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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

“Can you build the ESL program in our district?” This is the question the administrators
at a small, rural Midwestern school asked me in an interview for a K-12 English as a second
language (ESL) teaching position. Of course, I enthusiastically said yes. I was excited to begin
my first teaching position. As a new college graduate, I was eager to get into the field of
education and begin fulfilling my lifelong dream of becoming a teacher. To this day, I am not
quite sure what I was thinking. Obviously I had no idea of what “building a program” entailed.
As the sole ESL professional in my district, I have had many challenges, but I have never
regretted my decision to attempt to build and strengthen the ESL program. Over the next three
years, I had to overcome many challenges including writing a program manual, overcoming
mainstream teacher resistance, and learning more about ESL. Because I had never taught ESL
before, I had much to learn. My entire first year of teaching ESL was spent learning about pullout ESL services, creating a schedule, setting language proficiency standards, testing and placing
students into the ESL program, and administering standardized language proficiency tests. As I
learned more about teaching English as a second language, I became more confident. In my
second year of teaching I began informing mainstream teachers about the purpose of English as a
second language and appropriate expectations for our English Learners (ELs). The mainstream
teachers in my district did not know what to expect of the students or of me, the ESL teacher. I
find this extremely interesting because there has been an ESL program in this school for many
years, but apparently the ESL teachers prior to me kept to themselves. These obstacles posed
many challenges, but now the mainstream teachers and I have clear expectations of each other.
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In my first two years of teaching, my school was labeled not making adequate yearly
progress (AYP) under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Our EL population was the only
subgroup that was not making AYP. If we did not increase test scores to meet AYP standards,
our school would be penalized for not doing so. Not only were our ELs not meeting standards
on state mandated test, they were also struggling in their mainstream classes. Several classroom
teachers had concerns about how the ELs are performing in their classes, specifically in reading.
Although these students were improving on their language acquisition tests, they were not
improving enough to allow them to fully access the mainstream curriculum. These concerns led
me to consider other options to increase achievement for our ELs.
During this time I was also taking graduate courses to attain my master’s degree in ESL.
Several of these classes addressed many different service delivery models of ESL instruction
including bilingual education, dual immersion, content-based pull out ESL, and co-teaching. My
interest in co-teaching was piqued for several reasons. First, it was a model of ESL instruction
that was plausible to attempt in my school district. Because I am a K-12 ESL teacher, I would
not be able to co-teach in all grades, but co-teaching in a few classes would be advantageous for
the students involved. Additionally, through informal conversations with other ESL
professionals, I have learned that the implementation of co-teaching has been successful in other
school districts. These people encouraged me to attempt co-teaching to determine if this method
of instruction is successful in raising student achievement for our ESL population.
During my third year at the school, after reading literature on ESL instruction and talking
to several ESL professionals, I proposed to the principal that we consider the co-teaching model
of ESL instruction for the upcoming school year. Because of the success that many districts have
had with this, the administration agreed; we decided to use the co-teaching method of instruction
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during the 2012-2013 school year. We chose to pilot the co-teaching approach in one grade and
document the results to determine if this model of instruction increases academic achievement
for ELs. Because this was our first attempt at co-teaching, the administration at this school
allowed my co-teacher and me to observe an ESL teacher co-teach in two different settings, a
kindergarten class and a second grade class. We were able to watch as two lessons unfolded, to
observe the roles of each professional, and to see how technology was utilized in these two cotaught classrooms. These lessons progressed smoothly and my co-teacher and I were able to
better understand how these teachers interacted with each other. Currently, I am co-teaching in a
second grade classroom for one hour and twenty minutes per day during the language arts
instruction. I am continuing to utilize the pull-out model of instruction for twenty to thirty
minutes each day with my other classes. The other second grade ESL students receive ESL
services for thirty minutes per day. If co-teaching proves to be an effective model of ESL
instruction for increasing student achievement, we will begin pursuing the use of co-teaching
throughout the district.
As co-teaching becomes more and more popular in many school districts, the question
that arises is whether or not co-teaching is more beneficial for English language learners than the
ESL pull-out model. This chapter addresses the differences between pull-out ESL instruction
and co-teaching and includes my guiding research questions. This chapter also introduces the
issues associated with the pull-out model of ESL instruction and the rationale for the increased
utilization of co-teaching.
Pull-out ESL Instruction
Prior to the 2012-2013 school year, all ESL instruction in my district was delivered
through the pull-out model of instruction. The Minnesota Department of Education (2011)
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defines an ESL pull-out program as one in which ELs are pulled out of regular, general
education classrooms for specific instruction in English language development. The Minnesota
Department of Education English Learner Education Program Guidelines (2011) also mention
the benefits of the pull-out program. Among the benefits are that it promotes language
acquisition, provides personalized learning situations, allows additional exposure to content, and
facilitates learning by utilizing smaller groups. The pull-out program model provides an
environment away from native English speaking peers, where ESL students can take risks and
ask questions without feeling inferior (Mabbott & Strohl, 1992).
The English Learner Education Program Guidelines (2011) also outline a few
disadvantages of utilizing the pull-out program. These disadvantages include separating ELs
from native English-speaking peers, losing instructional time in transition, and increasing the
disconnect between mainstream and ESL classrooms.
Many professionals, however, experience problems that the handbook does not address.
At the beginning of every academic year, I struggle with creating a schedule. Trying to
coordinate mainstream schedules with ESL schedules so that students do not miss crucial
instruction is extremely difficult. It is also important that students do not miss specialty subjects
such as music, physical education, and art. On average, scheduling takes me about five hours
each year. Another disadvantage of the pull-out model is that time for collaboration with all
mainstream teachers to coordinate lessons is limited. Despite teachers’ best intentions, time to
coordinate lessons is still often hard to find. As a result, ELs may be subjected to fragmented
educational experiences (Mabbott & Strohl, 1992).
The pull-out model resembles the program model that is utilized in the school district
where I teach. I meet with ELs in small grade-level groups and I utilize a research-based
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curriculum to deliver English instruction to students with limited English. I have spent time
examining grade level state content standards and aligning my ESL curriculum to address as
many standards as possible. I provide ample opportunities for my students to practice and
experience English in a variety of forms. Acquiring academic language and learning how to use
it in the mainstream classrooms is the focus of my ESL program. All four modalities of
language, reading, writing, listening, and speaking, are addressed and elaborated upon in my
classes. Communication with mainstream classroom teachers allows me to create activities that
increase language skills in conjunction with mainstream classroom curricula.
For the past three years, I have been conducting and planning my ESL instruction
following the pull-out model, but the ESL program at my school experienced another change in
the 2012-2013 school year. This summer my school district purchased a new reading/ language
arts curriculum, Houghton-Mifflin/Harcourt Journeys. Both the co-taught classroom and the
pull-out ESL class are using the curriculum to instruct students. The co-taught class utilizes the
mainstream section of the curriculum, while the pull-out ESL classes use the ESL section of the
curriculum. This new curriculum has specific instructional recommendations for teaching ELs.
The district has decided to use these instructional materials to ensure that the students who are
pulled out for ESL services would have the least fragmented instruction as possible. This new
curriculum for my ESL program reinforces concepts taught and studied in the mainstream
classroom. Our hope is that the continuation of curriculum from the mainstream classroom into
my ESL classroom will enable our English learners to achieve academic success in the
mainstream class.
To evaluate students’ progress, I looked at each student’s weekly comprehension test
scores and at his/ her unit test scores as well. As a district that utilizes professional learning
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communities (PLCs), our district has a common goal for each student on academic assessments.
Our goal for each student is 80% or above on the weekly comprehension assessments and the
unit tests. It was my hope that these students would achieve 80% or above on each of these
assessments. Differentiated instruction was an integral part of the curriculum in my classroom.
Through this continuity of curriculum and differentiation, ESL students were provided more
opportunities to access the mainstream curriculum, thus increasing academic achievement. In
order to offset the disadvantages of the pull-out model, isolation from native English speaking
peers, loss of instructional time, and fragmented learning, many schools have opted to
incorporate co-teaching into the instruction of ELs.
Rationale for Co-teaching
Because ELs need to learn grade-level academic content while simultaneously acquiring
English, educators began looking for options to provide more effective instruction to ELs other
than the pull-out program model. Much of the richness and content of mainstream classrooms,
interaction with English speaking peers, and exposure to grade-level material is lost in the pullout setting (O’Loughlin, 2003). Fragmented instructional service delivery, frequent interruptions
for pull-out classes, and the social isolation that some ELs feel due to the nature of pull-out
programs are detrimental to students’ academic success (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010). For our
ELs, incorporating rich language experiences and content into daily instruction is imperative.
Research shows that ELs acquire their second language and achieve academic success most
effectively when academic language is taught through meaningful content (Dove & Honigsfeld,
2010; Short & Echevarria, 2004). One service delivery option with the potential to improve
student achievement in reading, math, and behavior is co-teaching (Friend, 2008).
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Traditionally, co-teaching, also referred to as cooperative teaching, team teaching,
inclusion, and push-in (although these other labels are sometimes mistakenly used
synonymously), has been defined as the collaboration between a mainstream general education
teacher and a special education teacher for all the planning, delivery and evaluation of instruction
for all students assigned to a shared classroom (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010; Friend & Reising,
1993). This definition has expanded to include reading specialists, gifted and talented teachers,
and most recently, ESL professionals. Co-teaching often provides more opportunities for
integrated learning in the classroom rather than focusing on isolated skills in a totally different
context (Conderman, Bresnahan, & Pederson, 2009). Research also shows that inclusive
practices not only improve academic achievement, but also create a sense of belonging and
community (Causton-Theoharis & Theoharis, 2009). Books and articles abound commending
the benefits of co-teaching for ELs and special education students; however, empirical research
and data are limited. Because co-teaching is a relatively new approach to ESL service delivery,
even less research is available pertaining to co-teaching between general education teachers and
ESL professionals.
Because this was the first year of co-teaching, planning took quite a bit of time.
We utilized the Houghton-Mifflin Harcourt language arts curriculum along with activities that
we developed to enhance and reinforce instruction. My co-teacher and I continually
experimented with many different models of co-teaching to see if any model was more effective
in aiding EL and general education students’ comprehension of text and content. We tried to
ensure that each student’s needs were met in a variety of ways including small groups, reteaching and pre-teaching concepts, stations, and visual representations of ideas, among others.
Each week my co-teacher and I attempted to incorporate a variety of co-teaching models,
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strategies, and supports to ensure that we were presenting the materials in a way that all students
could understand.
Guiding Questions
In this thesis I focused on differences in the reading comprehension and language
acquisition of twelve English language learners who participated in two different models of ESL,
a co-taught classroom and a content based pull-out class because I wanted to find out which
model of ESL instruction has a greater impact on the academic success of the English language
learners at my school. Many school districts, including my own, are moving away from pull-out
instruction to a more collaborative model where two or more certified staff members are
responsible for one diverse classroom although little research verifies the empirical academic
success of students who participate in co-taught classrooms. Therefore, my research questions
are: How does co-teaching affect student achievement in language acquisition and reading
comprehension? How are students’ perceptions of themselves and their abilities affected by coteaching?
This study’s purpose is to find empirical evidence that supports (or refutes) the claims of
other studies in regard to academic success as a result of co-teaching. Although this study only
analyzed the results of second grade students in a co-taught and content-based pull-out class, the
data should provide insight into co-teaching versus pull-out classes. This study also looked at
how students’ self-perception/ identity was affected under the different models of instruction.
It is my hope that this research will help district officials and teachers make informed
choices about which approach to teaching ESL is more effective in reducing the achievement
gap, accelerating the acquisition of academic language, and increasing students’ academic
success.
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Overview of Chapters
In Chapter One I introduced my research by establishing the rationale, significance, and
need for the study. The context of the study was briefly described as was the role and
background of the researcher.
In Chapter Two, the literature review, I will examine pertinent research related to coteaching, as well as approaches and best practices of co-teaching. Finally, I will also discuss the
impact of co-teaching on student academic achievement and address the limited empirical data in
previous research studies.
Chapter Three, methodology, will explain the research process and data collection
techniques that I utilized in my research study. It also includes a description of the activities and
physical arrangement in both classroom settings. Chapter four will consist of the analysis of the
data I collected on the academic achievement of the ELs in my research study and continue with
a discussion of my findings. This chapter will also include the results of the student interviews.
Chapter five, the conclusion, includes a discussion of my major findings of my study. Included
in this section will be the limitations of the research study and a consideration of the implications
for further research on the topic. Recommendations for future research will conclude the
chapter.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

The purpose of this study was to determine whether co-teaching increases reading
comprehension and academic language acquisition in second grade English language learners
when compared to a content-based pull-out model of ESL instruction delivered to another group
of second grade ELs. Due to the increased interest in co-teaching and my district’s search for the
most effective instruction for English language learners, I was prompted to begin my own study
with our ESL students to compare student achievement between co-taught classes and pull-out
classes. Throughout this study, I provided specific language and content instruction in two
classroom settings, a push-in language arts class co-taught with a second grade mainstream
teacher and an ESL content-based (provided through the mainstream language arts curriculum
materials) small group pull-out in the ESL classroom. I collected data on reading comprehension
and academic language acquisition and assessed in both settings. The ultimate goal of my study
was to determine if co-teaching works well for ELs in our district. The questions addressed in
this paper are: How does co-teaching affect student achievement in language acquisition and
reading comprehension? How are students’ perceptions of themselves and their abilities affected
by co-teaching?
This chapter presents an overview of the literature on the origin of co-teaching and its
application to ESL instruction. I also address why many districts have chosen to implement coteaching as an ESL service delivery model. The information on the seven different approaches
used in co-teaching and the recommended and appropriate use of each approach is addressed.
This chapter also reviews literature on the components that are necessary to create an effective
co-teaching partnership and the impact of co-teaching, when implemented correctly, on student
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achievement. I also discuss the current literature surrounding the effectiveness of co-teaching
and students’ perceptions of co-teaching. I conclude the chapter with the gap in research and the
need for more empirical data relating to student learning and co-teaching.
History of Co-teaching
As early as the 1960’s, co-teaching was recommended as a strategy for reorganizing
secondary schools in order to create more inclusive classrooms, and thus to increase the
academic achievement of all students (Cook & Friend, 1995). Beginning in the 1980’s, coteaching gained increasing publicity in response to the increase in inclusionary practices in
schools across the United States. Gradually, co-teaching began to gain wider acceptance for
teaching students with disabilities in the general education classroom to ensure that these
students interacted with non-disabled peers (Friend et al., 2010; Friend & Reising, 1993).
During this time the field of special education was looking for an alternative method to increase
the participation and academic achievement of students with disabilities in mainstream
classroom. Collaboration has characterized special education for many years. The idea behind
co-teaching was to instill greater collaboration between mainstream teachers and specialists to
improve the quality of education for these students (Martinsen-Holt, 2004). By the late 1980’s,
co-teaching was generally regarded as the most effective method to meet special education
students’ needs in general education settings (Cook & Friend, 1995). In 1995 the National
Center of Educational Restructuring and Inclusion reported that co-teaching was the most
commonly used delivery model for creating inclusive practices for students with disabilities
(Kloo and Zigmond, 2008). Today, the popularity and implementation of co-teaching are only
increasing due to the ever-changing nature of the demographics of our school system in the
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United States. With the growing number of ELs, co-teaching has recently moved into the field
of ESL.
While special education professionals were working toward integration through coteaching, many ESL specialists expressed concerns about the marginalization of English
learners. These ESL professionals were convinced that the marginalization of ELs was similar to
the marginalization of students in special education. Eventually, the field of ESL began to look
toward co-teaching for ideas to enhance the integration of ELs (DeFrance Schmidt, 2008). ESL
researcher Jim Cummins (1984) wrote about the parallels between special education students and
ELs (Cummins, as cited in Harper & Platt, 1998). According to Cummins, ELs and special
education students have similar learning needs in that both student groups flourish in small group
settings with specialized instruction and often have specific needs that are not addressed within
mainstream classrooms. Both ELs and special education students require specialized instruction
and genuine interaction with classmate and teachers (Cummins, as cited in Harper & Platt,
1998). However, Cummins believes that ELs need specialized instruction delivered by an ESL
professional that focuses on the language needs of the students that may not be addressed in the
mainstream classroom. Bahamonde and Friend (1999) also saw parallels between the two
populations and recommended the co-teaching model used in special education be applied to
bilingual education and ESL instruction.
Key Components of Co-teaching
Co-teaching is the partnering of a general education teacher and a special education or
other specialists who work together to jointly deliver substantive instruction to a diverse group of
students, including students with disabilities or other special needs, in a shared educational
setting to meet the needs of these diverse learners (Friend & Cook, 2007; Friend et al., 2010;
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Hourcade & Bauwens, 2001; Friend, 2008; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002). There are four critical
components of this definition that are essential to co-teaching. Simply putting two educators in a
room is not sufficient (Murawski & Hughes, 2009). These following four components need to
be present in order for an educational partnership to be considered co-teaching.
The first critical component is the specification that co-teaching involves two or more
certified professionals who possess distinct sets of knowledge and skills. The co-teaching
arrangement allows teachers to collaborate and complement each other’s expertise (Hourcade &
Bauwens, 2001; Bahamonde & Friend, 1999; Kloo & Zigmond, 2008; Morocco & Aguilar,
2002). The general education teacher contributes knowledge of the curriculum and how it
should be taught, the ability to manage a large group of students, an understanding of typical
learning and behavior patterns of students, and a focus on the pacing of instruction. The
specialist is responsible for the understanding of linguistics and how language works,
understanding of each student’s individual needs, and the provision of modifications, strategies,
and tools to facilitate the students’ language learning (Friend, 2008).
Second, co-teaching presumes that the professionals involved will actively participate in
the planning and delivery of instruction. Co-teachers also need to share the responsibility and
accountability for all students, and contribute to the evaluation of instruction of all students
(Friend, 2008; Bahamonde & Friend, 1999; Hourcade & Bauwens, 2001; Kloo & Zigmond,
2008; Conderman, Bresnahan, & Pederson, 2009; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002).
The third component is the diverse classrooms. A central belief is that diversity is not a
constraint, but rather an asset, and that two teachers with separate and distinct skill sets, can
better meet the needs of a diverse population. (Bahamonde & Friend, 1999; Conderman et al.,
2009).
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Finally, co-teaching takes place in a shared physical space although, on occasion, a group
of students may be removed from the main instructional area for a short period of time for a
specific purpose, such as remediation or assessment (Conderman et al., 2009). These four
components are essential in creating a co-teaching arrangement.
Rationale for Co-teaching
The rapid increase of student diversity in classrooms and schools across the U.S. has
reached a point where educators need to look into other options of special service delivery due to
the increasing difficulty in segregating students by their varied ability levels, cultural groups,
and/or linguistic background (Hourcade & Bauwens, 2001). For example, EL enrollment in
Minnesota has increased from 27,337 students in 1997-1998 school year to 62,636 in 2007-2008.
This is a 129% increase in ten years (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). The efficacy of pullout programs has come into question, as well as the ethics surrounding the practice of
segregating students based on specific differences (Hourcade & Bauwens, 2001).
The interest in co-teaching has intensified over the past several years because of the
inadequacies of the pull-out program, the increasing requirements of the No Child Left Behind
Act (NCLB), increasing academic demands in schools, and the potential benefits to teachers and
students. One major reason why school districts are discarding pull-out programs for a more
inclusive approach to teaching ESL is that pull-out programs have been described as being the
least recommended approach to teaching ESL, but there has been some misunderstanding of
what pull-out programs are (Fu, Houser, & Huang, 2007). According to Mabbott and Strohl
(1992) students in a pull-out ESL program leave their general education class to spend a
predetermined amount of time with the ESL teacher in small groups or individually. The
problem with pull-out ESL is that the content of these classes is generally unrelated to
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mainstream academic content, which creates a fragmented educational and curricular
experiences for ELs (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010; Fu, Houser, & Huang, 2007; Mabbott & Strohl,
1992; Bahamonde & Friend, 1999).
Despite ESL teachers’ best intentions, coordinating ESL lessons with those of the
mainstream teachers poses yet another problem. Because of the number of classes for which
ESL teachers are responsible, which in my case is ten, there is not enough time to coordinate
lessons with mainstream teachers for each grade level (Mabbott & Strohl, 1992). Another
drawback to pull-out ESL instruction is that while students are in ESL they are missing grade
level academic instruction (Mabbott and Strohl, 1992; Thomas & Collier, 1999). Not only do
students miss academic instruction, but also when they re-enter class they are usually behind, do
not know what is going on, are unable to follow instruction, and feel even more out of place. To
solve these problems, co-teaching as an ESL service delivery model is recommended (Fu et al.,
2007; Cook & Friend, 1995).
Another factor that contributed to the increased implementation of co-teaching is the No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001. This federal law requires that all students reach a high standard
of academic achievement, have access to the general education curriculum, be taught by highly
qualified teachers, and be included in accountability measures for achievement outcomes
(Friend, 2008; Friend et al., 2010).
Co-teaching has been utilized for school improvement for many reasons (Murata, 2002;
Kloo & Zigmond, 2008). Co-teaching lessens teacher isolation, promotes collaboration, and is
suggested to improve student outcomes (Causton-Theoharis & Theoharis, 2008; Bahamonde &
Friend, 1999; Cook & Friend, 1995, Murawski & Hughes, 2009). Bahamonde and Friend (1999)
note that co-teaching increases instructional options for all students because two teachers can
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provide more individualized instruction. This approach allows schools to improve the studentteacher ratio and gives students more opportunities to participate in the classroom, thus
increasing student engagement (Cook & Friend, 1995; Friend et al., 2010; Kloo & Zigmond,
2008). In a comprehensive study of special education co-teaching, Walther-Thomas (1997)
found that the lower student-teacher ratio that resulted from co-teaching led to strong academic
progress and enhanced student self-confidence of the at-risk students. Lower student-teacher
ratios ensure that students who are at risk receive additional support (Kloo & Zigmond, 2008)
and co-teaching enhances instructional intensity and continuity. Allowing students to remain in
the mainstream classroom during content instruction decreases fragmentation of the curriculum
and educational experiences (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010; Fu, Houser, & Huang, 2007; Mabbott &
Strohl, 1992; Bahamonde & Friend, 1999; Cook & Friend, 1995). Learning in general education
contexts offers students with diverse needs opportunities to access the core curriculum and to
learn sociocultural routines and expectations (York-Barr, Ghere, & Sommerness, 2007).
An additional rationale for utilizing co-teaching concerns social stigma. When students
leave the classroom to receive special instruction they feel and often are labeled inferior or
inadequate. This stigmatization increases as students progress through elementary, middle, and
high school. When the specialist is pulled into the general education classroom, students who
would otherwise have been pulled out for specialized instruction have fewer reasons to be
labeled as inferior (Bahamonde & Friend, 1999; Cook & Friend, 1995). Finally, professional
support makes co-teaching an ideal approach to teaching students in an inclusive setting. When
teachers become instructional partners, they develop a sense of rapport, learn new ideas from
their partners, and expand their skills by learning from each other’s expertise (Bahamonde &
Friend, 1999; Cook & Friend, 1995, Murawski & Hughes, 2009).
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Dove and Honigsfeld (2008) conclude that co-teaching can be effective for supporting
inclusive practices to accommodate the needs of ELs, help all students meet state and national
standards, and establish creative collaboration between mainstream and ESL professionals. Coteaching is also a means of differentiating instruction for students with diverse needs (Dove &
Honigsfeld, 2010; Murawski & Hughes, 2009). Literature contends that students who participate
in co-taught classrooms have been found to improve in academics, behavior, social skills, and
self-esteem compared to those who are pull-out for specialized instruction (Murawski & Hughes,
2009). Additionally, Kohler-Evans (2006) argued that co-teaching can be an effective method of
instruction to help all students succeed.
Models of ESL Co-teaching
The models of co-teaching in the partnership between a general educator and an ESL
teacher look similar to those of general and special education teachers. The following seven
models of co-teaching ELs have been adapted and expanded by Dove & Honigsfeld (2010) from
Vaughn, Schumm, and Arguelles’s co-teaching models. Co-teachers select from these
approaches depending on the content of the lesson, teacher preference, or students’ needs. Table
1 summarizes the seven approaches to co-teaching.
Table 1
ESL Models of Co-teaching
Co-teaching
Model

Student

One lead
teacher, one
teaching on
purpose
Two teachers
teach the same
content to the

Description

Amount of
co-planning
needed

Name used
in special
education

Whole class

One teacher leads instruction and the
other teacher provides minilessons to
individuals or small groups.

Low

One teach,
one assist

Whole Class

Both teachers provide instruction to the
class. They hand off instructional lead
across and within activities and may

High

Team
teaching

Arrangement
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one student
group

intervene during the other’s conversation
to explain or elaborate the content to the
students.

One teach, one
assess

Whole class

One teacher takes the lead, while the other Low
takes a more passive role of observing
and assessing the students.

Two teachers
teach the same
content to two
groups

Two flexible, Both teachers, each with half of the class,
heterogeneous present the same material in order to
groups
provide more differentiated instruction
and increase student participation.

Medium

Alternative
teaching:
pre-teach

Two groups

One teacher instructs the whole class.
The other teacher pre-teaches content or
skills to a small group of student who
may have limited background knowledge
of the target concept or skill.

High

Alternative
teaching:
reteach

Two groups

One teacher instructs the whole class,
while the other teacher teaches or
reteaches content or skills to a small
group. Teachers may regroup and may
alternate roles in teaching large and small
groups.

High

Station
teaching

Multiple,
flexible
groups

Teachers set up tasks in different parts of
the room and serve as the facilitator at
different stations. These stations are
relevant to the lesson. Students rotate
among the stations.

Medium

One teach,
one observe

Parallel
teaching

Note: Adapted from Friend et al., 2010; Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010; Dove & Honigsfeld, 2008;
Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Conderman, Bresnahan, & Pederson, 2009.
In the first three approaches both teachers teach the whole class, ELs and native English
speakers. In the following three approaches each teacher takes a student group. The last
approach utilizes three stations in which the students rotate among these for a predetermined
amount of time.
The first approach to co-teaching is the one lead teacher, one teacher teaching on
purpose. In this model, while one teacher instructs the whole class, the other educator provides
short (one to five minutes) mini-lessons to one student or a small group of students. These mini-
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lessons may focus on a language need or take the opportunity to pre-teach, reteach, or clarify a
concept or skill, or provide background knowledge or context. Ideally, the ESL and general
education teacher will alternate leading roles (Conderman et al., 2009; Friend et al., 2010; Dove
& Honigsfeld, 2010; Dove & Honigsfeld, 2008; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002). While the
mainstream teacher introduces how to reduce fractions, the ESL teacher clarifies the meanings
for numerator, denominator, and helps students understand concepts of equal fractions using
math manipulatives (Dove and Honigsfeld, 2010).
A second method for co-teaching is team teaching. This is often cited as the ultimate
goal of co-teaching. When utilizing this model, both teachers provide instruction to the whole
class. The teachers co-plan the lesson and cooperatively lead instruction in a whole group setting
by lecturing, presenting opposing views, illustrating two ways to solve a problem, and other
options (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010; Friend et al., 2010; Conderman et al., 2009; Dove &
Honigsfeld, 2008; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002).
For example, the co-teachers plan and collaborate on the content and language objectives
for a lesson on the rock cycle. The mainstream teacher focuses on the content goals while the
ESL specialist supports students’ linguistic development and provides context through the
language objectives that target key concept vocabulary (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2008).
A third approach is called one teach, one assess. One teacher takes the lead role in
presenting instruction to the whole class, while the other partner collects observational data on
student behavior, academics, and participation or teacher behavior, such as who is being called
on. This teacher can utilize observations, checklists, or anecdotal records. This data can provide
invaluable information that is difficult to gather without a co-teacher (Conderman et al., 2009;
Friend et al., 2010; Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010). While one teacher leads a review and practice
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lesson on two-digit subtraction, the other teacher circulates the room, observing and informally
assessing how the ELs and other at-risk students are mastering the new content and participating
in the class (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010).
Another method to co-teaching is parallel teaching. In this approach, co-teachers plan a
lesson together and then divide the class equally into two heterogeneous groups. They utilize the
same lesson to ensure that all students are exposed to the same information, but use differentiated
learning strategies to ensure that all students have equal access to the materials (Conderman et
al., 2009; Friend et al., 2010; Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002). By learning
in smaller groups, ELs have additional opportunities to interact with each other, listen to peers,
and volunteer responses (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2008). In a technology class, one group of
students works on the computer conducting research and creating a PowerPoint presentation
while the other engages in labeling and matching activities using line drawings (Dove &
Honigsfeld, 2010).
The next two strategies are different forms of alternate teaching. In the first
strategy, alternate teaching: pre-teach, teachers divide students into two groups based on their
readiness levels related to the content or skill. One teacher works with the majority of students,
while the other works with a small group that may have limited prior knowledge of the target
content. These students receive instruction to allow them to make connections to the content
(Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010; Friend et al., 2010).
The following is an example of alternate teaching: preteach. One teacher pre-teaches the
format and sequence of a lab report while reviewing the components of the scientific method.
The other group compares inductive and deductive reasoning as related to the logical reasoning
behind the scientific method (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010).
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The next alternative teaching approach is alternate teaching: reteach. This is a model in
which one co-teacher leads whole group instruction, while the other is re-teaching content or
skills to a small group. These groups are flexible, heterogeneous groups that provide students
with the support they need for specific content. Group compositions can and should be modified
as student needs change (Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Friend et al., 2010; Dove and Honigsfeld,
2008; Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010; Conderman et al., 2009). The following is an example of what
this model may look like. In a language arts class, one teacher revisits the effective use of
transitions in writing, while the other teacher examines nonfiction texts that include obvious and
subtle transition words (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010).
The final method of co-teaching is station teaching. In this model, both teachers set up
several learning stations around the room with students moving from station to station at
designated points. The groups are flexible and can be based on students’ skill levels, need for reteaching, or need for extra practice. Often, one teacher coordinates one station, the other coteacher coordinates another station, and the other station or stations include independent learning
activities (Conderman et al., 2009; Friend et al., 2010; Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010; Dove &
Honigsfeld, 2008; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002). Teachers collaboratively set up several learning
stations. Students at each station have specific learning objectives to complete. Each teacher is
in charge of one station and there may be one or two independent activities (Dove & Honigsfeld,
2010).
These seven approaches to co-teaching allow co-teaching partners to vary lesson delivery
options depending on the student needs, the topic, and the target skill. Murawski and Dieker
(2008) explain that in order to increase student achievement co-teachers should use a variety of
approaches, even within one lesson, to make the most of co-teaching.
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Necessary Components for Creating an Effective Co-teaching Program
In order for co-teaching to be effective, many components need to be in place to ensure
that all students achieve academic success. Many researchers have offered several components
that increase the effectiveness of co-teaching relationships, but the following five components
seem to have a great effect on the success of co-teaching. The following components contribute
to the development of an effective collaborative partnership in co-teaching situations: shared
instructional beliefs, co-planning time, parity, effective communication, and administrative
support (Conderman et al., 2009; Cook & Friend, 1995; Gately & Gately, 2001; Murata, 2002;
Bahamonde & Friend, 1999; Coltrane, 2002; Arguelles, Hughes, & Schumm, 2000; Morocco &
Aguilar, 2002; Murawski & Dieker, 2008; Murawski & Dieker, 2006; Kohler-Evans, 2006).
The first component that contributes to a successful ESL co-teaching program is shared
instructional beliefs between co-teachers. Ideally, co-teachers will be able to complement each
other’s teaching style. Co-teaching does not require that teachers abandon their teaching
preferences, teaching styles, or philosophical approaches (Conderman et al., 2009). Both
teachers should agree on their beliefs about learning and teaching, such as the ability of all
children to learn, the rights of all students to succeed, regardless of their ability level or language
proficiency, and the role teachers play in student learning. Acceptable classroom behavior and
discipline are aspects of classroom management that should be agreed upon by both teachers.
When teachers and students have clear expectations, the likelihood of misbehavior is lessened;
therefore, teachers will have better control of the classroom environment. If teachers do not
agree on these issues, the partners will experience difficulties in creating a successful co-teaching
environment (Cook & Friend, 1995; Gately & Gately, 2001; Murata, 2002).
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Sufficient time for co-planning is another integral part of successful co-teaching
partnerships (Conderman et al., 2009; Bahamonde & Friend, 1999; Coltrane, 2002; Arguelles,
Hughes, & Schumm, 2000; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002). Murata (2002) and Murawski and
Dieker (2008) go as far as to say that planning together is more important than co-teaching itself.
Without opportunities to plan together, co-teaching is often a one lead, one follow format. This
leads general education teachers to feel overwhelmed and makes the specialist feel like a helper.
During these planning sessions, teachers can reflect on daily lessons, differentiate instruction to
meet the needs of all learners, and define roles and responsibilities of both parties. Co-planning
also entails the sharing of responsibilities such as grading and copying materials (Cook & Friend,
1995; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Murata, 2002; Arguelles et al., 2000; Gately & Gately, 2001;
Conderman et al., 2009).
A goal in co-teaching is to have students respond to both teachers as classroom equals.
To achieve parity both teachers need to feel respected and valued for their contributions. To
achieve and maintain parity, both teachers’ names should be on communications sent home to
parents, report cards, the classroom door, and newsletters. Co-teachers should also consult with
each other before sending home communication to parents. Co-teachers who teach together
every day can have two teacher desks or share a large work table, take turns leading whole group
instruction, and share the grading of papers. This shows students that both teachers are equal
contributors to the classroom (Conderman et al., 2009; Murawski & Dieker, 2006; Kohler-Evans,
2006; Cook & Friend, 1995).
A fourth essential ingredient to a successful co-teaching team is interpersonal
communication. Effective communication includes the use of verbal, non-verbal, and social
skills. In many cases, communication, both verbal and non-verbal, may be misinterpreted in the
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beginning stages of co-teaching. Effective communication is something that should be worked
on and cultivated. Co-teaching requires constant communication for both partners to be part of
the co-teaching process. Because most teachers are accustomed to working independently,
problems may arise when communication breaks down. Teachers beginning their co-teaching
journey need to compromise and be able to make joint decisions to ensure successful practices.
Successful co-teachers recommend communications that occur early, clearly, and often. Good
communication results in a more successful co-teaching partnership. Students will be able to
pick up on the tensions of co-teachers which is why communication between teaching partners is
essential (Conderman et al., 2009; Gately & Gately, 2001; Arguelles et al., 2000).
Finally, nearly every research study on teacher performance and satisfaction has found
that administrative support is essential to teachers’ success (Cook & Friend, 1995). Support
from administrators is integral before and during the implementation of co-teaching programs
(Arguelles et al., 2000). School administrators can support co-teaching partners by helping coteachers in planning and scheduling, by facilitating a common planning time and time to meet in
the summer, by offering resources for co-teachers on successful co-teaching implementation and
lesson delivery, and by creating a school atmosphere that supports collaboration (Conderman et
al., 2009; Arguelles et al., 2000; Cook & Friend, 1995).
Co-teaching requires that many different components be in place for these interactions to
be successful. The components include having shared instructional beliefs between co-teachers,
having ample co-planning time, achieving parity between the ESL professional and the content
teacher, utilizing good interpersonal communication, and having administrative support.
Researchers seem to agree that these components are the essential elements to successful coteaching.
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Impact of Co-teaching on Student Achievement
Co-teaching is a teaching structure that appears to be a promising approach to meeting
the needs of diverse learners. Unfortunately, little empirical evidence exists to substantiate the
claims asserted by many researchers that co-teaching is a practice that increases and sustains
student academic achievement in all students (Murawski & Swanson, 2001; Morocco & Aguilar,
2002; Fu, et al., 2007). Most literature on co-teaching focuses on the difficulty of implementing
co-teaching successfully, the qualities and components necessary for successful co-teaching, the
need for strong administrative support, and teacher, administrator, parent, and/or student
perceptions of co-teaching (Kloo & Zigmond, 2008; Friend, 2008). These articles provide
anecdotal accounts of successful co-teaching programs and experiences, but lack empirical data
(Cook & Friend, 1995). Of the research related to the academic achievement of students in cotaught classes, much of the data presented has shown academic growth in students, both disabled
and non-disabled (Causton-Theoharis & Theoharis, 2009). Murawski and Hughes (2009) for
example, indicated that special education students in co-taught classrooms improved in
academics, behavior, and self-esteem compared to students taught in a pull-out special education
classroom.
Much of the previously mentioned research concerning the academic achievement of
students has been conducted in special education classrooms. Because the implementation of coteaching with ESL teachers has occurred quite recently, even less data is available on the
academic achievement and emotional development of ELs. A study done by Causton-Theoharis
& Theoharis (2009) showed that students who previously received special pull-out services for
special education and ESL benefit both socially and academically from inclusive practices by
examining the percentage of students achieving at the proficient or advanced levels on the state
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reading test. In this study, ELs improved from 17% achieving proficiency on these standardized
tests in the first year to one hundred percent proficiency over the course of three years. Although
co-teaching was an important part of restructuring in this school, other changes were also made
to increase student achievement such as the policies, procedures, curricula, and instruction
(Causton-Theoharis & Theoharis, 2009). Other researchers have used achievement test data to
determine the effectiveness of co-teaching programs and have found considerable academic
gains in reading among students, EL, non-EL and special education, in co-taught classrooms
(York-Barr et al., 2007; Young, 2006). Although there exists limited empirical data on academic
outcomes of student in co-taught classrooms, the available data is generally positive and
continues to grow.
Disadvantages and Challenges of Co-teaching
Despite the advantages of co-teaching, many teachers and educational professionals have
concerns with either the theory behind co-teaching or the implementation of it. Friend &
Bursuck (1999) and Zigmond (2001) explain some challenges from a special educator’s
perspective. Many of these concerns can be extended to the field of ESL co-teaching, since the
model was generally borrowed without substantive modifications from special education. The
lack of ESL-specific research focusing on disadvantages of co-teaching leads us to draw on
research from special education research.
The first disadvantage to co-teaching is that it denies the student’s uniqueness and his or
her individualized needs (Friend & Bursuck, 1999; Zigmond, 2001). ELLs who are instructed
through the co-teaching model still have unique needs, such as vocabulary, proper sentence
structure, and pronunciation, and background knowledge, especially for older students that may
not be adequately addressed in a large heterogeneous group. Addressing these issues in the
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general education classroom may call unnecessary attention to the student, and may lead students
to feel embarrassed (Friend & Bursuck, 1999; Zigmond, 2001). Sometimes students need a safe
place away from the general education classroom to feel comfortable to practice their oral
language skills and take risks. They need a place where their needs are not secondary to the
needs of the larger group (Mabbot & Strohl, 1992). Because the ESL teacher’s attention is
divided between ELs and native speakers, ELs receive less attention than they would in a smaller
group of all English learners. By denying these learners’ unique needs, ELs in a co-taught
classroom may be at a disadvantage because their individual needs are not being met. This
situation might be an inefficient learning environment because the co-teaching is directed
towards the general population (DeFrance Schmidt, 2008). A pull-out setting may be more
effective in delivering more specialized instruction tailored to each student (Friend & Bursuck,
1999).
The second disadvantage to co-teaching is the power differential between the ESL
teacher and the general education teacher. This power discrepancy is difficult to overcome, and
hinders the professional relationship between the two. ESL teachers are generally placed in a
subordinate position to general education teachers (Arkoudis, 2006). Evidence suggests that
general education teachers tend to take the lead role while the ESL teacher assists (Friend, 2008).
Creese (2002) states that marginalization of ESL teachers is also a factor in creating this power
differential encumbering ESL and mainstream teacher relationships.
Another complication is the perceived lower importance of ESL instruction, which is
often seen as a general skill that any native speaker of English may have, whereas a content
teacher requires specific knowledge of the content area (DeFrance Schmidt, 2008).
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This relationship is further complicated when building or school administrators assign coteaching partners (Friend, 2008). Ideally, participation in co-teaching should be voluntary for
both the ESL and general education teachers. Having the option to co-teach ensures that both
teachers are able to work as a team and develop a full partnership (Mabbott & Strohl, 1992). To
ensure full partnership, roles and responsibilities should be identified along with an agreement on
the decision-making process for instruction, student behavior, communication with students and
parents, and evaluation of students (Friend, 2008; Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010).
Lastly, success in co-teaching is difficult to achieve because of the barriers to effective
implementation such as lack of training or preparation. The general educator may not be
equipped or prepared to meet the needs of the large amount of diverse learners in the classroom
(Friend & Bursuck, 1999). Because of the intensity required by co-teaching, these teachers may
not be fully prepared to work together effectively. Difficulty with implementation may also be
due to systematic issues (DeFrance Schmidt, 2008). Scheduling and time for co-planning are
cited by many authors as barriers to effective implementation (Bahamonde & Friend, 2000;
Coltrane, 2002; Friend & Reising, 1993; Mabbott & Strohl, 1992; Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010;
Friend, 2008).
Student Perceptions of Co-teaching
Because student satisfaction has been considered as one way to measure the social
validity of instructional methods, it is important that we gather pertinent data related to students’
perceptions of co-teaching (Hang & Rabren, 2009, Gerber & Popp, 1999). This type of data is
important to analyze because student perceptions of teachers and school environment can have a
profound influence on student interaction, motivation, and effort. Insights from students can act
as an indicator for the effectiveness of the program (Embury & Kroeger, 2012). Due to the lack

29

of information regarding ESL co-teaching, data from special education is utilized in determining
students’ perceptions of the co-teaching approach.
In a study done by Dieker (2001), the researchers found that students who were taught by
effective co-teaching teams indicated overall satisfaction with the co-teaching instructional
practice. These students reported that they received more academic assistance and had fewer
behavior problems (Dieker, 2001).
The comprehensive study done by Gerber & Popp (1999) looked at perspectives of
students with and without disabilities on co-teaching. This study found that students without
disabilities liked the co-teaching model of instruction. These students recognized instructional
and behavioral advantages and these students without disabilities also felt positive effects on
their grades and self-esteem. Students with disabilities were in favor of a continuance of this
program in subsequent years. Students with special needs also liked the co-teaching model and
felt that it enabled them to raise their grades and receive more teacher support. These students
saw improvement in their organizational skills and their use of learning strategies. The Learning
Disabled (LD) students also hoped that the co-teaching model would continue as they progressed
through the grades (Gerber & Popp, 1999).
In another study, Embury and Kroeger (2012) studied two different co-taught classrooms:
a seventh grade class where the primary model of co-teaching used was the one lead, one assist
and an eighth grade class that utilized a variety of approaches to co-teaching. Seven students
participated in this study, three seventh grade students and four eighth grade students.
Significant differences arose when comparing the seventh grade students, which only utilized the
one teach/one assist model, to the eight grade students, which enlisted a plethora of co-teaching
models. The three students in seventh grade indicated that the general education teacher taught,

30

organized, and disciplined students. They also noted that the special education teacher’s role
was to reteach, organize and support students. In contrast, the four eighth grade students
indicated that their general education teacher taught, helped or supported students, and enforced
rules. Three out of the four students replied that the general education and special education
teachers had identical jobs. Researchers found that students generally appreciated having two
teachers in the classroom because it decreased wait time for assistance and student that needed
help could get it.
Gap
While many researchers support the use of co-teaching as an alternative to the pull-out
model of ESL instruction, more research is needed regarding the academic achievement of
English language learners due to the lack of a significant body of research on the effectiveness of
co-teaching on EL student achievement. As a result of the inadequate empirical data on the
effectiveness of co-teaching, questions still remain as to whether or not student achievement is
affected by participating in the co-teaching model of ESL instruction. A current gap exists in the
limited number of research studies that looked specifically at the data of elementary ESL
students’ academic achievement and language acquisition. This study aimed to examine the
effectiveness of co-teaching on improving reading achievement and language proficiency and
compares the results to those of students who participated in a pull-out model of ESL instruction.
This study also compared the amount of growth that each student made over the course of the
study. The purpose of this study was to look at a content-based pull-out program model and a
co-taught model of ESL instruction and determine which program model increases students’
reading achievement and language proficiency with the hope that I and others can determine
whether a co-teaching model works well in my situation. I was also interested in finding out
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what students think about participating in a co-taught classroom and how their self-perceptions
have changed after their participation in a co-taught classroom.
As this chapter indicates, there is a lack of research surrounding co-teaching, especially
co-teaching between an ESL professional and a general education teacher. I indicated the
importance of studying co-teaching, due to the promise of the model and the shortcomings of
pull-out. More research is needed to examine the impact that co-teaching has on the reading
achievement and language proficiency of ELs. In the following chapter, the methods utilized in
my case study will be presented along with the data collection procedure, and the data analysis
techniques that I will use to answer my research questions.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

This study was designed to examine the impact of co-teaching on the reading
achievement and language acquisition of students who are learning English as a second or
additional language in a small, rural elementary school in the Midwest. The results of reading
achievement and language acquisition assessments of second grade ESL students in a co-taught
classroom were analyzed and compared to scores of a second group of second grade ELs in a
content-based ESL pull-out classroom. In this study, I sought to find out if one of these methods
of ESL instruction accelerates students reading achievement and language acquisition. I also
looked at how students felt and what they thought about their experiences in either the co-taught
class or the pull-out class. Studies, generally based on special education, state that learning
increases for students with special needs when they are placed in inclusive environments and
receive instruction through co-teaching. I wanted to see if this is true for the ELs I teach. I also
wanted to compare student reading achievement in a co-taught class and a pull-out content based
class that is tied to the mainstream second grade curriculum. Last, I want to examine the social
aspects of pull-out and inclusive instruction for ELs. Therefore, my research questions are:
How does co-teaching affect student achievement in language acquisition and reading
comprehension? How are students’ perceptions of themselves and their abilities affected by coteaching?
Throughout the course of this case study, I used many different data collection techniques
to document the reading achievement and language acquisition of students participating in two
different models of ESL programming. This research is a case study examining academic gains
made by students in a co-taught class and a content based pull-out ESL class. I collected both
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quantitative and qualitative data to make conclusions about student academic achievement,
language acquisition, and perceptions of experiences students had while in the co-taught or pullout class. By utilizing multiple methods of gathering data, interviews, observations, and reading
comprehension and language proficiency assessments, I was able to get a more detailed and
balanced picture of the two methods of instruction. Triangulation of data allowed me to monitor
student gains through different methods to observe student achievement. My plan for gathering
data consisted of pre- and post- tests, unit assessments, weekly reading comprehension quizzes,
interviews with the second grade students in the co-taught class, classroom observations, and
standardized language proficiency tests.
This chapter addresses the plan for my research study. Included in this chapter are the
rationale and description of the research design, the participants, the setting, and the various data
collection techniques that were utilized throughout the research. In the conclusion of the chapter
I address how I analyzed and verified the data from the study.
Case Study
For the purposes of this research, a case study was chosen for the data collection method
to answer my research questions. Case studies that focus on second language acquisition
generally provide a complete description of language learning within a specific population and
setting. Case studies also tend to provide detailed descriptions of particular learners within their
learning setting (Macky & Gass, 2005). This case study involved twelve ESL students; six of
those students were placed in a co-taught class and the other six received ESL instruction in a
content-based pull-out ESL classroom. In an attempt to determine if co-teaching works better in
my district than the content-based pull-out model of ESL instruction, I conducted a case study to
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analyze the effectiveness of the two models in increasing student achievement in reading
comprehension and language proficiency.
Data Collection
Setting
This study took place from January 14 to May 1 in a small rural town in the upper
Midwest at an elementary school consisting of about five hundred students. This school serves
kindergarten through sixth grade students. The school’s teacher population is predominately
white, native English speaking while the student population is quite diverse for a small town.
Over the past several decades, this small rural town experienced an influx of immigrants from
Laos and Mexico. Currently, in this elementary school thirty-five students receive ESL services.
The entire district has one ESL teacher who splits her time K-12 to provide ESL instruction.
Due to the recent push by several districts across the U.S. to implement co-teaching for ESL
instruction and the increase in enrollment of students who are learning English, I, as the ESL
teacher, suggested to the school administrators that the district consider experimenting with coteaching. Together we chose to pilot co-teaching in the second grade, which has the highest
percentage of ELs in the elementary school. Because I am a K-12 ESL teacher with extremely
limited time for added instructional time, I proposed co-teaching in one classroom for one hour
and thirty minutes per day as a good place to start; the district administrators agreed.
This research study is meant to provide our district with pertinent information related to
the acquisition of academic English and the academic achievement of ESL students in a push-in
setting. We want to find out whether co-teaching is an appropriate model to help ELs make
adequate progress.
Participants
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The participants in my research study were identified as eligible to participate in the
study because they were ESL students. The identification of ESL students is made based on the
use of several screening criteria set forth by the district’s ESL Program Manual. In order to
receive services, students need to qualify for ESL instruction, which means they learned a
language other than English as their first language and have not reached level 6 proficiency in
English as measured by the ACCESS for ELLs (Assessing Comprehension and Communication
in English State-to-State for English Language Learners, 2011).
Six of the twelve ESL students were placed in a co-taught classroom. The other six ESL
students were disbursed throughout the three other second grade classrooms. I co-taught with
one of the second grade teachers for one hour and thirty minutes daily during the language arts
block. During our co-teaching time, my co-teacher and I utilized the Houghton-Mifflin/
Harcourt reading/language arts curriculum. We used the mainstream section of the curriculum
with a few modifications made for our ELs. Some of these modifications included extra
instruction in building background and text structure, pre-teaching difficult concepts and
language, and re-teaching concepts that ELs found difficult. My co-teacher and I also examined
the stories to find other difficult language to pre-teach that the curriculum did not suggest. We
also used a variety of co-teaching models to diversify the methods that students were exposed to
and gave students more opportunities to learn in large and small groups.
The other six students were pulled-out of the second grade general education classroom
and received thirty minutes of ESL instruction in my classroom. I used the ESL instructional
support materials from the general education language arts curriculum for the instruction of these
students. These lessons were specific to ELs. The curriculum included differentiated stories for
guided reading, extra practice in text structure and academic language, and differentiated writing
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exercises specifically designed for ELs at different stages of language proficiency. The students
experienced continuity in their education from the general education classroom to my ESL
classroom since the pull-out instruction was content-based using the language arts materials.
All twelve of these students have very similar backgrounds. They are all of Mexican
descent, all born in the United States, and all speak Spanish exclusively in their homes. These
twelve students are all within the same developmental stage of English proficiency: Level 3:
Developing (World-Class Instruction Design and Assessment (WIDA) Proficiency Levels).
With one exception, the parents of all these students require interpreters for effective
communication with school personnel. All of these students have been enrolled in this school
since kindergarten. Their oral language abilities in English are similar. Although these students
are fluent in oral Spanish, none are able to read in Spanish.
Table 2
WIDA ACCESS Scores
Name

Tier

Listening
Proficiency
Level

Speaking
Proficiency
Level

Reading
Proficiency
Level

Writing
Proficiency
Level

Overall
Proficiency
Level

Karl

B

5.0

3.1

4.5

2.7

3.4

Justin

B

5.0

3.5

5.0

2.5

3.4

Joe

B

5.0

3.5

4.9

2.7

3.5

Jeff

B

4.0

3.1

3.2

2.9

3.2

Jack

B

3.7

2.8

5.0

3.0

3.4

Pam

B

5.0

2.8

5.0

3.1

3.6

Elena

B

4.0

4.0

4.5

2.8

3.5

Rosario

B

3.7

4.6

5.0

3.5

3.9

Gabby

B

5.0

4.0

3.6

2.9

3.4

Dani

B

4.0

4.0

5.0

3.3

3.8

37

Maria

B

5.0

3.5

5.0

3.3

3.8

Pete

B

3.3

3.5

4.9

3.3

3.6

Assessments
I used multiple data collection techniques to collect pertinent data. I administered a
pretest and a posttest to my ESL students to be able to track students’ progress from the time
they began the study until the end of the study. I used the diagnostic assessment that
accompanied the Houghton Mifflin Harcourt reading/ language arts series.
Many aspects need to be considered when giving pre- and posttests. I need to make sure
that the assessment measures what I intend it to assess. I also need to make sure that the pretest
and posttest are comparable in difficulty. The results will be invalid if the pretest is harder than
the posttest or vice versa (Mackey & Gass, 2005).
Unit assessments were examined to track students’ progress throughout the study. These
assessments were standard for all students including non-ESL students. These unit assessments
are part of the Houghton Mifflin Harcourt reading/ language arts series. I also used a few
reading comprehension exercises that are more open-ended in nature to analyze students’
responses to passages they have read. After students have read the passage, which was the same
for all of the participants, they retold the story to me. I recorded the students’ responses and
transcribed them to ensure that I have a verbatim transcript of the responses in order to
accurately analyze the responses.
Interviews
Throughout the study, I interviewed the six students in the co-taught class twice. I used a
semi-structured interview. In this type of interview researchers use a written list of questions as
a guide, while still having the freedom to probe for more information, if necessary (Mackey &
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Gass, 2005). This structure allowed me to compare the responses of each of the students.
Asking for clarification and restating the questions if students do not understand are benefits of
using this type of interview format. Through interviews I was able to elicit more information if
initial information was vague or incomplete. Interviewing my students allowed me to investigate
phenomenon that I cannot directly observe, specifically students’ self-perceptions and attitudes
towards co-teaching and pull-out classes. Another advantage of using interviews is that some
students, who are not able to express themselves well in writing, may feel more comfortable
speaking than writing. Interviews allow students to elaborate on what they are thinking or
feeling. This data collection method was well-suited for my study because it allowed me to have
better insight into how students feel about themselves and both classrooms. This also allowed
me to evaluate growth in oral and listening skills.
Although there are many benefits to using interviews to gather information, potential
drawbacks do exist. Good interviewing is a skill. Novice interviewers may not have success
with unstructured interviews. This is why I chose to conduct semi-structured interviews so that I
have a guide to follow as I interview the participants. Another downside is that interviewees
may pick up on cues of the researcher and answer questions based on what they think the
researcher wants to hear. This can be avoided by having questions written down and having
standard and vague responses to student answers, such as “I see” or “Good, thanks.” For each
participant, I conducted two interviews, one in the middle of the study and another at the end.
These interviews focused on students’ perceptions about themselves and their attitudes toward
co-teaching and pull-out classes. These interviews were recorded and transcribed to ensure that I
was able to accurately analyze the students’ responses. They were also color-coded for
organizational purposes into groups of similar responses.
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Procedure
Participants
These students were chosen based on their grade level and qualification for ESL services
in the district where I work. These students were placed in these two classroom settings on a
non-random basis. As previously stated these students were strategically placed in the two
classes based on different aspects of their personalities. I chose the students who were most
confident in school, outgoing, and willing to take risks to be placed in the co-taught class. I felt
that the quieter, less confident students would benefit from a small group setting so they could
feel more comfortable, confident, and willing to take risks. Pre-, post-, and unit tests were
administered to all of the students in this study. The six students in the co-taught class were also
interviewed individually twice throughout the study once in the middle and at the end regarding
their self-perception, self-esteem, and attitudes toward co-teaching and pull-out instruction. The
students were also observed in either the pull-out or the co-taught setting for fifteen to twenty
minutes two to three times per week.
Materials
Pre-test for reading achievement. The pre-test I used was the diagnostic assessment from the
new reading/ language arts curriculum. This assessment covers a variety of decoding skills and
also reading comprehension through story retellings and comprehension questions. A rubric
provided by the language arts curriculum was utilized to assess the students’ story retelling. At
the beginning of my research study, I administered the pre-test individually during the class
period while my co-teacher taught another lesson. I pulled students out of the classroom to a
quiet room with no distractions or interruptions. This pre-test determined where each of my
students is in terms of reading comprehension. These scores served as a baseline to determine
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if the students made gains in both the co-teaching model and the pull-out model. For the
students in the pull-out class, I brought them to my room individually to assess their reading
comprehension using the diagnostic assessment. The diagnostic assessment served two
purposes: a baseline data point of students’ reading comprehension and areas of weakness that
teachers can work on to help students improve their reading comprehension.
Annual assessment for language acquisition. The ACCESS for ELLs, a standardized English
language proficiency test, from 2011-2012 was used as the baseline data for English
proficiency. This assessment was given in February of 2012 to measure students’ progress in
the acquisition of English. This assessment measures the students’ English language
development in the four domains: listening, speaking, reading, and writing. I utilized both
language acquisition tests and content assessments to ensure that both aspects of the students’
academic experiences were documented and analyzed.
Unit tests. All students were also given the unit tests that coincide with the units and lessons
delivered in the general education classroom. I examined these scores to analyze which areas
students are struggling in and track progress throughout the study.
Weekly Comprehension Assessments. In addition to the unit tests, weekly comprehension
tests were given to all students in second grade. These weekly assessments measured students’
comprehension of the story we read over the course of the week. I analyzed these scores to
assess whether students were making gains in reading comprehension.
Reading passages. The twelve ESL students were given two AIMSweb (www.aimsweb.com)
reading passages each month, one every other week, over the course of the study. These
students were asked to read the passages aloud for one minute while I measure words read
correctly per minute. The students read the remaining paragraphs silently. When they
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finished, the students were asked to retell the story. This open-ended format allows students to
be creative with their responses and gives students more opportunities to show exactly what
they know. I used the same retelling rubric to assess each student’s retelling of the story.
These passages were not based on the content of the lessons in the classroom. They were
randomly selected to measure students’ fluency and comprehension of a cold read.
Post-test for reading comprehension. The decoding section of the post-test was the same
diagnostic assessment given at the beginning of the study. Two different passages were used
for the comprehension and story retelling portion of the post-test. The corrected pre-test that
the students took was not shown to them. The pre-test determined each student’s current
reading comprehension and the needs of each student. The posttest was administered to
determine growth made by each student in terms of reading achievement at the end of the
research study. I looked at each student’s pre-test and compared it to the score on their posttest
to determine the amount of growth made by each student in reading comprehension over the
course of the study. By using the same diagnostic assessment, I can measure exactly how
much students’ scores increased from the pre-test to the posttest.
2012-2013 Language acquisition assessment. I used the 2012-2013 ACCESS for ELLs
standardized language acquisition assessment to measure students’ growth in English from the
previous year. Results are broken into scores for listening, speaking, reading, and writing.
Data for oral language, literacy, comprehension, and composite scores are provided in the
reports for the ACCESS for ELLs assessment. To assess the growth of each student, I looked
at both the scale scores and the proficiency levels of the reading domain, comprehension, and
composite scores.
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Interviews. I interviewed the six ELs in the co-taught classroom. These interviews took place
at the midway point and at the end of the study. Oral recordings of the sessions ensured that I
did not mishear or misinterpret the responses of the students. This allowed me to gather data
on students that are difficult to observe such as attitudes, feelings, and beliefs.
Data Analysis
After collecting all of the assessments, I divided them in two groups: the co-taught class
and the pull-out class. This organization made analyzing the results easier to write up. This data
was analyzed to find trends in each student’s reading comprehension and language acquisition
assessment results, reading passages, and interviews.
At the end of the study, I compared the pretest to the posttest per student to determine if
there has been any individual growth. After I have gathered that data, I compared the results of
the pre- and posttests for the two groups of students. Additionally, I studied the data gathered
from the unit tests to see if the scores correlate to the results from the posttest. I administered
two reading passages each month. This was done on an individual basis at different times within
a week. These passages were at grade level and all the students received the same passage.
After reading the passage silently, each student retold the story, which I recorded so I could
transcribe exactly what the students said. When analyzing the students’ retellings, I utilized the
same rubric as above to ensure that each student is judged based on the same criteria. Lastly, I
color coded the interview questions by answers that were similar. After I color coded them, I
made lists of the similar responses in order to analyze and compare the responses.
Verification of Data
Freeman (1998) asserts that triangulation of data makes research dependable. I made an
effort to achieve internal validity of this study by methodological triangulation. As described
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earlier, several forms of data collection techniques were utilized to ensure validity of the data
gathered. Several types of assessments were administered to evaluate student growth. I also
conducted two interviews with each participant in order to gather information about student’s
perceptions of co-teaching. During the interviews, I asked every student the same questions, but
I allowed myself a little freedom to ask students to elaborate on questions if needed. This
method ensured that each student had the same opportunities to answer the same questions which
allowed me to gather data related to these specific questions. These interviews were conducted
to elicit student’s perspectives on co-teaching and to see if their self-perceptions have changed or
remained stagnant.
Ethics
In this study, I included safeguards to ensure that the participants’ rights were not
violated. A letter describing the study in the home language was sent to each parent. I also had
an interpreter from the school phone each parent to make sure they understood what their child
would do if they consented to participation in the study. I then obtained written consent from the
participants’ parents or legal guardians. In addition, my human subjects research proposal was
accepted and I received permission from Hamline University and the school district to carry out
my study. Oral recordings of the interviews were used to ensure that student responses were
transcribed correctly. All the collected data was kept confidential and secure in a file cabinet at
the researcher’s home. Any electronic data was stored on the researcher’s personal passwordprotected computer where no one has access to it. Finally, the participants’ and school district’s
identities are protected and pseudonyms were used for participant anonymity.
Conclusion
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In this chapter I described the methods that were utilized in my study to determine if
reading achievement, academic language acquisition, and EL’s self-perception improved in
students who participate in a co-taught class. In the next chapter I will present the results of this
study and the analysis of these results. In chapter five I will discuss the implications of these
findings.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

The objective of this research study was to determine whether co-teaching is more
effective in raising the reading comprehension and language acquisition of ELs in my district
compared to the pull-out model of ESL instruction. This study involved twelve second grade
students all of whom were of Mexican descent and spoke Spanish as their first language. All of
these students were at the intermediate level of language proficiency. Six of these students were
placed in the co-taught class and the other six were placed in the pull-out class. In order to
determine whether students in the co-taught class outperformed students in the pull-out class, I
needed to compare the growth of reading comprehension and language acquisition of students in
both classes.
To attain a baseline data point, I administered a pretest to each of the ELs in the study.
At the end of the fourteen week study, I administered a posttest to determine if any gains had
been made in reading comprehension over the course of the study.
Throughout the year the second grade students took weekly comprehension tests that
assessed students’ comprehension of the story and concepts covered throughout the week. I
gathered the results of these weekly assessments to determine if the reading comprehension and
understanding of these stories and concepts increased at a greater rate for the students in the cotaught class compared to the students in the pull-out class. I also collected data from the unit
tests. These assessments were different from the weekly assessments in that the students read
four unfamiliar stories and had to answer questions related to the comprehension of that story
and to specific skills (eg., finding main idea and details, inferring, cause and effect, etc.) that
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were presented in each of the stories. I analyzed the scores from the weekly and unit
comprehension assessments to find trends in the data.
Every other week, I administered fluency passages to each student to assess how many
words per minute (wpm) students could read. After reading the entire passage students were
asked to retell the story as another measure for assessing students’ reading comprehension.
I also compared students’ WIDA ACCESS test scores from second grade to that of their
scores from first grade to show if growth in language acquisition occurred over the course of the
study. I also conducted interviews with the six ELs in the co-taught class to gather information
regarding the students’ perceptions of co-teaching, themselves, and their learning in second
grade.
Through the collection of data, I sought to answer the following questions. Does coteaching increase student achievement in language acquisition and reading comprehension? How
are students’ perceptions of themselves and their abilities affected by co-teaching?
Results
Overall, the data gathered for this study through a mixed qualitative and quantitative
research design appeared to indicate that the co-teaching model of ESL instruction was more
effective in increasing the reading comprehension and language acquisition of the ELs in my
district. These results may be attributed the fact that the co-taught class received services for one
hour and twenty minutes; whereas, the pull-out class received twenty minutes of ESL instruction.
The results also indicated that the students’ perceptions of themselves and their abilities were
only slightly affected by participating in a co-taught classroom. The pre- and posttest provided
data to measure improvement in reading comprehension over the course of the study. The
weekly and unit assessment scores provided a comparison between the students in the co-taught
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class and the pull-out classroom. The bimonthly reading passages established a trend for reading
fluency and story retelling over the course of the study. The WIDA ACCESS scores were used
to show improvement in language acquisition over the course of the study. The interviews with
the students provided data for understanding the students’ overall perceptions of themselves and
their abilities.
Pre- and Post-Test Results
The pre- and post-test consisted of two main parts: reading and decoding skills and
reading comprehension. In the reading and decoding skills section students were asked to read a
set of real words and a set of pseudo words with eight different letter patterns. These eight
patterns were: short vowels in consonant-vowel-consonant (CVC) words; short vowels, digraphs,
and –tch trigraphs; short vowels and consonant blends; long vowels; r- and l-controlled vowels;
vowel diphthongs; two syllable words; and multisyllabic words. For the first part of the
assessment, the reading and decoding, the students read from a list of words. The students did
not read these words in context. This section of the test was solely examining students’ ability to
read and decode words with specific letter patterns, as mentioned above. The reading and
decoding pre- and posttest that were administered to the students were identical. I chose to
utilize the same assessment for both the pre- and posttest to determine the improvement in the
decoding abilities of these students. The scores for the reading and decoding scores are presented
in Table 4.1 below. (The score is presented with the number of correct items read over the total
number of items presented.)
Table 3
Pretest and Posttest Scores: Reading and Decoding Skills
Student

Short
Short
Vowels vowels,
in
digraphs,

Short
vowels
and

Long
vowels

r- and lcontrolled
vowels

Vowel
diphthongs

Two
syllable
words

Multisyllabic
words
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CVC
words
CO-TAUGHT

-tch

consonant
blends

Justin
Pretest
Posttest

9/10
10/10

8/10
9/10

19/20
20/20

10/10
10/10

9/10
10/10

8/10
9/10

10/24
16/24

2/8
7/8

Jack
Pretest
Posttest

9/10
9/10

9/10
9/10

19/20
17/20

8/10
10/10

6/10
9/10

6/10
8/10

7/24
19/24

0/8
7/8

Pam
Pretest
Posttest

9/10
10/10

6/10
9/10

14/20
18/20

5/10
8/10

4/10
8/10

6/10
9/10

5/24
18/24

2/8
2/8

Gabby
Pretest
Posttest

10/10
10/10

8/10
10/10

13/20
19/20

8/10
10/10

9/10
9/10

7/10
9/10

6/24
16/24

1/8
6/8

Dani
Pretest
Posttest

8/10
8/10

7/10
10/10

17/20
19/20

9/10
8/10

7/10
9/10

4/10
8/10

7/24
17/24

2/8
5/8

Pete
Pretest
Posttest

4/10
8/10

8/10
9/10

7/20
17/20

6/10
8/10

4/10
10/10

6/10
9/10

5/24
12/24

0/8
4/8

PULL-OUT
Karl
Pretest
9/10
Posttest 8/10

8/10
7/10

11/20
19/20

6/10
10/10

3/10
7/10

5/10
7/10

0/24
5/24

0/8
2/8

Joe
Pretest
Posttest

8/10
7/10

8/10
9/10

13/20
15/20

7/10
9/10

4/10
4/10

1/10
3/10

0/24
10/24

0/8
4/8

Jeff
Pretest
Posttest

4/10
6/10

3/10
5/10

9/20
12/20

1/10
3/10

2/10
3/10

2/10
6/10

0/24
2/24

0/8
0/8

Elena
Pretest
Posttest

9/10
9/10

9/10
9/10

17/20
18/20

5/10
6/10

4/10
8/10

5/10
6/10

6/24
12/24

0/8
4/8

Rosario
Pretest
Posttest

7/10
8/10

8/10
9/10

16/20
16/20

9/10
8/10

7/10
8/10

8/10
6/10

5/24
14/24

1/8
6/8

Maria
Pretest

7/10

8/10

12/20

7/10

4/10

5/10

7/24

1/8
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Posttest

8/10

6/10

14/20

8/10

8/10

6/10

10/24

1/8

When looking at the table, the students’ scores stayed the same or increased in most, if
not all, areas of the decoding and reading skills portion of the test. For the majority of the
students, in both the co-taught and pull-out class, the largest score increases came in the twosyllable and multisyllabic words categories.
The second part of the pre- and posttest was the reading comprehension section. The
students read two passages. The first passage was a fictional story and the second passage was a
nonfiction text. The students read each passage while I timed them for three minutes to record
decoding accuracy and fluency (correct words read per minute). They continued reading until
they finished the passage. While the students were reading I assessed their expression while
reading. I used the phrasing and expression rubric to assess their expressiveness while reading
each story. When they were finished, I asked them to retell the story. I used the retelling rubric
to give students a score from 1-4 based on the details they included in their retelling. After they
retold the story in their own words, I asked them five questions. Each of the questions was worth
two points. Based on their responses, they received two points for complete answers, one point
for partial answers, and no points for no response or incorrect responses. The scores for the
reading comprehension assessment are displayed in table 4.2 below.
Table 4
Pre- and Posttest Scores: Reading Comprehension
Student

Decoding
Accuracy
#1

#2

Words
Correct per
Minute
#1
#2

Phrasing;
Expression

Comprehension:
Retelling

Comprehension:
Questions

#1

#2

#1

#2

#1

#2

4
4

2
4

4
4

3
4

7/10
10/10

6/10
9/10

CO-TAUGHT
Justin
Pretest
Posttest

97.9% 95.1% 91
98%
98.5% 121

78
100
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Jack
Pretest
Posttest

98.6% 97.2% 70
98.6% 99.5% 107

68
100

3
4

2
3

2
3

2
2

2/10
9/10

2/10
4/10

Pam
Pretest
Posttest

97.9% 96.2% 77
98.8% 99.1% 119

75
110

3
4

2
3

3
3

1
3

6/10
6/10

0/10
7/10

Gabby
Pretest
Posttest

97.8% 98.8% 88
98%
99%
101

81
104

3
4

3
4

3
4

2
4

5/10
10/10

3/10
9/10

Dani
Pretest
Posttest

97.7% 98.8% 98
98.3% 98.7% 113

81
116

3
4

3
3

3
3

2
3

6/10
7/10

1/10
8/10

Pete
Pretest
Posttest

96.6% 93.9% 85
97%
95.2% 100

72
79

2
4

2
3

2
4

2
3

7/10
10/10

2/10
3/10

PULL-OUT
Karl
Pretest
Posttest

92.9% 89.8% 65
89.2% 92.7% 80

53
68

2
3

2
2

3
3

2
3

9/10
10/10

5/10
6/10

Joe
Pretest
Posttest

84.3% 81.9% 23
90.2% 84.2% 37

20
32

1
2

1
2

1
4

1
2

3/10
8/10

0/10
6/10

Jeff
Pretest
Posttest

81.8% 80%
21
85.2% 79.9% 52

27
42

1
3

2
2

2
4

2
3

8/10
7/10

3/10
10/10

Elena
Pretest
Posttest

94.6% 91.4% 70
96.6% 94.8% 76

53
61

3
4

2
2

2
3

2
2

6/10
7/10

0/10
3/10

Rosario
Pretest
Posttest

99%
99.6% 98
98.6% 98.9% 106

82
90

4
4

3
4

3
4

2
3

7/10
9/10

8/10
6/10

Maria
Pretest
Posttest

99.3% 97.9% 93
97.2% 96.9% 123

78
109

3
4

3
4

3
4

2
4

6/10
8/10

5/10
8/10
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Looking at the table above, the majority of the students stayed the same or increased in
most areas of the reading comprehension portion of the posttest regardless of initial placement on
the pretest. In an attempt to find two non-fiction passages and two fiction passages that were of
comparable difficulty, I utilized the Flesch-Kincaid Readability Scale. This scale gives a grade
level assignment to passages and stories. The two fiction passages were both a 1.7 grade level.
The non-fiction passages were a 3.8 for the pretest and a 3.2 for the posttest. All students
increased their words per minute correct on each of these passages.
Weekly Assessments
All students in second grade were administered weekly comprehension assessments.
Each week the students read a new story and completed several activities focusing on one
comprehension strategy, such as author’s purpose or main idea and details. Each weekly
assessment was comprised of ten comprehension questions relating to the story for the week and
the strategy focus. During the first six weeks of the study, the entire assessment was read to the
students. For the next five weeks, one of the teachers read the questions and the students read
the answer choices and chose the correct answer. For the last three weeks, the students read the
weekly comprehension assessment on their own. Table 4.3 presents the results of these fourteen
weekly assessments.
Table 5
Weekly Comprehension Scores
Week
2

Week
3

Week
4

Week
5

Week
6

Week
7

Week
8

Week
9

Week
10

Week
11

Week
12

Week
13

Week
14

8/10

8/10

8/10

10/10

8/10

10/10

7/10

9/10

10/10

10/10

10/10

9/10

10/10

10/10

Jack

8/10

8/10

8/10

7/10

9/10

8/10

5/10

6/10

9/10

8/10

10/10

4/10

10/10

4/10

Pam

9/10

7/10

6/10

9/01

7/10

8/10

6/10

4/10

9/10

9/10

10/10

7/10

8/10

7/10

Student

Week
1

CO-TAUGHT
Justin
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Gabby

7/10

9/10

7/10

8/10

8/10

8/10

5/10

10/10

9/10

10/10

9/10

9/10

8/10

8/10

Dani

10/10

8/10

3/10

8/10

5/10

9/10

5/10

7/10

6/10

7/10

10/10

9/10

8/10

8/10

Pete

8/10

7/10

5/10

7/10

6/10

8/10

7/10

6/10

10/10

6/10

8/10

3/10

10/10

8/10

6/10

6/10

5/10

6/10

3/10

6/10

7/10

7/10

8/10

6/10

6/10

6/10

7/10

6/10

Joe

5/10

6/10

9/10

9/10

9/10

8/10

8/10

5/10

6/10

6/10

7/10

6/10

9/10

9/10

Jeff

4/10

9/10

5/10

8/10

5/10

6/10

2/10

6/10

6/10

10/10

9/10

6/10

7/10

7/10

Elena

5/10

7/10

5/10

9/10

7/10

6/10

8/10

6/10

6/10

6/10

7/10

6/10

6/10

8/10

Rosario

8/10

7/10

6/10

9/10

4/10

8/10

8/10

8/10

8/10

8/10

7/10

8/10

9/10

9/10

Maria

7/10

10/10

4/10

10/10

9/10

9/10

9/10

9/10

8/10

9/10

8/10

8/10

9/10

10/10

PULL-OUT
Karl

When analyzing the results, I noticed that the number of students achieving 80% or
higher on non-fiction stories was less than on fiction stories. The second graders read nonfiction stories in week 1, 5, 7, 9, 12, 13. As the students were exposed to more non-fiction
stories, more students attained 80% correct, which is the goal for students in second grade at this
elementary school.
Unit Assessments
The unit assessments were given to students about every six weeks. Each week the
students were presented a new lesson, which was completed over the course of the week. These
weekly lessons involved many different tasks, including phonetics, vocabulary development,
comprehension strategies, grammar and writing. The unit assessments consisted of four passages
that students had never seen before and several questions relating to each story; and a phonics
section that was composed of all the different phonetic patterns that students had learned
throughout the five lessons. Table 4.4 displays the results, in percentages, of the three unit
assessments that the students took throughout the study.
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Table 6
Unit Assessment Scores
Student
CO-TAUGHT
Justin

Unit Assessment #1

Unit Assessment #2

Unit Assessment #3

87%

86%

85%

Jack

63%

72%

85%

Pam

77%

86%

85%

Gabby

87%

79%

93%

Dani

80%

64%

78%

Pete

80%

75%

89%

PULL-OUT
Karl

70%

50%

74%

Joe

80%

29%

48%

Jeff

57%

46%

37%

Elena

68%

53%

66%

Rosario

85%

96%

77%

Maria

90%

82%

85%

Because second graders are still learning how to take tests and read, the second grade
teachers chose to gradually release responsibilities for test taking to the students. For the first
test of this study the students read the passages and the teachers read the questions and answer
choices to the students. For the following two unit assessments the students were on their own to
take the entire test. My co-teacher and I encouraged our students to ask questions if they didn’t
understand. We informed the students that we could not help them answer the questions, but we
could help them with difficult words or help them read the questions if needed. Many students
were able to complete these assessments with no help, but occasionally a student or two would
ask a couple questions.
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The goal for the unit assessments for students in second grade is eighty percent. The
PLC team has found that students who score eighty percent or higher on the unit and weekly
assessments are more likely to receive a Meets or Exceeds Expectations on the MCA tests.
Therefore our school has set eighty percent as the goal for all students to achieve on all
classroom assessments.
Reading Passages
Every other week I had the students read an AIMSweb passage to assess their reading
fluency. Each student read for one minute and I recorded their correct words read per minute.
(The goal for the end of the second grade is 106 words correct per minute.) Then the students
read the remainder of the passage on their own. When they were finished they retold the story to
me and I used the retelling rubric to assess their summary of the story. Throughout the retelling I
was looking for the main idea or problem of the story, all the significant events or details, proper
sequence, and coherence. The district has not set a goal for the retelling, but the classroom goal
is a three or higher. These fluency scores are of great importance to the district.

Many

decisions are based on these results.
Table 7
Words per Minute Correct and Retelling Scores
Student

Week 1
Wpm

Week 3

Week 5

Week 7

Week 9

Week 11

Week 13

retell

wpm

retell

wpm

Retell

Wpm

Retell

wpm

retell

wpm

retell

wpm

retell

CO-TAUGHT
Justin
106

3

112

3

114

3

145

4

92

3

112

4

120

4

Jack

83

2

97

2

103

2

97

2

97

3

92

3

123

3

Pam

125

2

124

2

116

2

130

3

126

3

145

4

141

4

Gabby

112

3

93

3

104

3

96

3

105

4

81

4

112

4

Dani

110

2

105

2

119

3

100

3

104

3

112

4

117

4

Pete

92

2

90

2

89

3

93

3

100

3

88

3

109

4
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PULL-OUT
Karl
57

2

70

3

58

3

104

3

100

2

88

3

135

4

Joe

32

1

23

2

26

2

37

2

35

3

49

3

43

2

Jeff

44

2

43

2

50

3

58

4

47

3

59

3

66

4

Elena

66

2

72

3

51

3

81

3

69

2

83

4

106

4

Rosario

115

3

104

3

122

4

118

4

105

3

116

4

163

4

Maria

114

3

97

4

94

4

111

4

121

3

124

4

129

4

WIDA ACCESS Language Test
Each year, ELs are required to take a language proficiency test to assess their English
proficiency. This assessment takes place in February.

The students are assessed in listening,

speaking, reading and writing. Tiers are chosen based on student’s individual proficiency levels.
There are three tiers: A, B, and C. Tier A is reserved for students who are new to the country and
speak little or no English. Tier B, which all of these students took, is designed for students in the
middle range of language proficiency, meaning they are not newcomers, but they are not yet
proficient enough in English to participate fully in their content area classes. Students who are
proficient in English and appear to be ready to exit ESL services take Tier C.
Table 8
WIDA ACCESS Scores 2012 and 2013
Name

Year

Tier

Listening
Proficiency
Level

Speaking
Proficiency
Level

Reading
Proficiency
Level

Writing
Proficiency
Level

Overall
Proficiency
Level

2012
2013

B
B

5.0
3.4

3.1
3.7

4.5
5.0

2.7
2.3

3.4
3.2

2012
2013

B
B

5.0
5.0

3.5
6.0

5.0
5.0

2.5
3.1

3.4
4.1

Karl

Justin
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Joe
2012
2013

B
B

5.0
5.0

3.5
3.1

4.9
4.1

2.7
2.5

3.5
3.3

2012
2013

B
B

4.0
5.0

3.1
4.2

3.2
5.0

2.9
2.9

3.2
3.8

2012
2013

B
B

3.7
3.7

2.8
3.1

5.0
4.1

3.0
3.1

3.4
3.4

2012
2013

B
B

5.0
5.0

2.8
4.2

5.0
5.0

3.1
3.3

3.6
3.9

2012
2013

B
B

4.0
5.0

4.0
5.2

4.5
5.0

2.8
3.1

3.5
3.9

2012
2013

B
B

3.7
5.0

4.6
6.0

5.0
5.0

3.5
3.4

3.9
4.3

2012
2013

B
B

5.0
5.0

4.0
6.0

3.6
5.0

2.9
3.2

3.4
4.2

2012
2013

B
B

4.0
4.0

4.0
5.2

5.0
5.0

3.3
3.5

3.8
4.1

2012
2013

B
B

5.0
5.0

3.5
6.0

5.0
5.0

3.3
2.9

3.8
3.9

2012
2013

B
B

3.3
5.0

3.5
5.2

4.9
5.0

3.3
3.1

3.6
3.9

Jeff

Jack

Pam

Elena

Rosario

Gabby

Dani

Maria

Pete

Interviews
To ascertain the students’ perceptions of co-teaching, themselves, and their learning in
second grade, I conducted two interviews with the six ELs in the co-taught class. I conducted
the first interview during week seven of the study. Then again at the end of the fourteen week
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study, I conducted the final interview asking the same questions to see if students’ perceptions
had changed from the middle of the study to the end of the study.
This task was quite challenging for these six second grade students. One reason for the
difficulty may have been that these interviews were conducted in English with limited support in
Spanish. All of the students had difficulty answering the questions without having additional
prompting from me. The students were slightly nervous when they first began the interview, but
became more relaxed after talking about how ESL instruction was different from last year to this
year, which was the first prompt for the interview. For the majority of the questions in the
interviews most students needed follow-up questions to clarify the meaning of the initial
question. All of the students answered all of the questions in the interview with at least some
response, although the students needed additional prompting to answer each question and some
students stated that they didn’t know or couldn’t remember. Although I conducted this interview
at two different times throughout the study, many of the students responded with similar answers
during both interviews. In most cases, though, the second responses were more specific than the
responses on the first interview.
The purpose of the first question, what is different in the way I am teaching you this year,
was to get the students talking and to ensure that each student knew that there was a major
change and to focus their attention on that change. All of the students were able to answer this
question with relative ease. Through the subsequent six questions, I wanted to get a feel for the
students’ thoughts on the differences between co-teaching and pull-out ESL instruction.
Question number two asked students how they felt about the changes in ESL instruction. Many
of the students responded by telling whether they liked going to my room for ESL or if they liked
when I came into their room to teach with their teacher.
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Table 9
Student Responses on Changes in ESL
How do you feel about the changes in ESL instruction?
Interview 1
I like going to your room for
2
ESL.

Interview 2
2

I like it when you come to my
room and teach.

1

2

I like both.

3

2

The next two questions asked about the aspects of each setting that the students enjoyed.
There was a wide variety of answers from each student. When asked what students enjoyed
about teaching this year, four of the six students mentioned that they had more help and they
enjoyed having two teachers in the room. When asked about ESL last year many students
commented on the games, the stories, and journaling that we did in the pull-out ESL classroom.
Question five asked students to state what they would prefer for next year, pull-out or coteaching. Some of the answers varied from the first interview to the second interview. A few
students said that they liked both and that either ESL instruction would be fine. The chart below
shows the students responses during interview one and interview two.
Table 10
Student Responses on Preference for ESL Next Year
What would you like for next year?
Interview 1
Pull-out ESL
5

Interview 2
2

Co-teaching

1

2

Either

0

2
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The following question asked students to explain how their learning has been different
from this year to last year. Students had a variety of responses. Many of the students had more
than one response during both interviews. I took the answers that were similar and grouped them
together. The following chart displays the students’ responses.
Table 11
Student Responses on Differences from Last Year
How has your learning been different this year?
Interview 1
We learned stuff in the
1
hardcover book.
We have stations and do
different groups activities.
Last year we went to your
room.

Interview 2

2

1

You teach with my teacher in
my classroom and you help us.

2

I think I’m learning more now. 3

1

I know more math.

1

I read more and am better at
reading.

1

I know more English now.

3

1

The next set of questions focused on the students’ perceptions of themselves and their
abilities in second grade. The first question asked the students how they felt about themselves as
a second grader. Many of the students said they felt good about themselves and that their
feelings haven’t changed from last year. Some students had multiple responses to this question.
Table 12
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Student Responses on Perceptions of Themselves
How do you feel about yourself as a second grader?
Interview 1
I feel good about myself.
5
Last year I was worried.

1

I have good friends. I have
more friends.

2

Interview 2
6

1

The following question asked students how their classmates treat them this year and if it
has changed since last year. Most of the ELs explained that their classmates were nice to them.
One student couldn’t remember how she was treated last year and two of the ELs said that their
classmates didn’t notice when they left the classroom.
Table 13
Student Responses on How Friends Treat Them
Do your friends treat you differently this year compared to last year?
Interview 1
Interview 2
No, they treat me the same as
5
6
they did last year. They are
nice.
Kids didn’t notice when we
left for ESL.
I don’t know.

2

1

To understand how students perceive themselves as second graders, I asked the student if
they were more comfortable in first grade or second grade and if they were more confident as a
second grader than they were as a first grader. When asked if students felt more comfortable in
their second grade classroom or coming to my classroom for ESL, the students answer remained
the same from the first interview to the second. Most of the students’ responses about their
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confidence from first grade to second grade stayed the same, with one exception. This student
couldn’t remember during the first interview, but thought that he was more confident this year.
The following table displays the students’ responses to these two questions.
Table 14
Students Responses about Feeling Comfortable and Confident
Are you more comfortable in class this year or were you more comfortable last year coming to my
classroom?
In your classroom
3
3
When you come to my room

2

2

Both

1

1

Do you feel more confident this year or did you feel more confident last year?
This year
5
6
I can’t remember

1

The final two questions of the interview focused on the students’ perceptions of their
grades and behavior. When asked about their grades, all of the students responded that their
grades were the same or better. During the second interview, one student stated that her grades
are a little better now because she reads more and know a little multiplication. Other than this
student, the other responses remained the same. When asked if students’ behavior is better,
worse, or the same as last year, the students’ responses were consistent from the first interview to
the second. The table below presents the responses to these two questions.
Table 15
Student Responses about their Grades and Behavior
How are your grades compared to last year?
Better
3

4

The same

2

3
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Is your behavior better or worse than last year?
Better
1

1

Worse

1

1

The same

4

4

Conclusion
After reviewing the pre- and posttest results, weekly and unit assessments, reading
passages, WIDA ACCESS language testing, and the interviews, the answers to this study’s
questions are becoming clearer. When looking at reading comprehension, most of the students
increased in their reading comprehension abilities, although some students increased at a greater
rate than others. Students’ language acquisition, as measured by the WIDA ACCESS language
proficiency test, was a different story. Some students regressed a little, some students stayed the
same, and other increased their language proficiency. The interviews gave me insight into what
students think about co-teaching, themselves, and their abilities. Most students were happy with
their ESL instruction this year and many students felt that they have learned more this year with
the help of two teachers.
In this chapter I presented the results of my data collection. In Chapter Five I will discuss
the major findings of the study, their implications, and suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS

In this research study I attempted to answer the following questions: Does co-teaching
increase student achievement in language acquisition and reading comprehension? How are
students’ perceptions of themselves and their abilities affected by co-teaching? Included in this
chapter are the major findings, the limitations and implications of this research study. I conclude
this chapter with recommendations for further research.
Major Findings
The goals of this research study were to determine if co-teaching increases student
achievement in language acquisition and reading comprehension compared to students in a pullout ESL classroom and also to determine how students’ perceptions of themselves and their
abilities are affected by co-teaching. After examining the data on reading comprehension, it was
clear that students in the co-taught class and in the pull-out class made progress in most areas of
the study. However, there was a difference in the average amount of improvement of the
students in the co-taught class to the students in the pull-out class. Looking at language
acquisition, most students made progress in their English language development, but some
students stayed the same and others decreased slightly. After both of the interviews it seemed
that students’ perceptions of themselves and their abilities were not directly affected by coteaching.
Reading Comprehension
After analyzing the results from the pre and posttests, I calculated the average amount of
growth for the first part of the pre/posttest, reading and decoding skills. In all categories but one
it appears that the co-taught class out-performed the students from the pull-out class. These
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results could have been affected by the different mainstream teachers, the amount of time that
students received ESL services, or the differences in curricular instruction from the co-taught
class to the pull-out class. The following chart displays the average percent growth by category
for the co-taught class and the pull-out class.
Table 16
Average Percent Increase per Class
Category
Short vowel

Co-taught Class
10%

Pull-out Class
3.3%

-tch digraphs

16.7%

1.7%

Consonant blends

17.5%

13.3%

Long vowels

13.3%

15%

r and l controlled

26.7%

23.3%

Vowel diphthongs

25%

15%

Two syllable words

40.5%

24.5%

Multi-syllable

50%

30.5%

Looking at the chart, the co-taught group performed better on seven of the eight tasks.
The pull-out class achieved a higher percent increase on the long vowel section of the reading
and decoding portion of the pre/ posttest. Looking at the categories in the chart above, I wanted
to assess how many students increased their scores by thirty percent or more. Of the six students
in the co-taught class, twenty two scores increased by thirty percent. (Each student took all eight
subtests; therefore students may have increased by thirty percent in more than one category.)
Eleven scores increased by thirty percent or more for the students in the pull-out class. (Again
all students took eight subtests and may have increased in more than one category.)
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All of the students in both classes increased their correct words per minute on both of the
passages from the pretest to the posttest. Many of the students also increased the number of
comprehension question answered correctly. For the most part the decoding accuracy increased,
but some students stayed about the same as well.
Throughout the elementary school, the goal for reading assessments is set at 80%.
Throughout the course of this study the students took fourteen weekly assessments. I analyzed
these weekly assessments and found that the aggregate percentage for the students in the cotaught class was 78% and the aggregate percentage for the pull-out class was 71%. Although
neither aggregate score was above 80% many students reached 80% on several of these
comprehension assessments. The following chart shows the number of assessments that students
achieved 80% or higher on.
Table 17
Assessments of 80% or Higher
Student

Number of
assessments of 80%

Co-taught Class
Justin
13
Jack

9

Pam

7

Gabby

11

Dani

8

Pete

6

Pull-out
Karl

1

Joe

7
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Jeff

4

Elena

3

Rosario

10

Maria

12

Overall 64% of the assessments from the co-taught class were passed at 80% or above;
whereas the pull-out class achieved 80% or higher on 44% of all of the assessments throughout
the study. Looking at this data, it appears that the co-taught class outperformed the students in
the pull-out class on the weekly comprehension assessments. When examining the data
regarding the growth of the students in the two classes, two of the students in the co-taught class
made growth from their first weekly assessments while five students in the pull-out class made
gains from the beginning of this study. The majority of the students in the pull-out class had
lower scores on the weekly tests at the beginning of the study than the students in the co-taught
class.
Like the weekly assessments, the goal for the unit tests was 80% or higher. Looking at
the data from the first unit test of the study, four of the six students in the co-taught class scored
at least 80%. Three of the students in the pull-out class reached the 80% mark on this first
assessment. On the following unit test two students in each class passed the test. On the final
unit assessment five of the six students in the co-taught passed the assessment and one student in
the pull-out class passed. Looking at the unit assessments, more of the students in the co-taught
class were able to achieve 80% or higher.
At the end of second grade students should be able to read 106 words correctly in one
minute. In the co-taught class five out of six students made gains in the words read per minute.
The sixth student remained the same from the beginning of the study to the end with fluctuation
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throughout. This student was already reading above the 106 words per minute goal at the
beginning of this study. Although she remained stagnant she was still performing at or above
grade level. All six of the students in the pull-out class made gains from week one of the study.
The co-taught class had an average word per minute gain of sixteen words per minute. On the
other hand, the pull-out class had an average gain of thirty-six words per minute. Although the
pull-out class had a greater rate of gain, more students in the co-taught class read more than 106
words per minute. All of the students in the co-taught class read more than 106 words per
minute; whereas four of the students in the pull-out class did. These results may be directly
related to the number of words read correctly at the beginning of the study. The majority of the
students in the pull-out class were reading fewer words per minute than those students in the cotaught class.
The WIDA ACCESS test measures each student’s listening, speaking, reading, and
writing skills in the English language. Of the twelve ELs in second grade, four students
increased their listening skills from last year, one decreased, and seven stayed the same. In the
co-taught class, five students remained the same. Three of these students had a score of 5.0 both
years. 5.0 is the highest score that can be attained on the listening portion of the Level B
ACCESS test. One student in the co-taught class increased. Two students in the pull-out class
remained the same; both of these students received a score of 5.0 both years. Three students
increased and one declined. Karl has trouble focusing which may be a reason why he regressed
on the listening portion of the test. On the speaking portion of the ACCESS test eleven students
increased and one regressed slightly. This student from the pull-out class has trouble staying
focused for long periods of time and is quite distractible. On the third section of the ACCESS
test, reading, five students increased, two regressed, and five students remained stagnant. Two
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students in the co-taught class increased, three stayed the same, and one regressed. The three
that remained the same had a score of 5.0 both years. As with the listening test, the reading test
has a maximum score of 5.0. The one student that regressed lacks confidence and second
guesses himself often. This might have been a factor in his regression. As for the pull-out class,
three students increased, two remained the same, and one student’s score decreased. The two
students that remained the same scored the maximum amount on the test both years. Joe
struggles with reading which played a major role in his regression. He reads significantly below
grade level. Of the twelve ELs, six students increased their writing score, five decreased, and
one stayed the same. In the co-taught class five students increased their score and one declined.
Pete has a difficult time expressing himself in writing. In the pull-out class, one student
increased, one stayed the same, and four decreased. Looking at this startling result, I plan to
increase the amount of time spent on writing in my pull-out classes.
Five out of the six students in the co-taught class made gains in their overall language
acquisition. One student remained stagnant in his language proficiency. This student is shy and
not very confident. These factors may have attributed to his lack of progress in his language
proficiency. Of the six students in the pull-out class four made proficiency gains in English,
while two students regressed slightly. These two students both have short attention spans which
may have caused the regression. These tests are quite long and tedious. Also one student is
reading significantly below grade level which may have also affected the outcome of the
language proficiency test. The average language proficiency gain for the co-taught class was .4;
while the average gain for the pull-out class was .16.
Looking at all of the academic and language achievements of these twelve students, it
appears that co-teaching was a successful method of teaching students in this school district.
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Although the students in both the pull-out and co-taught classes made gains in almost all areas,
the co-taught class saw the greatest gains in almost all aspects of the study. Not only was coteaching implemented to increase student achievement in the classroom, it was also a concerted
effort to increase scores on standardized tests in order to make adequate yearly progress per the
No Child Left Behind Act. In the 2012-2013 school year, this elementary school is now making
adequate yearly progress and has been deemed a reward school, which recognizes schools that
are performing in the top fifteen percent of districts in Minnesota. Co-teaching may have been a
factor in this school’s success in academic achievement.
There were a wide variety of responses from each student on these interviews. A few
themes emerged from the data collected from the interviews. Students reported that they felt
good about themselves, but this hadn’t changed from last year. It did not seem that co-teaching
had affected students’ perceptions of themselves. The students indicated that they had good
friends this year and last year and that their classmates treated them the same as last year.
During the second interview, students reported that they felt more confident in second grade than
they did in first. The majority of the students’ also indicated that their grades were better this
year compared to last year. Students’ responses also indicated that students were comfortable in
either setting which is contrary to many beliefs. The final theme that the data provided was that
most students felt that their behavior was no different from last year. From the interviews, it did
not seem that co-teaching had any specific effects on the students’ perceptions of themselves or
their abilities.
Limitations
This study was limited by several factors. Most prominent was the small number of
participants, as there were only twelve students in the study. It is also difficult to have a true
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control group for a study like this. Because the student’s proficiency levels were in the same
vicinity, I chose to put student in groups based on the student’s personalities. Those students
who were confident, outgoing, and willing to take risks were placed in the co-taught class. The
more reserved students were placed in the pull-out class. Setting this criterion was extremely
difficult. It was subjective and hard to gauge. Students also act differently in different
situations. After my first experience with creating a control group, I feel more confident in
assembling a control group in the future. When I created the control group last year, I looked at
how the students acted in my classroom. I should have observed them in their classroom setting
to find out if they behaved the same way in their mainstream classroom. It was also difficult to
create a control group with a limited number of ELs. Due to the fact that all students were at
similar levels of language proficiency, this study may have different outcomes with students at
different levels of language proficiency.
The students in my study were all Mexican and spoke Spanish, in the future it may be
beneficial to conduct a study with students of other ethnicities to assess whether these results are
true for other ethnic groups. Subsequently, this study was limited by the cultural and linguistic
similarity of the students. Without a more diverse assortment of linguistic and cultural
backgrounds it is difficult to determine if co-teaching is an effective means of instructional
delivery for all ethnic groups regardless of native language. Similarly, this study was only
conducted with second graders, so it is unknown whether similar effects would be found at other
grade levels.
Another factor that may have affected the outcome of this study is that this elementary
school adopted a new curriculum; therefore, the teachers were unfamiliar with the content and
the students had to acclimate themselves to the new instruction and materials. This curriculum
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was considerably more rigorous than the previous curriculum. Also I spent more time in the cotaught classroom than I did with the pull-out class.
Lastly, the interviews were the most challenging to garner data. The students were not
accustomed to being interviewed which contributed to the lack of detailed responses. Because I
am a novice interviewer, I may not have created questions that were easily comprehensible for
second graders. During the first interview, I realized that these second grade students required
many additional prompts in order to understand the questions and give appropriate responses. I
made sure to allow students enough wait time before asking additional questions. I wanted to
ensure that students weren’t able to answer these questions on their own before I clarified the
questions. Additional time was given to students requiring further prompts.
Implications
With the latest push by administration for greater use of the co-teaching model for the
delivery of ESL instruction, more and more ESL teachers are being asked to co-teach in hopes
that ELs will achieve greater gains in academic content areas and language acquisition. From
this study, it can be determined that in this small, rural district co-teaching appeared to be an
effective method for delivery of ESL instruction.
However, administrators in rural areas with one K-12 ESL teacher need to realize that coteaching all ELs would be impossible. Co-teaching one grade required copious amounts of coplanning time with my co-teacher and trying to plan several co-taught lessons at every grade
level would be extremely difficult, if not impossible. It may be feasible to co-teach with two
grade levels and utilize the pull-out model for the other grades. It would be best to gather data
on which grades ELs struggle in the most and try to incorporate co-teaching from there.
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However, determining which grade level ELs struggle in most would take several years to
complete to ensure that not just one group of students is struggling.
For the schools that have one ESL teacher for the entire district and cannot add any more
staff, collaboration with mainstream teachers may also be an effective way to increase student
achievement. Collaboration with all K-12 teachers is extremely difficult, but if schools are able
to cluster ESL students into one or two classrooms, ESL teachers would have fewer mainstream
teachers to collaborate with. With fewer teachers to collaborate with, the ESL teachers would
have more time to spend with each teacher to create better lessons and connections to the
mainstream curriculum.
Also with the growth of the ESL population, having more than one ESL teacher would be
beneficial. The teachers would be able to spend more time with the students, collaborate and
share ideas and successes. Both the students and teachers would benefit from having two or
more ESL professionals in a district.
It is also important for administrators to remember that the partnership with my coteacher was a voluntary one and that these results may not be the same without the level of
comfort and willingness to share a classroom. As for teachers who are asked to co-teach, it is
important that both teachers are willing to cooperate, willing to give up power, and able to
differentiate instruction. The results of this study could have been very different if my coteacher and I had not worked together the way we did. We put in many hours of planning,
differentiating content, and varying our lessons to ensure that all students had the potential to
succeed. My co-teacher and I enjoyed sharing ideas and observing the progress that all our
students made this past year. Likewise, the students enjoyed having two teachers in the room.
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During the interviews many students stated that they enjoyed having two teachers in the room to
help them learn.
After examining the results of the various assessments that were conducted over the
course of the study, it is apparent that students in the co-taught class made progress which is not
only attributed to their hard work, but also the partnership between my co-teacher and me. One
factor that facilitated our success was that neither my co-teacher nor I were first year teachers. It
would be very difficult for novice teachers to be thrown into a co-teaching situation. My coteacher had many years of experience teaching second grade and I had four years of experience
teaching ESL. She was well-versed with the curricular standards for second grade while I was
familiar with the standards for ESL instruction. My co-teacher and I were able to educate one
another in our respective areas of expertise. She now knows more about teaching EL’s and I
know more about teaching second graders. A major goal of our daily instruction was to include
reading, writing, listening, and speaking throughout the lesson. While planning lessons we
attempted to take into account the second grade standards and the language proficiency
standards. Now that my co-teaching partner and I have one year of experience with the new
curriculum, implementing these standards will be easier. I plan on going through the curriculum
to do a better job of aligning the language art curriculum to the language proficiency standards.
Having these laid out will likely increase our success as a co-teaching team. Another aspect I
hope to work on next year is adding more writing into the mainstream curriculum. With this new
language arts curriculum, there is a large amount of material to get through each week. My coteacher and I hope to increase the amount of writing that is done in the mainstream classroom.
We are considering beginning the day with a short writing exercise related to the topic of the day
or week. We may also break into small groups to focus more on writing.
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Recommendations for Further Research
There are several directions for future research involving co-teaching and its effects on
reading achievement, language proficiency, and students’ perceptions of themselves and their
abilities. Based on the limitations listed above, a similar study could be conducted with a larger
sample and/or at different grade levels. Additionally, it would be interesting to conduct a similar
study in a different content area such as mathematics or science. A study observing and
analyzing students with different proficiency levels may garner different results than those found
in this study. It would be interesting to see how students of higher and lower proficiencies
perform in a co-taught setting. Lastly, it might be interesting to investigate the differences
between urban and rural districts or examine situations where there is a larger percentage of ELs
in the school. This study was conducted in a small, rural community, but it would be interesting
to examine the differences between large and small school districts to see if there are any
changes in the results.
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