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ABSTRACT

The study examined how the instructional delivery models in inclusion programs were specifically implemented for
Grades 1-3 English Language Learners (ELLs) at 2 elementary schools in a large Midwest inner-city school district.
The nature of the 2 delivery models was diagramed and explained respectively. Interview, observation data, and
relevant documents were analyzed through the use of a comparative matrix. Themes and trends were developed: (a)
collaboration between the classroom teachers and resource teachers; (b) scheduling; (¢) reading instruction,
curricular, and instruction time; (d) workload for classroom teachers and the resource teachers; () use of
paraprofessionals; (f) assessment of students’ ongoing progress; and (g) strengths and challenges of the implemented
models as described by the teachers. The findings indicated that the participating teachers were very positive about
their inclusion models even though the two models were distinctively different. The results signify that inclusion can

work for ELLs, but it is difficult for one classroom teacher to accomplish the job. Collaboration is the key to the
success of inclusive practices.
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According to the National Clearing House for English Language Acquisition (2011), in the U.S. public
school system, the enrollment of English Language Learners (ELLs) from Pre-K through Grade 12 increased 51%
over a 10-year period from the 1998-1999 school year to the 2008—2009 school year. The reported enrollment of
ELLs from Pre-K to Grade 12 for the 1998—1990 school year was 3,540,673, whereas there were 5,346,673 ELLs
enrolled in the 2008—2009 school year. The number of ELLs in 2008—2009 was 11% of the total enrollment in
public schools.

Educational decisions made regarding English language learners (ELLs) will have a remarkable impact on
their futures (William, 2001). According to Ma (2002), no comprehensive strategies have been developed to address
the academic needs of ELLs sufficiently. Additionally, findings from previous research have not suggested how to
best address the achievement problems of ELLs. Moreover, Ma pointed out that research had denoted that the
achievement gaps were widening between native English speakers and ELLs. Furthermore, he emphasized that who
made the decision was not nearly as important as what worked for ELLs.

The goal of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 is to close the achievement gap. According to Miller
(2003), the U.S. Department of Education set specific requirements that states and districts needed to meet in
educating ELLs in Title III of No Child Left Behind. The main goals of Title III were to “help ensure that limited

English proficient (LEP) children attain English proficiency” and “develop high levels of academic competence in
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English” (U.S. Department of Education, 2003, p.5). Therefore, the U.S. Secretary of Education, Margaret Spelling,
stated, "Our schools must be prepared to measure what English language learners know and to teach them
effectively, with proven instructional methods” (U.S. Department of Education, 2006).

Across the United States, ELLs are placed in different educational programs. Pullout programs have been
used for many years to serve struggling readers including English language learners. The Council of the Great City
Schools (Antunez, 2003) investigated the characteristics of ELLs in 58 member districts. The responses from 36
districts (62%) indicated the number of ELLs was increasing. Sheltered English as a Second Language was
identified as the most commonly offered program for ELLs and the pullout program was the second for these states.
Inclusion programs have gradually begun to replace pullout programs in some states (Byrnes, Kiger, & Manning,
1997). Zehr (2006) reported that inclusion programs had replaced the pullout programs at all elementary schools in
St. Paul, Minnesota.

Cummins (1984) pointed out that there were many similarities in instructional needs between special
education (SPED) and ELLs. Inclusion has been adopted for Chapter 1 programs for some time (Anstrom, 1995).
Although some of the instructional planning prepared for the SPED students might have been suitable and
transferrable for ELLs (Cummins, 1984; Harper & Platt, 1998; Honigsfeld & Dove, 2008), whether they would
benefit from inclusion programs still needed to be examined (Harper & Platt, 1998). Few studies on the
implementation of specific inclusion models for ELLs were located. Therefore, the findings of the studies on
struggling readers and SPED students in inclusion programs were also used to identify the issues and trends in the
inclusion of ELLs.

The types of curriculum and instruction that should be used for ELLs in inclusion programs have remained
a focus of discussion for researchers for many years (Anstrom, 1997; Chamot & O’Malley, 1987; Harklau, 1994;
Harper & de Jone, 2004; Mohan, 1986; Snow, Met, & Genesee, 1989; Stainback & Stainback, 1984; Watts-Taffe &
Truscott, 2000). Stainback and Stainback (1996) remarked that in the mainstream classroom, curricula needed to be
accommodating, flexible, and challenging to all students. Besides agreeing with Stainback and Stainback, Watts-
Taffe and Truscott (2000) mentioned the importance of scaffolding, strong discussion, and vocabulary discussion in
helping the language development of ELLs in an inclusive setting.

Findings from the previous studies on teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion programs for ELLs indicated

both positive and negative sides (Honigsfeld & Dove, 2010; Layzer, 2000; Penfield, 1987; Schmidt, 2000; Youngs
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& Youngs, 1999). Fuchs and Fuchs (1998) stated that both resource teachers and mainstream teachers were not
prepared for inclusion programs. Additionally, inclusion programs created new challenges for classroom teachers
(Penfield, 1987; Youngs & Youngs, 1999). Students, however, were not prepared to be in the mainstream
classrooms and, as a result, effective learning did not take place (Youngs & Youngs, 1999). In two case studies,
Wade (2000a & 2000b) reported problems occurred in schools that tried to include ELLs in mainstream classrooms.
Resource teachers became frustrated because they were either used as paraprofessionals working with students in the
corner of a room or had to be “friendly, bouncy, but not pushy...to deal with classroom teachers with delicacy, tact,
and flattery” (Wade, 2000b, p. 212).

Some findings of the previous studies demonstrated the effectiveness of inclusion programs on reading
progress of struggling readers was inconclusive (Baker, Wang, & Walberg, 1994/1995; McLeskey & Waldron, 1996;
Smelter & Rasch, 1995; Yatvin, 1995; Yin & Hare, 2009; Zigmond & Baker, 1996; Zigmond & Jenkins, 1995).
Suggestions and recommendations for improving inclusion programs in previous studies cover the following major
areas: (a) collaboration and team teaching (Clair, 1993; Elliot & McKinney, 1998; Fatting & Taylor, 2007; Friend,
M., 2008; Honigsfeld & Dove, 2008, 2010; Stainback & Stainback, 1996; Wertheimer & Honigsfeld, 2000; Youngs
& Youngs, 1999; Zehr, 2206); (b) modified curriculum and instruction (Anstrom, 1997; DeLeeuw & Stannard, 2000;
Harklau, 1994a; Harper & Platt, 1998; Stainback & Stainback, 1996; Watts-Taffe & Truscott , 2000); and (c)
inclusion of paraprofessionals in the classroom (Elliott & McKenney, 1998; Honigsfeld & Dove, 2010). According
to DeLeeuw and Stannard (2000), Zerh (2006), and Honigsfeld & Dove (2008, 2010), team teaching and working
together were the key elements in the success of inclusion programs. Honigsfeld and Dove (2010) offered specific
collaboration and co-teaching principles and strategies as well as co-teaching models for inclusion programs for
ELLs. They profiled the co-teaching models between the classroom teachers and English as a Second Language
(ESL) specialists. In a three-year urban case study of York-Barr, Ghere, and Sommerness (2007) on an inclusion
program for Grades 1 and 2 at a Midwest elementary school in which 50% of students were identified as ELLs and
5% as special education, in the second year of the study, co-teaching relationships were observed to be positive and
productive. The ELLs’ achievement in reading and math was considerable as a result of co-teaching between the
general classroom teachers and the resource teachers. Yet, to date, little research has been conducted to investigate

how inclusion models are implemented for ELLs in general educational community.
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The purpose of this research was to examine how the instructional delivery models in inclusion programs
were specifically implemented for Grades one to three ELLs at two elementary schools in a large Midwest inner-city
school district in fall, 2006. Strengths and challenges of each model as described by teachers were compared.
Additionally, teacher frustrations and struggles in each model were examined.

The study addressed the following questions: (a) what is the nature of the specific inclusion models
teachers at two schools in one Midwest district adopted? (b) what are the teachers’ perspectives about the strengths
and challenges of their specific models? and (c) what are the teachers’ frustrations and struggles in each delivery
model?

The school district where the study was conducted has no official definitions for inclusion and pullout.
Therefore, the definitions from the literature were used for the purpose of this study. Inclusion is the practice of
serving students with special needs completely within the general educational setting (Ferguson, 1995; Stainback &
Stainback, 1984; Turnbull, Turnbull, Shank, & Leal, 1995). Pullout for ELLs is a program that ELLs are “pulled
out” of regular, mainstream classrooms for special instruction in English as a second language (Colorin Colorado,

2011).

METHOD
Employing the qualitative method, the researcher observed the participating teachers and their classrooms,
and interviewed them in both structured and semi-structured ways. Relevant documents were also collected. Data

from both interviews and observations were used to determine the differences in implementation of each model.

Procedure

After the researcher received the approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for this research in
August, 2005, a research proposal was turned into the Research Review Committee of the public school district
where the study was to be conducted. Upon the approval granted by the Research Review Committee, the researcher
contacted the Department of English as a Second Language Office of the school district. The ESL office
recommended the school sites and participants. Then a letter was sent to the principals of the school sites. After they

granted access to their schools, a letter was sent to the participating teachers to explain the purpose of the project and
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what the researcher was going to do with them. A consent form was sent to each teacher to sign and returned with

their permission.

Table 1 Demographic Information of Participating Teachers and Sites

Co-teaching team Students
Classroom Teachers Resource Para- served
School Site teachers professional
Grade | Teacher | ESL Years Years ELL | st.
endorsement | of of n./
teaching | teaching each
exp. ELLs room
Indiana Ist Ms. Yes A total 7 1 Title I 1 15 17
Elementary Lydia of 25 reading
yrS, resource
with 16 teacher with
yrs. in ESL
SPED endorsement
Ist Mg. Yes 5 5 1 14 17
Emily
Isabella 2nd Ms. Yes 8 7 1 SPED 1 is shared 5 17
Elementary Debbie Teacher & 1 | by both
Title I teachers
Reading
3rd Ms. Yes A total 6 Teacher
Elisa of 25 3 n
yIS.,
with 18
yrs. in
SPED

Participating sites and teachers

In order to “understand the problem and the research question” (Creswell, 2003, p.185), the researcher
intended to examine the inclusion models that the administrators at each school recognized. The administrators from
two inner-city schools with a large population of ELLs at the same school district highly recommended the
participating teachers to the researcher. Therefore, two classroom teachers were purposefully selected respectively
from these two different schools to observe and interview. Table 1 presents the demographic information on the
participating teachers and classrooms. The average number of the four classroom teachers’ years of teaching
experience was about 16, and the average number of years working with ELLs was six. Of the four teachers, two
had previous teaching experiences in special education. All of them participated in professional development and

received ESL endorsement after they started to work with ELLs. They also received training on guided reading



Two Delivery Models of Inclusive Practices 6

provided by the school district. The paraprofessionals involved in the co-teaching team received training on working
with ELLs once a month provided by the district office. All the names used in this study for the participating sites,

participating teachers, their collaborating partners, and their paraprofessionals were pseudonyms.

Data collection

In the second week of October, 2006, the researcher was at the research sites for a week making
observations, conducting interviews, and collecting related documents. The protocols were developed based on the
arguments from the related studies on inclusion programs and models. The researcher observed each teacher for
about five hours on a regular school day focusing on the reading and language block. During the observation, the
researcher was engaged in extended conversation with the teacher whenever it was possible for the teachers. The
researcher interviewed each teacher for about 45 to 50 minutes during her planning time, and also had semi-
structured interview with some of them during their lunch time. Due to the fact that the researcher lived in another
city, follow-up phone interviews and email correspondence for clarification were conducted as well. All the
interviews were recorded and transcribed. With the permission of the participating teachers, the researcher collected

relevant documents such as daily schedules and students’ work.

Data analysis

The interview and observation data were analyzed through the use of a comparative matrix, and themes and
trends were developed. According to Merriam (1998), “categories and subcategories (or properties) are most
commonly constructed through the constant comparative method of data analysis” (p. 179). The transcription of
each interview and data from each observation were categorized and subcategorized. The contents of the categories
and subcategories across the two sites were compared and contrasted, and the trends and themes were determined.
Seven aspects were developed and categorized: (a) collaboration between the classroom teachers and the resource
teachers; (b) scheduling; (c) reading instruction, curricular, and instruction time; (d) workload for the classroom
teachers and resource teachers; (e) use of paraprofessionals; (f) assessment of students’ ongoing progress; and (h)

strengths and challenges of the implemented models from the perspectives of the teachers.
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RESULTS
The nature of the two delivery models

Two classrooms from inclusion programs from each site were observed at Isabella Elementary and Indiana
Elementary respectively. The two inclusion models adopted by the participating teachers were distinctively different
from each other. At both sites, the participating teachers developed a close collaboration relationship and team

taught on a daily basis, yet how they worked together was quite different.

Site one: Indiana Elementary

Indiana Elementary was opened in 1999 and the building was renovated in 2002. In the 2006-2007 school
year, the student enrollment from Grades Pre-K to six was 246. Of these, 180 who were qualified for ESL service
spoke Spanish or Sudanese. About 94% of students were eligible for discounted or free lunch. At Indiana, all
students from Grade Pre-K to three were mainstreamed. The Title I reading specialist worked with the classroom
teachers and pulled out students for intensive work on reading skills during the reading and language arts block.
Teachers at the same grade level collaborated with each other.

At Indiana, Ms. Lydia was one of the two first grade teachers. She had been a first grade teacher for seven
years. This was the second year she collaborated with the other first grade teacher, Ms. Emily, and the Title I
reading specialist, Ms. Kathy. Before that, she did inclusion alone. Ms. Lydia had 17 first graders, 15 of them were
ELLs. Ms. Emily had 17 first graders, 14 of them were ELLs. Ms. Lydia and Ms. Emily each had a full-time
paraprofessional in their own rooms. This year, Ms. Lydia had a student teacher. Most of the time, she had a student
teacher in her room.

In the first month of the school year, Ms. Lydia and Ms. Emily kept their own students in their own rooms.
Because the school used Rigby guided reading for primary grades, they gave the Rigby Benchmark Reading Pretest
to each student and planned guided reading lessons for all the reading levels for their own students for the first
month. Another reason for them to keep their own students for the first month was to establish a bond between the
students and their own teachers because they wanted to help their students have an easy transition from the
kindergarten to the first grade. Beginning with the second month, Ms. Lydia and Ms. Emily combined their students
for a two hour reading and language arts block every morning from 9:30 to 11:30am. Based on their Rigby guided

reading levels, the students were divided into three big groups: (a) reading levels below level four; (b) reading levels
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in between; and (c) level four and up. Ms. Lydia took the struggling readers who could not read on grade level in her
room and Ms. Emily took the students in the high end group in her room while Ms. Kathy, the Title I reading
specialist worked with the students that were in between and prepared them for Ms. Emily’s group in her resource
room.

The two classroom teachers and the resource teacher met weekly for an hour and planned the lessons
together, and they also talked informally on a daily basis. The two classrooms were right next to each other. In their
own rooms, they broke the students into small groups for individualized and differentiated instruction in reading,
writing, and language arts. All students were taught at their instructional levels. In both classrooms, the

paraprofessionals led small groups and the two classroom teachers wrote the lesson plans for their paraprofessionals.

Figure 1 Inclusion Model/Indiana Elementary

Classrooms First Grade First Grade
First Month
of the School Rigby Benchmark Test Rigby Benchmark Test
Year Establish a bond between Establish a bond between
the teacher and students the teacher and students
Combine during the reading and language arts
block at the beginning of the second month
Rigby Below Levels in Level 4
Reading Level 4 Between and
Level Above
Reading and Reading and Reading and
language arts language arts language arts
Teachers 1% Gr. Teacher, Title I Reading 1% Gr. Teacher:
Ms. Lydia & Specialist: Ms. Ms. Emily &
Paraprofessional Kathv Paraprofessional
Social studies Social studies
Math nd science and science Math
Classrooms
Higher Her Own Her Own Lower
Level Students Students Level
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Due to the classroom space, the resource teacher took the students out to her own room in the same
building. The three teachers used Rigby Benchmark Test to assess their students’ progress on a regular basis. Ms.
Kathy sent students from her group to Ms. Emily’s group whenever a student could read at level four, and at the
same time, she pulled out students from Ms. Lydia’s room when the student was ready for her group.

Ms. Lydia and Ms. Emily collaborated in teaching math in small groups, too. Ms. Lydia took the students at
higher levels while Ms. Emily worked with students at lower levels during the math session. They did social studies
and science in the afternoon in their own rooms with the help of their own paraprofessionals. Figure 1 presents the

model at Indiana.

Site two: Isabella Elementary

Isabella Elementary was opened in 2002 in the downtown of the city in order to accommodate the growing
population in the area. The school used a big old warehouse and divided it into many school rooms as classrooms. In
2004, the school moved into a new two story building. In the 2006-2007 school year, the total population was 650
from Grades Pre-K to six, and 248 of them were qualified for ESL services. The languages spoken were Spanish and
Sudanese. About 88% of students were eligible for discounted or free lunch. At Isabella, students from Grades PreK
to three were mainstreamed for all subjects. The Title I reading teachers and special education teachers went to
classrooms to provide service to the students. Some teachers at the school collaborated with another teacher from the
same grade level, and some with another teacher from another grade level, while some others did full inclusion
alone.

At Isabella, Ms. Elisa was one of the five third grade teachers, and she had collaborated with one of the five
second grade teachers, Ms. Debbie, for six and a half years. The school administrators arranged their classrooms
right next to each other. Both of them shared one paraprofessional, Ms. Jackie. Ms. Elisa had 11 third graders with
three ELLs, and Ms. Debbie had 17 second graders with five ELLs. This year, neither Ms. Elisa nor Ms. Debbie had
any ELL newcomers.

From the very beginning of the school year, they combined students from both classrooms. The students
started their first day of school in Ms. Elisa’s third grade classroom. Every day, they were together to do the opening
of the school, reading, writing, language arts, spelling, and literature. At the beginning of the school year, each
student took the Rigby Benchmark Pretest. Rigby guided reading was adopted for the primary grades at Isabella.

Their reading levels varied from the first grade to the eighth grade level. Based on their Benchmark reading levels,
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the students were divided into the following four groups: (a) one third grade level group; (b) one second grade level

group; (c) one first grade group; and (d) one group at the very beginning level. The two large groups of the third

grade level and the second grade level were split into 4 small groups. Altogether students were assigned to six

reading groups. They blocked three hours (two in the morning and one in the afternoon) at the same time every day

to do the reading, writing, and spelling block. Each group received about 25 minutes direct instruction from the

teacher and 25 minutes independent working time under the supervision of the teacher, so students actually had at

least 50 minutes reading, 50 minutes writing, and 50 minutes spelling daily.

Figure 2 Inclusion model /Isabella Elementary.

Classrooms

Reading,
Writing,
and
Spelling
Block

Teachers

Classrooms

Second-grade Room

Third-grade Room

Combine: opening, literature

Rigby
benchmark
reading level

r I
Beginning First Grade Second Third Grade
Group Group Grade (2 (2 small

small groups) groups)

_ /)

A A A
Reading Spelling Writing
Ms. Debbie Ms. Jackie Ms. Elisa
(Second grade) (Paraprofessional) (Third grade)
Math, Math,
social ) social
studies, & Provide help studies, &
v science as needed science

Second-grade Room

Work with low

readers at the end

of the day

Third-grade Room

Work with low
readers at the end of

Special Ed. Teacher and
Title I Reading Teacher

Resources

the day
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Ms. Elisa, Ms. Debbie, and Ms. Jackie met weekly for an hour to plan together. Ms. Elisa led writing
groups, while Ms. Debbie led guided reading groups, and Ms. Jackie led spelling groups. The school administrators
blocked the same time slot for PE, music, arts, and library for both classes. In the afternoon after the one hour
reading block, Ms. Elisa and Ms. Debbie did math, social studies, and science in their own rooms. The school
resource teachers went to their rooms to provide services. Ms. Jackie assisted them as needed. Figure 2 illustrates the

model observed at Isabella.

Differences and similarities of two inclusion models

Differences and similarities are found in the two inclusion models. The major differences were as follows:
(a) the Isabella model used full inclusion, whereas the Indiana model incorporated pullout during the two-hour
reading/writing/language arts block time, but the pullout in reality is part of the inclusion because all the students
were working on the same subjects at different levels; (b) at Isabella, two teachers from two close grade levels
collaborated , but at Indiana, two teachers from the same grade level collaborated with the reading resource teacher
during their reading block time; (c) at Isabella, teachers divided the teaching responsibilities by subject area—each
teacher only taught one subject to all students during the block time. However, they differentiated the levels and
scaffolded the teaching materials. At Indiana, the teachers divided the teaching responsibilities according to their
students’ reading levels: one teacher took the struggling readers, the other took the students with high reading levels,
and the resource teacher took the students in between the two levels. All teachers taught reading, writing, language
arts, and spelling during the block and differentiated instruction based on students’ needs; (d) at Isabella, with
second and third grade students, the reading block was three hours, and during the three hours, reading, writing, and
spelling were taught as separate subjects; at Indiana, with just first-grade students, the reading block was two hours,
and reading, writing, and language arts were integrated; and (e) at Isabella, the students from two classes were put
together on the first day of school to establish a bond with the teachers with whom they were going to work,
whereas at Indiana, the students from two classes were put together one month after school started after they had
established the bond with their own teachers. According to the teachers at Indiana, their first graders needed more
time to make a smooth transition from the kindergarten to the first grade.

Although the percentage of ELLs was different, with 39 at Isabella and 75 at Indiana, similarities were

observed between these two models: (a) at both sites, the guided reading approach and Rigby reading materials were
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used for reading instruction; (b) paraprofessionals participated in the weekly planning meeting and led spelling
groups during the block time; (c) the students were instructed at their instructional levels and not exposed to the
regular grade level reading materials until they were ready for them; (d) ELLs were placed in groups with native
speakers; and (e) the school administrators blocked their reading/writing/language arts period every day at the same

time.

Strengths and challenges
The study findings demonstrated the strengths of the inclusion models as follows:

1. Asaresult of the collaboration between teachers, every student’s needs were met, and there was no gap in
students’ reading instruction between classroom teachers and the Title I reading specialist. Ms. Lydia stated,
We can meet the needs of all kids--the kids are on grade level and above the grade level, and the
kids below the grade level, so everybody’s needs are met. No kids are left behind. Because of the
pressure of getting kinds on grade level, I think a very good part our model is that the reading
specialist can take those high kids in my group and just go, go, go, get them on grade level. Last
year, we had a lot of kids on grade level.
Students worked at their instructional levels in small groups.
Teachers did not have to worry about curriculum misalignment.
The same assessment tool was used to monitor students’ progress on an ongoing basis.
Scheduling became simple. Classroom teachers and resource teachers did not have to spend much time and
energy figuring out when to see the student and how long they were able to see the student. They did not
have to consider the problems of scheduling conflicts.
6. Teachers’ workload decreased relatively. The participants felt their workload decreased as they only
planned reading, writing, and language arts for their own group of students or planned for one subject such
as writing, reading, or language arts at different levels. One participant felt the workload was “evened out.”

nA WD

The results clearly indicate that without collaboration between classroom teachers and resource teachers, it
is hard for either model to work out successfully. However, the challenges collaboration brings are noticeable as
well. According to the participants, it took them a lot of effort to figure out a way that worked for both their students
and them. Even though the model used at Isabella had remained the same for the last couple of years, the students
changed and so did the curricula for some subjects, such as the new spelling curriculum. Thus, every school year is
new and challenging for them. They had to make accommodation to continue their collaboration in order to
implement their model appropriately and effectively.

One of the challenges participants at both inclusion models faced was that they had to find the “right
person” to work with. They strongly believed that having “the same work ethic” and “a certain personality” played

an important role in a healthy co-teaching relationship. In addition, one participant pointed out that collaboration
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with another teacher was kind of “like a marriage, we have to work on it.” Moreover, they needed to make a
commitment to what was being implemented. Ms. Elisa commented,
Sometimes we might have to quit doing other things, we have a set time when we meet once a week for an
hour to plan and touch base to see where we are, to see where the kids are academically or behaviorally.
The paraprofessional’s suggestions and opinions are also received the same respect.
Furthermore, sometimes the number of students in small groups became fairly large as when the students’

reading and math levels moved up, the students were moved to the next level group. The number of the students in

each group fluctuated as the students made progress and the teachers needed to regroup students accordingly.

Frustrations and struggles

None of the participating teachers believed that they could do inclusion without collaborating and co-
teaching with another teacher and the resource teachers. Besides the difficulty of finding “the right person” to work
with, at the initial stage of collaboration, they had to spend tremendous amounts of time figuring out a model that
was practical, applicable, and effective, which also required them to be flexible and willing to make changes in order
to meet the needs of their students. Ms. Lydia at Indiana remarked,

The whole picture is that you have to have teachers who are highly motivated to try to make it work and

make sure the students will success, so they can try to figure out something that will work out for the

students. In our model, we all work very hard, and we both are very committed to it. We were so desperate

to find out the way. Collaboration, you know, is a big thing.

Ms. Elisa at Isabella noted,

You have to be willing to. We are not isolated, you know there are some teachers who still think that

teaching is isolated and they don’t want to share kids, they don’t want to share rooms. You have to be

willing to, it’s kind of like marriage, you are not alone. If somebody really wants to work with other people,

and willing to share ideas, share their resources, and share their personal space, their rooms, they can work

together wonderfully, just to break up their own kingdoms. I know it doesn’t work for all people. I think it

can work, in what we are doing here; nothing will work out without collaboration.

The participating teachers were very positive about their models, yet they understood there was no perfect
model. They could be frustrated when the small groups tended to become large and they had to regroup the students
again to keep the groups small or when the noise in their rooms tended to be distracting due to many small groups

going on at the same time. After all, they learned to cope with their frustrations because their goal was to meet the

needs of all students and help them succeed. As Ms. Lydia said, “Whatever it takes....... ” Apparently, the
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participants’ desire to help ELLs and all students succeed, their willingness to collaborate, and their commitment to

make it work helped them overcome their struggles and frustrations.

DISCUSSION

The findings show that ELLs placed in two inclusion models was instructed in small groups (Carter, 1984)
during reading instruction time, depending on the students’ instructional levels. This result is consistent with the
findings of Faltis (1993) and Begoray (2001). However, in the current study, the first-grade students received shorter
guided reading instruction time than the second- and third-grade students.

Unlike the findings of many previous studies (Layzer, 2000; McLesky & Waldron, 1996; Wade, 2000a),
the results of this study found that the participating teachers were very positive about their inclusion models even
though the two models were quite different, which is in agreement with the study of Honigsfeld and Dove (2010).
The results confirm the recommendations of team teaching and instruction in small group settings from previous
studies (DeLeeuw & Stannard, 2000; Elliot & McKenney, 1998; Honigsfeld & Dove, 2008, 2010; Wertheimer &
Honigsfeld, 2000; York-Barr, Ghere & Sommerness, 2007).

In this study, instead of collaboration between ESL specialists with classroom teachers (Honigsfeld & Dove,
2008), two classroom teachers either at the same grade level or different grade levels team taught. In one model, the
school reading specialist was part of the team. The findings suggest that it is difficult for one classroom teacher to
implement an inclusion model because the students in one room are at various academic levels. Team teaching is an
effective way to include all the students in the room; at the same time, each student’s needs could be met, which is
in agreement with the study of York-Barr, Ghere & Sommerness (2007) and the recommendations made by
Honigsfeld & Dove (2008, 2010). The participating teachers in both inclusion models used different strategies and
practices to facilitate students’ learning such as whole-class instruction, small-group strategies, individual
instruction, group and individual conferencing, and independent learning, which were suggested by Wertheimer and
Honigsfeld (2000) and Honigsfeld and Dove (2008, 2010). In this study, both teachers and the reading specialist
modified their instruction and curriculum according to the students’ instructional levels, which echoed the research
of Anstrom, 1997; DeLeeuw & Stannard, 2000; Harklau, 1994; Harper & Platt, 1998; Stainback & Stainback, 1996;
Watts-Taffe & Truscott , 2000. Paraprofessionals were part of the collaboration team, which confirmed the

suggestions made by Elliot & Mckenny (1998) and Honigsfeld & Dove (2010).
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In terms of the support the participants received from their administrators, it was apparent that their
administrators created “physical and virtual spaces that support the collaborative team’s planning and instruction for
ELLs” (Honigsfeld and Dove, 2010, p.147) by blocking the special time and reading/language arts time as well as
provided the needed physical facilities such as the arrangement of the classrooms for the collaborating teachers.
Regarding the teachers’ workload in this study, the participating teachers did not feel that their workload increased
because of collaboration. At one school, a classroom teacher even felt her workload decreased because she only
needed to plan for the struggling readers for both classrooms. The resource teachers went to the classrooms to work
with ELLs and students with special needs. Therefore, scheduling was not difficult for the participating teachers in
this study. As a result, the disruptions caused by students going in and out of classroom were decreased (Elovitz,
2002).

The findings of this study strongly indicate that inclusion can work for ELLs and confirmed principles and
strategies recommended by Honigsfeld and Dove (2010), but it is difficult for one classroom teacher to accomplish
this job. The results signify that team teaching plays an important role in closing the achievement gap (Zehr, 2006,
Honigsfled & Dove, 2008, 2010). Collaboration is the key to the success of inclusion programs, but it is impossible
to make it happen overnight, which echoes the study of York-Barr, Ghere and Sommerness (2007) and Honigsfeld
and Dove (2010) in terms of building up knowledge that assisted and promoted collaboration as well as assigned
personnel strategically.

Teachers are individuals, and their mindsets about teaching have been shaped by their personal educational
backgrounds, the training they received, their teaching experiences, and their individual personalities. No doubt,
change takes time, but being open-minded toward collaboration and co-teaching can help speed up the process. In
order to meet the diverse needs of ELLs and all students, more collaboration between classroom teachers and
resource teachers is needed; without collaboration and effective communication, the academic and social needs of
students are hard to be reached.

As long as inclusion programs are implemented, argument about their effectiveness, strengths, challenges,
and weakness will continue. No perfect model has been indentified for ELLs and learners with special needs.
Schooling is constantly changing and students are changing as well (McLesky & Waldron, 1996), therefore, there is

no perfect model or program formula for a certain school to follow. Classroom teachers and resource teachers need
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to collaborate and work together to help their ELLs and all students succeed. Regardless of a particular model,

meeting every student’s needs should be the goal, and this goal is reachable.

Recommendations for inclusive practices

1. For school and district with a large population of ELLs, administrators should provide training to the in-
service teachers on inclusive practices, specifically, on how to implement a model.

2. Administrators should provide all possible support and encourage teachers to team teach and offer them the
freedom in terms of how a model should be implemented.

3. Administrators should provide training to paraprofessionals regularly so that they could assist both
classroom and resource teachers in a more effective way.

4. Clari (1993), William (2001), and Youngs and Youngs (2001) pointed out that the curricula of the teacher
preparation programs at the college levels need to incorporate the needs of the public schools into their
mandatory courses. Based on the findings of this study, university and colleges should offer courses that
cover inclusive practices for ELLs so that the prospective teachers could be better prepared for the
challenges of working with diverse learners.

Limitation of the study

The perspectives of the participating teachers of the two delivery models for ELLs at two elementary
schools were investigated at an in-depth level and their voices about implementation of their model were heard.
Although the participants were positive about their inclusive practices and believed their model worked well for
their students, descriptive data are needed to explain the gain in students’ academic achievement. Therefore, a study

on the ELLs’ improvement in inclusion models is recommended to further and deepen the study.

LISHU YIN had taught ESL/EFL from K-12 to college level for 16 years before she joined in the College of
Education of Columbia International University. She holds a PhD in Curriculum and Instruction and a MA in
Teaching English as a Second Language.
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