 

classroom instructions be in English only, and the usage of native languages of the students are limited. 

The NCLB, although originally intending to “ensure that all children will meet grade level expectations 

by 2014” (de Jong, 2011, p. 142), which sounds promising for ELL students. However, the re-allocation 

of funding for ELL into other fields has greatly affected the establishment of and research on bilingual 

education. Moreover, several standardized testing as well as objectives required for students and ELL 

students have “instituted an unfair and punitive testing regime that has been particularly hard on ELLs” 

(de Jong, 2011, p. 143). Both English-only and NCLB have aggravated ELL educations in the nation, 

taking an assimilationist view that “monolingualism in English is a prerequisite for national unity”, and 

by seeing that “lack of English language proficiency is the cause of school failure for language minority 
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students”, both policies see language as a problem which needs to be eliminated and implemented with 

the “national language”, English (de Jong, 2011, p. 144). 

     At a state level, the earliest court decisions on Lau v. Nichols (1974) and Castañeda v. Pickard (1981) 

have required Tennessee to implement an ELL/ESL program to facilitate English language learners. 

However, since Tennessee has adopted the English-only policy where English is appointed the language 

for classrooms, the usage of minority students’ native language is minimal. Combined with the numerous 

testing system and evaluation system implemented by NCLB, the academic achievement of ELL students 

are at stake. On the website of the Tennessee Department of Education where educators, students, and 

parents find useful resources for school, it is clearly stated that “Tennessee is an English only state; all 

assessments are provided in English only.  We do not offer any of our assessments in a Native Language 

format” (Office of Assessment Logistics, para. 3). Such policy disregards minority students’ language 

needs in high-stake state tests, resulting in what has happened “during the early 1900’s” where immigrant 

children were misplaced in either special education services or lower grades despite their average 

cognitive abilities. Such misplacement has caused, and would still cause early drop-outs of language 

minority students because the misplacement would potentially lower their self-esteem and self-

expectation, as the National Research Council (1997) has pointed out that “one-third of Hispanics and 

two-thirds of immigrant children drop out of school” (as cited in Garcia, 2005, p. 77). 

     As a future ELL teacher, by examining the historical language policies in the United States, I see a 

pendulum going back and forth between assimilationist view and pluralist view; I also acknowledge that 

assimilationist point of view seemed to have taken a majority of the court decisions, if strict definition and 

close scrutinizing of the decisions were applied. In most cases, socioeconomic and political issues have 

had more to do with the policies than the mere welfare of the language minority students. Historical 

records have not seen a positive result on the assimilationist-sliding language policies, as Garcia (2005) 

mentioned that even “policy makers understand that American education is not a successful experience 

for these students” (p. 77). I propose a pluralist view, therefore, by reinforcing the 1994 re-authorization 

of the BEA and treating language as resources to linguistically minority students. By implementing 

bilingual and multilingual education in classrooms, instructors can take the best advantage of students’ L1 

for instruction, clarification, and problem identification and solution, helping students meet the standards 

proposed by the state and federal governments in assessments. Only by seeing students’ native language 

as an additive language source to their education can we as educators  help minority students succeed and 

excel in a land that they and their parents see as a free, equal, and opportunity-loaded nation. 
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Glencliff High School: Getting Around the English-Only Policy for ELL Students 

 Nearly every pluralist ESL teacher would agree with me that it is essential to conform to 

the four Principles of Language Policy in Education, namely, the “Principle of Educational 

Equity”, the “Principle of Affirming Identities”, the “Principle of Promoting Additive 

Bi/Multiculturalism”, and the “Principle of Structuring for Integration” (de Jong, 2011, p170). A 

harmonious and thorough integration of these four principles would be very beneficial, both 

academically and psychologically, to the development of minority ELL students in an English 

dominant class, because it “turns… attention to how policies and practices reflect respect for 

their linguistic and cultural diversity and how they are treated as bilingual and bicultural 

individuals” (p. 172), it affirms minority students’ “sense of self…through their interactions with 

teachers”, and “apply themselves [the minority students] academically and participate actively in 

instruction” (p. 175), it promotes minority students’ bi/multilingualism and bi/multiliteracies 

which “have been linked with high future aspirations, better mental health and family relations, 

better social integration, more cognitive benefits, and high academic achievement” (p. 177).  

 Although a perfect integration in a school setting of the four principles is the most 

desirable outcome for a school setting in which minority students are getting education, a teacher 

can only carry out the principles so far. Because “language policy processes are multilayered and 

socially constructed by individuals involved in policy implementation” (p. 168), it would require 

the effort of teachers, educators, the school, the district, and ultimately the state and federal 

government to carry out a continuous and coherent language policy. However, because each 

person holds different ideologies and beliefs, the mentality for implementing certain principles 

may not be the same from level to level, or even individual to individual: “because language 

policies are developed at several levels, including the district, school, and classroom levels, 

decisions that individuals make at each level may not be in agreement with one another, and as a 

result, implementation may be inconsistent” (de Jong, 2011, p. 103). Moreover, if a certain 

mentality reaches a level that is high enough, for example, at a state level, and that the language 

policy has become a law, it is hard for the lower levels to implement some principles that are not 

in accordance with the higher order. For example, it is theoretically illegal to establish a bilingual 

school under an English-Only state, say, Tennessee. Therefore, a truly pluralist implementation 

of perfectly blended principles as de Jong defines would be impossible. I argue that schools 
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under such situation should still try to carry out the principles as much as possible, while making 

efforts to get around the English-Only regulation, in order to balance “the four principles 

together to achieve educational equity for all students, including multilingual learners” (p. 181) 

 The shift of language program evaluation from “advocacy-based” to the “process that 

could help explain the positive outcomes of effective schools or programs” (de Jong, 2011, p. 

160) tells us that it is essential to analyze successful schools instead of purely scrutinizing 

theories and researches in search of an answer to the question. In this case, I am going to analyze 

the policies that are implemented both on a school level and in a classroom level that I have 

observed in Glencliff High School, a highly diverse high school in Nashville, Tennessee, which 

gained Annual Yearly Progress along with other five schools in the city last year. During the 

analysis, I would like to use the four Principles of Language Policy in Education as a framework 

to explore the nature of each policy and action in the school and classroom, and demonstrate how 

Glencliff High had been trying hard to get around the state English-Only policy and create a 

more language-as-resource oriented classroom and school. At last, I would like to give some 

suggestions that might be helpful in further promoting the four principles to achieve minority 

students’ equity in education. 

 Glencliff High School is “the most diverse school in Tennessee,” featuring “forty-six to 

forty-eight countries every day” and “twenty-six to twenty-eight languages spoken” by the 

students (assistant principal, October 19
th

, personal communication). Among nearly thirteen 

hundred students, 0.3% are American Indian or Alaskan, 7.0% Asian, 30.4% Black/African 

Americans, 35.5% Hispanic/Latino, and 26.8% white. There is also a remarkably high percent of 

Kurdish and Egyptian population. Among the diverse community, 20% of the students are 

English Language Learners. Following such unique demographic is a not-very-common school 

model that the school has adopted: the Academy School model. Altogether, the Ford Academy of 

Business, the Academy of Environmental and Urban Planning, the Academy of Hospitality and 

Marketing, and the certified program of the Academy of Medical Science and Research make up  

the entire school, making it look like a mini community college. 

 To address the complicated issue of a unique school model, Glencliff High has adopted a 

seminar-like “Freshman Academy” which prepares the students for their choice of academies 

provided at school in the 11
th

 grade. This program is only provided to first-time 9
th

 grade 
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students, and holds strong intervention plans for each student through seminar or AVID, a 

program that aims to prepare first generation college students (those who go to college with none 

family college education histories). Although the Freshman Academy, aiming at helping every 

student, including ELL students to achieve academic success in their academy model years later 

in high school, a larger problem remains: faced with such a large and diverse ELL population 

with different English proficiency levels, how can one address every one of their special needs 

under a subtractive English-Only policy and a peak period of implementing the new demanding 

Common Core Standards, thus achieving the school motto “Supporting, Challenging and 

Engaging all students, every second, every block, everyday” (Assistant Principal, October 19
th

, 

Personal Communication)? 

School Resources and Decorations 

 Upon entering the school, I was led to the main office to wait for the principal. While in 

the main office, none of the observation team could help but notice an entire desk with 

information brochures and flyers about community services, legal issues, and college 

advertisements etc. in both Spanish and English. Afterwards, as we were walking through the 

cafeteria to get to the other side of the building, I noticed a wall with a large scale painting 

featuring food and ingredients dressed in different costumes of a diverse culture and countries.  

 It might seem to be trivial for some people that I have noticed such details as school 

resources and decoration to make a language policy statement, however, together with the school 

motto, the resources and decorations set up the main tone of the school attitude in reflecting the 

Principle of Educational Equity: “in its broadest sense, equity affirms the equal moral value of all 

human beings and promotes respect for human rights… this moral value ‘is the foundation of 

freedom, justice and peace in the world’. Educators who apply the Principle of Educational 

Equity create school environments where each individual feels valued and respected” (p. 171). 

By providing information in both languages and publically demonstrating the diversity in school, 

the administrative level explicitly and implicitly shows students, both mainstream and minority, 

that it values everybody’s language and cultural background. The Principle of Educational 

Equity is an “overarching principle” (de Jong, 2011, p. 170),  setting a basic tone for school 

policies and attitudes towards bi/multilingualism at the school level.  
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ESL Models, Staff, and Language Model 

 There are altogether two programs for ELL students according to their fluency level: 

ISTP Program for the students who have got a zero percent on their ELL entrance placement test 

and ELL program for other ELD levels. In the ISTP program for students who have no previous 

English language knowledge at all, a certified ESL teacher teaches or co-teaches EVERY subject 

that the students. There are always what the principal called the “Basic Interventions” that the 

faculty members always find themselves in in helping the newly arrived minority students, 

because being in a new educational system with no proficiency in the societal language, students 

in the ISTP program always face the problems of a complicated school bus schedule and how to 

navigate through school, walking to and from classes in a short time between classes to catch up 

on another class on the end of the hallway. The ESL program for other ELD levels features only 

two out of eight classes that ESL students would have together, and have the rest six of the 

classes together with the mainstream classroom. Except for these two major programs for ELL 

students, individualized program to meet different student needs are also encouraged and carried 

out to perform a more student-centered and more tailored study plan for the student. 

 Such student-tailored programs are possible because of a high trained teaching team in 

ESL endorsement. There are twenty ESL certified teachers in Glencliff High, all  teaching 

regular subject matters and contents to mainstream students too, according to their specialty. 

Therefore, although Glencliff High’s ESL programs may look like pull-out programs that intend 

to segregate ESL students from mainstream students, students at other ELD levels actually 

participate for  most times in  a mainstream classroom with an ESL endorsed content area 

teacher. Therefore, an invisible sheltered program is taking place without the ESL student 

knowing it. Even for students who are in the non-English  knowledge experience ISTP program, 

their pull-out program is still content-area centered, and sheltered when one ESL teacher co-

teaches with a content area teacher to address the class alone. 

 As far as I am concerned, the pull-out program and relative “isolation” of beginner 

English Language Learners is necessary for their academic and linguistic development, because 

learning together with other similar level proficiency ESL students reduces the tension internally 

for a low level English proficiency student. In contrast, the program for other ELD levels tends 

to be more integrated than usual ESL programs at other schools: the invisible sheltered classes 
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that puts ESL students together with other mainstream students under the instruction of a content 

area teacher trained in teaching ESL students also. Such invisibility serves two ends. Firstly, ESL 

students would not feel that they are positioned in a segregated class because of their “language 

proficiency”, thus preventing them from the conception that their heritage languages are a deficit. 

Secondly, the ESL endorsed subject matter teachers would be able to identify problems 

associated with specially ESL students much faster than the non-endorsed content area teachers, 

thus giving more proficient and authentic feedbacks to ESL students in adjusting their learning 

process. 

 The ESL programs at both levels demonstrate Glencliff High’s effort in the Principle of 

Structuring for Integration, which could booster the relationship between ESL students and 

mainstream students as well as increasing a sense of “membership” in ESL students through the 

integrated activities they share with the mainstream students: “students integration through small 

group work…can contribute to the development of positive intergroup relationship between 

language minority students and language majority students, helping to break down stereotypes 

and develop positive attitudes among the students towards both language and language groups” 

(de Jong, 2011, p. 179). Indeed, such integration would be beneficial for both mainstream and 

ESL students in developing a pluralist view for cultural and linguistic diversity. 

Classroom:  

In the classroom level, the Principle of Affirming Identity and an effort in pushing the Principle 

of additive bi/multilingualism under an English-Only policy were even more visible. I went into 

a pull-out reading/English Language Arts class which is consisted only with Spanish speaking 

students. The teacher was a bilingual ESL teacher who decorated her class with different items 

from different cultural backgrounds, with a major emphasis on Hispanic cultures. During the 

class, she would also use some of the decorations as demonstration for students to relate to their 

own heritage culture. 

 The content of the class was “figurative language”, which was very grade-level 

appropriate, however difficult it was apparently for the ESL students in the class I was observing. 

The language of instruction, by law, was English, but the teacher used vivid gestures and facial 

expressions to explain some hard concepts such as the word “harrowing”. Moreover, the teacher 
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grouped students together according to their English proficiency levels that was demonstrated in 

the research by Lucas and Katz (1994): in a group, there was always one that was almost fluent 

in English and could grasp the concept faster than other group members. Later in group work, the 

more fluent student would function as a little tutor and help the other students with less English 

proficiency. Throughout the class, use of Spanish was encouraged. At one point of the class, I 

could hear the teacher instructing the students  to “translate if needed” (personal communication, 

October 19
th

, 2012). Such encouragement in translation not only sends a message to the ESL 

students that their native language is valued during classroom, which is hard to see probably 

during their other encounters with the mainstream society because they are always “taught to 

privilege particular kinds of academic discourse above all others” (Martinez et al, 2008, p. 421), 

but also, it develops a “meta-linguistic awareness and showcase their ability” (Martinez et al, 

2008, p. 421) as well as demonstrate  to the minority students “sociocultural perspectives that 

view everyday language practices as valuable cultural resources or funds of knowledge that can 

be built at school” (Martinez et al, 2008, p. 422). 

 The encouragement for native language use and translation between English and Spanish 

shows the teacher’s effort to conform to the Principle of Affirming Identities and the Principle of 

Promoting Bi/multilingualism under a subtractive language policy in a larger scale (English-

Only in a state level), because the teacher leads the ESL students to think  how their languages 

“are made visible in the school and how they are used as resources for learning” (de Jong, 2011, 

p. 177). Such process encourages students to value their native languages, and use their native 

languages as an asset in their academic learning. 

Meeting the Common Core Standards 

 Assessments have been high stake ever since the implementation of No Child Left 

Behind act. They have been of particular interest for recent years because of the movement of 

adopting the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), which advocates that “expectations are the 

same for all students, regardless of their backgrounds or where they live” (Rothman, 2011, p. 

178). CCSS has intentionally or unintentionally left out ELL learners, which failed to address 

ELL students’ special needs in instruction. Glencliff High School, in tackling this problem, is 

breaking down the CCSS and comparing them to the current ESL Standards in order to guide 

teachers how they should prepare the ESL students for taking the same curriculum and 
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assessments under the new CCSS. Moreover, the school has also brought in experts and head 

teachers of the CCSS to give lectures to ESL teachers on how to incorporate CCSS in ESL 

instruction. All these efforts shows the school’s administrative efforts in meeting the Principle 

for Educational Equity that, even the Principle is somehow imbalanced in an upper level, the 

school makes every effort to strike the balance back. 

 During my observation, the effort of Additive Bi/Multilingualism is the least obvious for 

me. Although it is understandable that under an English-Only environment, programs that carry 

out the most benefits of additive bi/multilingual immersion is almost impossible, I still feel the 

need to educate both minority students and mainstream students about the heritage languages 

spoken at school. Administrators and teachers could use activities like “Little Language Teachers” 

to have the minority students work in groups and carry out some language lessons for 

mainstream students. Even a composition wall of different languages could serve, to some extent, 

to promote mutual understandings between the mainstream students and the minority students as 

well as among the minority student groups themselves. Moreover, a language class that is 

tailored for native speakers of the targeted language, which counts as a “foreign language class” 

in the US, could be implanted school wise as electives for some major languages such as Spanish. 

 Glencliff High School, with such a diversity and large number of English Language 

Learners, has achieved excellence in academic area through conforming to the Principles of  

Language Policy in Education, together with a genuine care for students’ academic, cognitive, 

and psychological development. While Glencliff High School serves as a model for 

implementing a somewhat pluralist approach under a tight language policy at a state level, more 

efforts await to be done in order to close the gap between the minority students and the 

mainstream students, to make the school become “a social context in which the language 

minority students’ language and culture is ‘legitimized’, and these students gain the ‘right to 

participate’ on a level equal to the majority language students” (Kirk-Senesac, 2002, p. 99), thus 

achieving a genuine educational equity for all students. 
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Artifact K 



INSPIRED BY… 

o Iddings (2009): Bridging Home and School Literacy Practices: 

Empowering Families of Recent Immigrant Children 

o Target Group: New coming Latino immigrants at the 

elementary school and their families 

o Purpose: a place where recent immigrants, their families, 

teachers and community numbers “hangout” for literacies 

development TOGETHER. 

o Framework: Funds of Knowledge; Freirian Oral tradition of 

literacies and dialogism  

o Attracting parental involvement for students’ learning as well 

as in getting to know the American education system 

 



HOW I PICTURED THE CENTER  

tables 

door 

couch 



WAIT! DOES THAT MEET ALL NEEDS? 

o How about  more rooms？ 

o What if I am serving people from different cultural 

backgrounds? Will all of them like the informal style? 

o How can we develop our target group’s digital media 

literacies? 

o How about connecting the families of mainstream and 

minority communities? 

o Can we combine the resource center together with the 

learning center? 

o How can we make the entire design more family-friendly? 



A LEARNING SUITE 

Door 

kitch

en 

Dining 

Room 

Student 

Gallery 

Study 

Room 

Computer

/Video 

Gaming 

Room 

Student/Fam

ily Resting 

Area  

(bunk beds) 

School 

Nurse & 

Doctor 

(Vending 

Machine) 

Living Room 



WHAT’S DIFFERENT? 

Services/Facilities Idding’s Center Apa’s Suite 

Room One-Roomed 
Suite w/functional 

Rooms 

Wireless N/A Yes 

Kitchen Area Yes  Yes 

Formal Study Area No Yes 

Resting Area Area w/Hammock Room w/Bunk Beds 

Computer/Gaming No Yes 

Student Gallery On the Wall Gallery 

Medical Support No Yes 

Vending Machine N/A Yes 



LIVING ROOM 
o Reception Desk at the door 

for registration and records 

o Bulletin Board on the wall 

for upcoming events, suite 

hours, school schedule, and 

relevant immigration 

resources 

o Two different styles of 

cooperating areas catering 

different teamwork styles 

-Casual with couch 

-Semi-Formal with round 

tables 

o Artifacts that the families 

bring in 

o A Convertible movie project 

and screen for 

social/cultural movie nights 

with family 



ACTIVITIES IN THE LIVING ROOM 

o Cultural Friends 

 -Each new coming immigrant family would pair up with another 
 “old” immigrant family, as well as a mainstream family 

 -The three families would set up meeting times at least  once per week to 
 exchange opinions and obstacles about their children’s education. The 
 “old” immigrant family could explain or translate further about American 
 school system to the new coming family 

 -The families could negotiate about the style of the meeting and go to
 different areas in the living room for group discussion  

o Friday Night Movie Night 

 -All families nominate their family tradition movie to the committee, and 
 each week, one movie is played 

 -After the movie, the attendants would break up into groups (a mixture of 
 mainstream, “old” immigrant, and new coming immigrant) and discuss the 
 value and cultural aspects of the movie; the committee would generate 
 some questions 



COMPUTER/VIDEO GAME ROOM 

o The 

Computer/Video 

Game Room will be 

equipped with half 

PCs and half Mac 

Desktops.  

o Printers and a 

bookshelf of game 

design, software 

design, and other 

computer- and 

technology –related 

books will be 

available. 

o Activities in the Computer/Video Game Room 

League of Legends 

 -Meeting a lot of Learning Principles by 

 Gee 

 -Use of students’ L1 (the gaming can be 

 played in 9 languages) 

 -Generate your own dream champion and 

 write a lore for him/her (Writing Workshop) 

Video Game Proposal 

 -Recommend the video game you want to 

 play, and write a proposal to justify your 

 reason using the Learning Principles 

iMovie & Other Software Workshops 



STUDY ROOM 

o Bookshelves are 
concentrated in the study 
room with different genres. 

o The layout will be basically 
the same as a normal 
classroom 

o The room will be equipped 
with an iPad cart (if 
applicable) 

o Limited discussion group 
pods are also available 
(students need to reserve 
one). Group pods also 
tailor to the study styles: 
one is open-spaced, the 
other is more closed 



STUDENT GALLERY 

o The student gallery displays students’ works during class, 

learning suite activities, and online creation including zines, 

fan illustrations of games, novels and similar genres. 

o The student who submits his/her work needs to write an 

explanation about the work, demonstrating for what it was 

created, and what meanings are expressed. 

o Students’ recreation of a family artifact or arts are also up for 

display. 

o The works will be voted monthly, seasonally, and yearly, for 

which each prize-winning artwork would be rewarded with gift 

cards. 



KITCHEN/DINING ROOM 

o The kitchen/dining 
room is fully equipped 
with a counter, oven 
top, refrigerators, 
silverwares etc. 

o Dining tables and 
chairs are also 
available for a lunch 
chat or early evening 
chat 

o A bookshelf of different 
cuisines is provided 

o Cooking and Learning 
Activities are 
conducted here 



ACTIVITIES IN THE 

KITCHEN/DINING ROOM  

o Brewing the Ice (Pun Intended) 

 -Ice-breaking activity for the “cultural friends” group to 
 get to know each other, this is after the model of Idding’s 
 kitchen literacy development.  

 -New coming families, “old” immigrant families, and the 
 mainstream families go shopping together for grocery 
 and cook for each other. By going into each other’s 
 community stores, different sets of families could get to 
 know each other’s community better. 

o Expand the Recipe Box 

 -Individuals or families contribute to the Learning Suite 
 recipes in their native language(s). Later, under the help of 
 the ESL instructor,  they will translate the recipes into their 
 own languages, and categorize them into different cuisines 



STUDENT/FAMILY RESTING AREA 

o Mainly a service-providing space. 

o Bunk beds will be provided for anybody who wishes to take a 

rest during their lunch break. 

o The school would pay for beddings. Families could also 

contribute to the resting area by bringing their own home 

style beddings (must be clean). 

o Members of the Learning Suite have the obligations to keep 

the area and the beddings clean. 

o Adjacent to the School Doctor/Nurse Room, the bunk beds 

also provide a space where students could lay down after they 

see the doctor or nurse when they are sick. 



SCHOOL NURSE/DOCTOR ROOM 

o Mainly a service-providing space. 

o School doctor and nurse are constantly on duty for every 
student’s welfare. 

o Members of the school community could contribute first aid 
kits, medicines etc. to the room. 

o Immigrant families could consult about household medicines 
with the doctor. 

o Students who are interested in going into health care 
profession could volunteer here and observe the practice 

o Vending machines are provided in the area for the entire 
Learning Suite. 



POSSIBLE PROBLEMS 

o Fund/Monetary Support  

 -Title I School 

 -Charter School 

 -Private School 

o Extra Space  

 -Schools who have extra vacancy (e.g. Litton Middle) 

o Who is qualified? How to evaluate fairly? 

o (For family resting area especially) Popularity Issues 

 -Class shifts 

 -Poll Drawing 

 

May have more 

government support 

for attracting students 



RESOURCES 

o Inspiration:  

    Iddings, Ana Christina DaSilva. (2009). Bridging home and 

 school literacy practices: Empowering  families of recent 

 immigrant children. Theory into Practice 48. 304-311. 

 doi: 10.1080/00405840903192904 

o Virtual Space Design: http://www.homestyler.com/ 

o Floor Plan: 

http://www.designshare.com/index.php/projects/vanden-

high/images@3746 

o Video Game Resource: www.leagueoflegends.com 
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