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ABSTRACT
English Language Learners (ELLS) are becoming asirgly present in Saskatchewan Schools.
School divisions are providing English as an Adufitil Language (EAL) instruction in order to
meet the language, cultural and academic needsdagrss. Research from the United States and
Australia has indicated the need for good inducimotedures to assess the needs of individual
students while similar research has not been det@mgively in Canada, and in Saskatchewan in
particular. ELLS represent a heterogeneous gmnaauiring support for their cultural and
linguistic needs, and often face psychologicaliatibnal, and institutional barriers. An effective
assessment procedure to determine the needs efshakents is necessary to inform instruction
and specialized services. Current documents franSaskatchewan Ministry of Education
indicate that assessment procedures to determagggonming are left to individual school
divisions, schools or teachers to manage, andgdoastices have not yet been evaluated. This
modified basic qualitative interpretive inquiry eesch sought out the insights of two teachers,
two EAL program administrators, and a communityleatent worker representing the two
major urban centres in Saskatchewan to discusshélifientification process and intake
procedures of ELLs in Saskatchewan; (2) the ses\peevided to ELLs; and (3) the
identification of exceptionality in ELL studentsh@ resulting data revealed themes in relation to
school induction, EAL programming, and further re&@m outside sources to provide for the
holistic needs of CLD students. Practical implioa$ of the findings, the limitations of the
current study, and areas for future research amigsed.
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

CALP: Cognitive Ability Language Proficiency (Cunms, 1984). The language ability
beyond Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skill<G8) that allows for
understanding and use of language for learningdegontextualized academic

settings.

CLD: Culturally and Linguistically Diverse. Ternsed in psychology to describe

practice working populations with diverse cultuaesl languages.

EAL: English as an Additional Language. Term use&askatchewan to describe the

teaching of English language to non-origin langusygeakers.

ELL: English Language Learner. Anyone who is adyive the process of acquiring

English language skills.

ESL: English as a Second Languag&nglish as a Sequential Language. Term used to

describe the teaching of English language to nagirolanguage speaks.

L1: Term referring to one’s first language, mottargue, or language of origin. The

natural language one speaks.
L2: Term referring to the learning of an additiblaamguage other than L1. Does not
refer only to the second language learned, butamyuage a person has acquired

beyond L1.

RCT: Relational-Cultural Theory. Born from the fiamt movement, RCT emphasizes

the role of power as it affects relationship bunlglicapacity.
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction
Research Context

Canada was the first country to adopt a multicalism policy (Citizenship and
Immigration Canada (CIC; 2008a), which indicatesithportance of multiculturalism to the
population of Canada and the formation of Canai&stity. The nation of Canada consists of
native peoples of its land, and those who come fiamoff lands. As the world seemingly
becomes smaller through advances in transportatmnmunication, and technology, Canada,
and Saskatchewan in particular, is seeing a seg@mfiinflux in migration (CIC, 2008b).
Statistical data reported by the Saskatchewan kfyni§ Advanced Education, Employment and
Labour Immigration Services Division (SMAEELISD; @) indicated that while there is a
decline in immigration to larger urban centres. (il@ronto, Montreal, Vancouver), there is
overall growth in Canadian immigration, indicatiag increase of immigration to medium sized
urban centres. Smaller provinces have been regeibre immigrants proportionally, in
contrast to Quebec, British Columbia, and Ontdrai historically receive the greater
immigration numbers overall. Saskatchewan saw amigmation increase of 78% since 2006,
which represented an increase from 1% of the @aaladian Immigration, to 2%.
(SMAEELISD, 2008).

The Saskatchewan Government implemented an imnagrstrategy in order to address
its economic needs by attracting skilled workerSaskatchewan (Government of
Saskatchewan, 2009). This strategy is multifacateticollaborates with industry, educational
institutions, and the community, primarily throuthie Saskatchewan Immigration Nominee
Program (SINP). The SINP is responsible for 94%hefadditional immigration to
Saskatchewan since 2006 (SMAEELISD, 2008). Inphigram, skilled immigrants (i.e., those
with university or other significant post-secondé&mgining) can be sponsored by family
members or employers that are in Saskatchewanhveffiiectively streamlines the immigration
process. The skilled workers bring their spouaed,dependent children, adding 1.3 more
people per skilled immigrant (SMAEELISD, 2008).

In 2008, 27% of the immigrants who landed in Sadi@awvan were between the ages of 5
and 19. This number represents 1335 school-agéttehiwho are new to Saskatchewan
(SMAEELISD, 2008). Of the immigrants that comeSaskatchewan, 59% clai@fficial

Language Abilityn English (although, the government document dw¢<learly define this



term), and only 13% report English as their fissiguage (SMAEELISD, 2008). The SINP uses
self-reports to determin@fficial Langauge Abilityand as such may not be a reliable measure of
language proficiency as it is without corroboratfoym another test or source. Based on these
statistics, it is reasonable to expect Saskatchewiools to welcome over 1300 newcomer
children annually, with potentially over 1100 (86%t)idents requiring language services in
Saskatchewan schools. Saskatchewan’s increasmgdation is resulting in a greater diversity

in culture and language within its borders. Agsult, the government and school system are
responding to the needs of this increasingly dev@spulation.

Communication is fundamental to a person’s puditon in society. Schools should
provide Culturally and Linguistically Diverse (CLBjudents with the tools of language in one
of Canada’s official languages. The Ministry ofuédtion mandates the provision of English as
an Additional Language (EAL) supports to Englismngaage Learners (ELLS) present in
Saskatchewan schools. Support through EAL instmébcludes the use of progressive
benchmarks of language development across fivadgraf literacy: speaking, listening, reading,
writing, and cultural orientation (Ontario Ministof Education, 2001). Through this systemic
instruction, students progress from initially laagBasic Interpersonal Communication Skills
(BICS), to broadening their application of languag€ognitive Academic Language
Proficiency (CALP; Cummins, 1984).

The literature describing the provision of sersite English Language Learners (ELLS)
has largely come from the United States as theg had a significant immigration, particularly
from Spanish-speaking countries (Ortiz, 1997; SciMerkham, & Shaftel, 2008; Zehr, 2010).
The US has developed their own intake and assesgmmedures based on their particular
needs and legislations. The situation differs am&la. No one single cultural group represents
the majority of the immigrant population (CIC, 2@)8and the provision of educational services
is a provincial (rather than federal) mandate (Booo, Sarlati, & Coelho, 2002; MacKay &
Tavares, 2005). In Saskatchewan, the situationrbes even more particular with a significant
and recent influx, requiring a response from thaistry of Education and individual school
divisions (Saskatchewan Ministry of Education, h.d.

The needs of ELLs are significant. They are lwotltural (e.g., needs relating behaviours
and customs of both the new and receiving cultivegro, 2007; Matthews, 2008; Stevenson &

Willott, 2007) and linguistic (e.g., listening, seng, reading, writing of English; Case &



Taylor, 2005; Magro, 2007; Roessingh & Elgie, 2088rroub, 2007). In order for schools to
program effectively for students, good inductiongadures (e.g., needs assessment) are critical
(Case & Taylor, 2005; Schon, Shaftel& Markham, 2008chools could better meet the needs
of students and families more efficaciously by kimgpand collecting pertinent data through
systemic assessment procedures.

There are a number of barriers that ELLs face whimacting with new school
environments. These barriers can be dispositipsythological (e.g., personality, emotions,
disposition), situational (e.g., family cohesioaparation or displacement) or institutional (e.g.,
schools, school systems, government; Magro, 208p8b, 2007; Stevenson & Willott, 2007;
Strekalova & Hoot, 2008). Assessment, throughesyst and effective intake procedures, is a
way to identify barriers and creatively strateginel tailor instruction to student needs so that
they can more readily access targeted languagelwdnate (Matthews, 2008).

Currently, assessment practices are primarilydagsdanguage assessments (Bravaoco,
Sarlati, & Coelho, 2002; Schrank, Wendling, Alvasa& Woodcock, 2010). A complete
assessment requires not only standardized tesumesagut also contextual measures through
observation, interview, and informal assessmertléa2009). Current practices in
Saskatchewan do not appear to focus on these dh@ains of assessment, even though the
need and barriers are clear and present. Curseasaments focus on the Canadian Language
Benchmarks (Pawliksowka-Smith, 2002), language iatepn models (Terrell, 1977), and
CALP (Cummins, 1984). The Response To Interventiadel (RTI) is another significant trend
in assessment and instruction, which would encausatool practitioners to use good induction
procedures that would benefit all students in camns (Case & Taylor, 2005; Schon, Shaftel,

& Markham, 2007; Wagner, Francis & Morris, 2005).

This research explored the current practicesvargety of school divisions in
Saskatchewan in an effort to determine (1) thestaold methodologies that are being used for
the assessment of ELLs when they register for dcf@owhat schools are doing with the
assessment information in their programming foirtlaguage and cultural needs, and (3) how
exceptionalities are identified in students whoEkés. Five representatives, including teachers,
administrators, and immigrants, participated inrdarview process to provide Saskatchewan
perspectives to answer the research questiong.eghtting data represents a snapshot in time, as

this is a recognized area of need within Saskatahesghool divisions, and changes are



occurring rapidly. The discussion identifies arefstrength in Saskatchewan, implications for
practitioners, and future directions towards theefligoment of a comprehensive assessment
program.
Statement of Purpose
This research explored assessment as it relapgsgoamming and induction procedures
when working with English Language Learners (ELiSaskatchewan in a modified basic
interpretive inquiry. To do this, targeted schpetsonnel participated in interviews which
helped to broaden our understanding of intake gho®s and programming in Saskatchewan.
This research sought to answer the questions:
1) How do schools in Saskatchewan identify and in@nglish Language Learners who
require services?
2) What services are currently being provided for EigLanguage Learners in
Saskatchewan?
3) How are Saskatchewan schools identifying exceptieaaning needs in English
Language Learner Populations?
My Story
When | was completing my undergraduate degree isidaducation, | had the unique
opportunity to attend a flytningerskule, a schawlrefugees, in Norway. | had received a
scholarship to study Norwegian language and cyland | was eager to learn so | could meet
new friends. My first morning, the teacher at et asked us to tell our partner about our
greatest dream. | remember turning to my frieothfiSlovakia as she told me she dreamed to be
an actress. | dreamed to travel more and be hdeadVe both agreed we wanted to meet a
spouse and raise children. After the sharingteébheher asked us each to say one dream. We
were first. “Jeg vil bli en laere!” (I will be aaeher!) | said with enthusiasm in my nearly
understandable Norwegian. Then, the quiet mamblals, dark hair, eyes and skin said soberly
“My dream is that | will no longer fear that my tdrien will be killed as they walk to school.”
Reality hit me. When | walked into the classrothrat day, | had assumed that everyone
was like me: young, naive, excited to be in a neuntry, making new friends, and learning new
things. For this man, coming to Norway was singyvival. | got to meet him, his new
classmates, and hear their stories. That daylizegethat my dream truly was to become a

teacher.



My journey continued as | became an English Lagguaacher in Saskatoon, working
primarily with refugee students. My first yeartbang was the year that the province of
Saskatchewan recognized the increased number okkidents, and staffing and resources
increased, seemingly daily. The progress was sk @nd reactive, that it left me wondering if
we were being as efficient as we could be in owrise delivery.

My current research into the needs of English uaigg Learners in Saskatchewan has
inspired my course work as | work towards a came&chool Psychology. | bring energy, and
passion to this subject, as well as the storiesyoftudents and friends who face numerous
struggles as they make a new home in Saskatchewan.

Terms and Definitions

There are an abundance of terms used within tlearels to describe English Language
Learner (ELL) issues within the field of Englismfuage instruction. Research, scholarly
discussion, and workplace jargon utilizes the foiltg terms.

English Language Learner (ELL).This term describes one who is in the process of
developing English Language Skills across the &ttands of literacy (Speaking, Listening,
Reading, Writing) and is the preferred term whegspnting research in this field, and will be
used in this research (Schon et al, 2008).

English as a Second Language (ESDhis term is the most commonly referred to term
when describing the pedagogy and curriculum for £{&chon et al, 2008).This term creates
controversy in the field as many ELLs have multigleguages.

English as an Additional Language (EAL)This is the replacement term for ESL and
currently used in Manitoba and Saskatchewan eduwtdocuments (Mackay & Tavares, 2005;
Saskatchewan Ministry of Education, n.d.), whicttdrerespects the multiple languages spoken
by many ELLs.

English as a Sequential Language (ESL)his is another replacement term for ESL and
used by organizations to avoid changing the acrotoyavoid confusion by many international
providers ofESLservices while still respecting the plurality ahbuages present in a language
classroom (TESL Saskatchewan, 2010).

First Language (L1).This term refers to one’s native language learneuoh foirth, which
forms the basis of all future language developni®ohon et al, 2008).

Second Language (L2)Is the term which refers to one target languagewthey wish



to acquire. A person can have many L2s, and it doesefer to number of languages known to a
person (Schon et al, 2008).

Second Language Learner (SLL) and Limited English Roficient (LEP). These two
terms present in the literature to describe ELlosyédver, with the recognition of a student’s
multiple languages, and a movement to utilize lagguthat focuses on strengths rather than
deficits, ELL is a preferred term (Schon et al, 200

Culturally and Linguistically Diverse (CLD). This is the term used in psychological
research and provision of services. Practitionghg work with CLD clients, work with clients
who present for psychological services with différeultural assumptions, varying degrees of
language abilities, and use of dialects of Eng|&thon et al, 2008).

Chapter Organization

This thesis document is organized into five chiapt& his chapter provides a purpose
and general orientation to the project of reseaChapter two reviews past research in a
literature review. Chapter three outlines the aese questions and the methodology used to
answer the research questions. Chapter four geetenresearch findings and themes. In

conclusion, chapter five discusses the resultsraptications for practitioners and research.



CHAPTER 2: Literature Review

This chapter outlines the basic principles thateule the assessment of Culturally and
Linguistically Diverse (CLD) populations, and therppectives on its uses in the education of
English Language Learners (ELLs). While reviewtihg current literature, the research
guestions were formed and identified within thekaéshewan context. The review begins with
an overview of Relational-Cultural Theory (RCT) whiis the theoretical framework upon
which the questions were developed. The review gmestically review: (1) the identification
process of ELLs by schools and school divisionkth{2 unique needs, features, and conditions
of ELLs and the services provided to ELLs in Englis an Additional language (EAL)
classrooms and programs; and (3) current pradticassessment of CLD populations in
educational and psychological settings presentiitiy @éxceptionality. The review concludes
with the presentation of the research questions.

Relational-Cultural Theory

Relational-Cultural Theory informed the developtngithis study. RCT identifies the
effect that power has over a vulnerable populagioth can be used to study cross-cultural
education, or the education of the vulnerable. $hiion outlines the major tenets of RCT
scholars and research, and makes a case for ltsajgm in the study of English as an
Additional Language (EAL) programming in Saskatchaw

Major tenets of RCT. Relational-Cultural Theory (RCT) is a theory whutiginates
from feminist theory and research, and has appbeato research, therapy and education. The
theory takes into account how a person is affebjetheir sex role socialization, power
influences, dominance, marginalization and suba@ttbn, in their mental health and relational
development (Comstock et al, 2008). RCT asseatsath individual develops in relationship
with others across his/her lifespan, and how agmedevelops his/her relational skills is
facilitated or hindered in his/her relationshigtmwver (Comstock et al, 2008).

Power is the ability to enact change upon andgalker, 2008). In other words, those
who have power are typically the ones who can aiskange over another. In this mogewer
overrelationships are relationships where there isrdralance between the ability to change or
influence the other (e.g., parent-child, employapyee, teacher-student, receiving culture-
immigrating culture; Comstock et al, 2008). In tlmatext of this research, the teacher would be

the one in the position giower overthe ELL since they enact change (e.g., behaviaw,



language). ELLs conversely have limited power, bae little opportunity to directly influence
the teacher, classroom, or school. Since teatiwddsthe power, they must recognize their role
in affecting a student’s relational capacitieshas/tare related to language and cultural
development.

The perspective of RCT is that everything occuithiw relationships. A defining feature
in a positive relationship is that itgsowth fosteringWest, 2005). A growth-fostering
relationship includefive good things“(1) a sense of zest; (2) clarity about onesbHE, other and
the relationship; (3) a sense of personal worthti{@ capacity to be creative and productive; (5)
the desire for more connection.” (Jordan, 2002)p.The same could be said for a positive
active relationship between the ELL and the scleo@ironment. School assessment can be used
as a tool to foster the growth relationship.

At times though, the relationship is bound to mned with misunderstandings,
miscommunications, and failure, in what RCT reterasdisconnectior{(Jordan, 2008).
Disconnections are expected to happen, and RCTta$isat in repairing disconnections, the
growth-fostering relationship is strengthened (dard@008). In other words, the more the two
parties can grow together and understand one anthiecbetter the relationshi@rowth-
fostering relationshipsan be further strengthened in relationships whetbk parties take
opportunities to learn as well as to teach (Conkséra@l., 2008).

In contrast, if the disconnection is ignored, dissed, or blamed on the one with less
power,five bad thingscan happen to indicate a negative relationship: &drop in energy; (2)
decreased sense of worth; (3) less clarity and maméusion; (4) less productivity; (5)
withdrawal from all relationships” (Jordan, 2008 3p. Unresolvedlisconnectiorcan potentially
have a negative impact in a school condition, legdldo symptoms of culture shock, lowered
resilience, and trauma within the school.

RCT defines resilience as “the ability to conneetonnect, and resist disconnection in
response to hardships, adversities, trauma, aedading social/cultural practices.” (Hartling,
2008, p. 56). This definition would indicate thtyond the ELL’s need for language and
culture skill acquisition, there is a further ngedlevelop relational skills, particularly when
working within power-over relationships (i.e., teacspower overELL students; West, 2005).
Teachers need to listen to the input of the malgieé and disadvantaged, moving from a social

support to an authentic connection (Hartling 2008hther words, moving from a one-



directional model of helping, to a relationshiptthas mutual empathy, mutual empowerment,
and responsiveness (Comstock et al. 2008; Har0@8; Jordan 2008). West (2005) believed
that examining RCT approaches witlpower overstructures can be one of the most promising
areas of RCT research.

Summary. RCT is a theory which focuses on connecting witldents, building growth
fostering relationships through mutual learning saathing. This theory is recommended for
educational research, but research has not beeluciaa to apply this theory to school contexts.
This research believes that the nature of EAL urc$ton is more transactional in nature since
both language and cultural teaching involves retethip. RCT was considered in the
development of questions, and the generation otisols and directions of future EAL program
development. Next, the identification of Englismiaage Learners, and their eligibility for
EAL services is reviewed.

Identification of English Language Learners

This section discusses the identification of EirL$erms of eligibility for specialized
programming, beginning with American trends andtfaeusing on Canadian and
Saskatchewan policy. Current practices for thakietassessment will be explored. The
differences experienced across jurisdictions, uimdeg the need for specific research in
Saskatchewan, will be underscored, leading toiteerésearch question.

American identification. Schon, Shaftel, and Markham (2008) outlined theslation
regarding the identification of ELLs in the Unit&thtes, who are referred tolamited English
Proficient (LEP) within American legislation. The United &tsidevelops their own tools to
determine eligibility for services under federajidation (Schon, et al., 2008). A majority of
the American ELL population are Spanish-speakirnt Wie proximity of Mexico to the United
States, and as a result, much of the researclobasdd on services for Spanish-speaking ELLs
(Ortiz, 1997; Schon et al, 2008). Standardizediafatmal tools have been used in the
identification process; however, there is not acknswer for which tools are best for
determining language proficiency. There is incortetesearch into the usage of standardized
assessment tools for determining language proftigi¢diehr, 2010).

It is recommended that achievement testing be doaestudent’s first language (Schon
et al, 2008) to eliminate test bias, however éipensive and difficult to do, and tests may lose

their context and purpose through translation (ZeBeltran, Salcido, Gonzalez, & Reyes,



2011). The situation in the United States varigsicantly from the Canadian situation as
Canada does not have a majority language groughMftithe research of bilingual education
and assessment is not practical in Canadian cantexiCanada includes a multitude of language
groups, (CIC, 2008b; SMAEELISD, 2008).

Canadian Identification. CIC outlines the requirements to become a permaesittent
or a Canadian citizen, which includes the citizgmsést (CIC, 2010). The test assesses two
areas of competency: Knowledge of Canada, and lagegAbilities. An interaction with a CIC
official determines a candidate’s language abdiis to their ability to:

understand basic spoken statements and questiamsamimunicate basic information

or respond to questions [by] simple questions omilfar topics using short sentences;...

know[ing] enough words for basic everyday commutiocg... speak[ing] about

something you [done] in the past;... giv[ing] simpleryday instructions and directions;

and express[ing] satisfaction or dissatisfactiolC(010, para.2)
This informal measure of language proficiency iifesst social language competency, but is not
adequate for full participation in work and acadesettings in Canada that require a higher
level of language (Cummins, 1984). The CIC test matyreport the actual language capacity of
the many permanent residents and new citizensassdch, there is a need for these immigrants
to receive language instruction, support and sesvic

Unlike the United States where education is fetierabndated, in Canada, the
responsibility of education is primarily a proviatmandate. Provinces are currently developing
protocols for identifying and determining best sotp for ELLS in their jurisdictions (Bravaoco,
Sarlati, & Coelho, 2002; MacKay & Tavares, 2006pr example, the Educational Resource
Group of Ontario (ERGO) has developed assessmdsetiala to correspond with curriculum
documents (Bravoco, Sarlati, & Coelho, 2002). Maa has developed best practice guidelines
and intake procedures in government policy documdmwever these best practices appear to
be underused (MacKay & Tavares, 2005). Each poavigin varying states of preparedness as
it comes to the influx of newcomers to Canada.

The Ontario Ministry of Education (2007,) has depeld a comprehensive curriculum in
order to assist in the assessment and programmirtelis. The program outlines two streams,
one for learners who have had regular age apptepaucation in their home countries

compared to Canadian standards, and the othetuidersts who have had interrupted school
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experiences, or who have limited literacy in amgiaage. The curriculum describes four stages
of language/literacy progression across five dosiaaomprehension, speaking, reading, writing,
and cultural orientation. The program provides bemarks indicating performance attributes
students can achieve at the different stages,w&hch domain. The curriculum forms the basis
of their language program, and general intake ass&s (Bravaoco, Sarlati, & Coelho, 2002).
The curriculum is broad and comprehensive, anddceeiive as a model for developing a similar
document in Saskatchewan.

Government of Alberta Education curriculum (199 %imilar to the Ontario program,
but the curriculum document focuses on functioaaglage (i.e., the uses of language to
interpret, express, build relationships, etc.)eathan skill development (i.e., the strands of
literacy: listening, speaking, reading, writinghélcurriculum outlines four general outcomes
from the ESL program, with five levels of skill ddepment across functional areas. The Alberta
curriculum is dated, and has been reviewed with rememmendations made to promote better
learning outcomes (Howard Research & Managemens@ting, Inc., 2006). Saskatchewan
does not have a similar document, and can tak@tiario route (i.e., based on literacy skills
and cultural orientation), the Alberta route (ilased on functional capacity of language), or its
own route.

This research explored at the level of prepared8askatchewan is for their portion of
the immigrant influx. Current practices and goveemtpolicy are explored in the following
section.

Saskatchewan Identification.For the purposes of this research, the definitseduto
describe English Language Learners (ELLS) in schaa# those that:

may speak, understand, or be literate in more dm@language and may have some

experience of English, but will require supporatmuire fluency in English and to access

the curriculum. The languages or dialects a peat@ady speaks may influence their

English language learning (Saskatchewan Ministrigaiication, n.d.)

The Saskatchewan Ministry of Education (n.d.) oetli the types of ELLs that present in
Saskatchewan schools. There are two main catsgthiese who are born in Canada and those
who are from abroad. From Canada there are: (tlpsts who come from First Nations or
Métis communities where the community languageoisinglish; (2) students who come from

francophone communities; (3) Hutterian studentssehost language is a dialect of German;
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and (4) Canadian-born children of immigrants wheadporigin languages in the home. In the
second category are students who were born abndach include: (1) fee-paying international
students who are visiting Canada for cultural amjlage experiences; (2) recently arrived
economic immigrants; and (3) refugees. ELLs regmea diverse and heterogeneous group, and
thus, the objectives and content of prescribedaulum vary between each of these groups
varies greatly (Saskatchewan Ministry of Educatiod,).

There was no literature available for review toedetine eligibility for EAL services, nor
standards for graduation from an EAL program ink8&hewan. School divisions, individual
schools, or individual teachers make admissiongeaduation decisions in and out of EAL
programming in Saskatchewan. There was no litezdtureview to identify the evidence these
groups use to determine their decisions for eligybof services and graduation from services.
There is no standardized intake procedure in Sels&ai@an. This could be problematic as ELL
students: (1) may be not receiving the serviceg teguire; (2) may be graduating from EAL
programs prematurely; or (3) receiving servicey the not require. Further discussion on the
methods of assessing language proficiency as acatod for eligibility in EAL programming
follows.

Current intake assessment practiced.anguage ability is the main indicator for
admission into EAL programs and services (Schal.e2008). This identification uses
linguistic theories to create benchmarks of languagction. The following is a review of the
current measures and levels of language used @nndigiing the eligibility of ELLs for services
in public school settings, discussing Terrell's{IPtheory of language acquisition, Cummins’
(1984) theory of Cognitive Ability Language Proéoicy, and the development of the Canadian
Language Benchmarks.

Levels of languagderrell (1977) discussed the theory of languageisdepn that is
fundamental when working with ELLs. She asserted tie acquisition of language initially is
not a cognitive process, but rather an affective@ss which naturally occurs, much like an
infant learning language. At stake first is thaLE feel comfortable within the new cultural and
linguistic environment prior to “picking up” langge.

The stages of language learning are sequentialgll,ek977). The first stage is pre-
production, which can last from 3-6 months, whéeelearner is focused on comprehension, and

may not even speak (Schon, Shaftel, & Markham, RO0&is is commonly referred to as the
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‘silent period.” When the student begins ‘yes’ no* utterances, this heralds the period of early
production (Terrell, 1977), where the learner bedgmutter one word and short expressions.
This stage is developed generally within 3-6 mori8chon, et al., 2008). The next phase is
Speech Emergence (Terrell, 1977). This is wheragas are developed with significant
experimentation with grammatical forms, which iseleped within 6-24 months (Schon, et al.,
2008). Finally, in the fourth stage, intermedifibency is obtained (Terrell, 1977), where errors
are reduced and vocabulary is expanded, which saeitihin 2-3 years of exposure to the new
language and culture (Schon, et al., 2008). Tlesds were regarded as normal language
learning trajectories, however, failed to accoantthe effects of individual differences (e.g.,
barriers; Magro, 2007) and how these differenceslaveither shorten or lengthen time needed
to acquire language. This was the working theorfaeluage acquisition which informed
assessment and instruction prior to Cummins’ (198%k with Cognitive Ability Language
Proficiency.

Cognitive Ability Language Proficiencgdding to the theory of language acquisition is
the construction of Cognitive Ability Language Regdncy (Cummins, 1984). In this model,
the first type of language that is learned is doniaature, primarily focused on basic interaction
between receptive language in the environmeng(liag, reading), and manipulating the
immediate environment through expressive langusgeaking, writing). The first type of
language developed by an ELL is Basic Interpers@aahmunicative Skills (BICS; Cummins,
1984). Further to this is the construction of @egnitive Ability Language Proficiency (CALP)
which measures an ELLs ability to utilize languémeneet academic, non-contextualized
demands (Cummins, 1984).

The discussion around the construct of CALP isoamg While conversational English
can be developed in 2-3 years, academic languatpyedoped in 7-9 years, and this can be
prolonged indefinitely if the ELL does not haveetécy in their first language (Bansberg, 2003).
Rosseingh (2010) who has done significant reseaitthCummins has also stated that she does
not believe that CALP is even obtainable by ELLd #rat attaining CALP is no longer a
reasonable expectation as there will always be gapscabulary. CALP has been
operationalized so that it can be measured by atdimbd assessments (Shrank, Wendling,
Alvarado & Woodcock, 2010). Tools that measure CAlgpear to be the standard in EAL
intake assessments in the United States and CéiHadeard Research & Management
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Consulting, Inc., 2006; Schon et al., 2008). THexe also been a movement towards curriculum
based benchmark assessments in Ontario (Ontaristiiof Education, 2001).

BenchmarksThe Centre for Canadian Language Benchmarks (C@&LB)sponsible for
setting up the benchmarks used in adult EAL prognarg in Canada. The benchmarks are a
descriptive scale of communicative competency iglish, based on 12 points or benchmarks
within four literacy domains (Pawlikowska-Smith,G). The literacy domains measured are
speaking, listening, writing and reading. As atea progresses in their language acquisition,
they move along the benchmarks. The benchmarkgrauped in fours, to make three stages.
For example, Stage 1 speaking would involve bencksnk4. EAL programming often groups
students by using the stages and goals instruat®ibased on the benchmarks within each stage.
A strength of this document is that it effective wouping alike learners, however, it does not
take into account learning or cognitive factorss lalso designed for adult learners who are
assumed to have CALP capacities in their L1, arsdihd@ted value for those who are also
learning literacy in conjunction with language.tAis time, the CCLB has not developed
language benchmarks for children, leaving indivigiravinces up to developing their own
standards (MacKay & Tavares, 2005; Ontario Ministi¥education, 2001).

Summary. A bulk of the research has come from the UnitedeStevhich advocates for
intake, assessment, and programming to be donéilmgual context utilizing the ELL
student’s L1. The Canadian situation representgla wariety of linguistic groups which makes
this solution expensive and difficult logisticalRrovinces are in varying states of preparedness
for the significant influx of new Canadians and finevision of EAL services. In Saskatchewan,
the Ministry of Education has acknowledged the rtequrovide EAL programing; however
there is a significant gap in the literature toedetine best practice when admitting and
graduating students from EAL programming. Cur@sgessment practice has focused on
linguistic indicators, utilizing language levelsACP, and benchmarks to determine eligibility
(Schon et al., 2008). Procedures are needed im trdlesure ELLs are properly inducted into
Canadian and Saskatchewan communities, and ti@arasexplored EAL intake procedures in
Saskatchewan. Further to intake, the type andtgualservice provided to ELLs was explored.
Identified Needs and Services

It is important to consider the needs of ELLs idearto identify required areas of

assessment at intake and during programming, dsagvéte services that schools can provide to
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ELLs. This next section reviews: (1) the cultunatidinguistic needs of ELLs; (2) the service
models described in the research; and (3) thedrar® providing effective services. This section
will conclude with the second research question.

Identified needs.ELLs lose two very important functional tools whasming to
Canada: their culture, and their language (Roebs2@10). As a result, every interaction they
have in their new society puts them at a cultunal inguistic deficit (Roessingh, 2010).
Difficulties can present themselves in social exgjes while doing day-to-day chores (e.g.,
going to the grocery store, crossing the streegtgrg a neighbour). The deficit can complicate
an ELLs experience in school both linguisticallg (i academic demands) and culturally (i.e.,
hidden curriculum in schools) and can potentiatlyilit future opportunities (e.g., jobs, post
secondary education). Schools can provide supgostudent needs both linguistically and
culturally. In order to accomplish this, it is ionpant to review the current research on the
unique needs of ELLs when considering the indudiott programming procedures in
Saskatchewan.

Cultural. A cultural deficit can hamper an ELL’s participation a new society (Magro,
2007; Roessingh, 2010; Strekalova & Hoot, 2008¢wNCanadians want to find employment,
build positive relationships, receive educationgbartunities, reunite with family, and receive
acknowledgement for their competency in their nestltulture (Magro, 2007). They need
support and instruction on the cultural norms eftéceiving culture in order for these needs to
be met.

The receiving culture should be sensitive to an Bldultural vulnerability. Teachers
can support ELLs through cultural education orunalt brokering. This process involves a
cultural education of the self, interactions owtsad the classroom, and discussion the immediate
peer group (llieva, 2001). The literature reviewlioed three main areas of need: individual,
social, and community.

Individually, ELL students are culturally vulnetatio isolation and should be provided
individual supports and safe classroom settingstfdas, 2008). Schools have the capacity to
socialize, acculturate, accommodate, integrataluey and care (Matthews, 2008). Classrooms
should to be a safe place for students (Magro, R@ddents can receive individual supports
through pastoral and emotional care (Stevenson BoWi2007), and by having teachers who

demonstrate qualities of empathy, patience, optimand unconditional positive regard towards
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their students (Magro, 2007). With these factorglate, students can begin to become more
culturally self-aware.

To further build this self-awareness, teachersbsmome familiar with the symptoms of
stress and their impact on learning (Magro, 2008achers can focus on students’ strengths and
resilience (Matthews, 2008). Individual strengbfisefugee students in particular could be
recognized (Magro, 2007). Through forming a relaship between the ELL and cultural
broker, the ELL can build a sense of acceptance,igentity formation, and a more positive self
concept (Jordan, 2008). Teachers are advocatelesguesource people, literacy experts and
facilitators for their students (Magro, 2007), ad instrumental in developing an ELL’s self
concept within a new culture.

Socially, ELLs can integrate into peer groupsuddtheir cultural skills. Newcomer
students may not understand group norms for sg@alieptable or unacceptable behaviours
(Strekalova & Hoot, 2008). Often times, ELL stutdermay not have role models (Stevenson &
Willott, 2007) from whom they can learn culturallppropriate behaviour. Students may
become isolated from peers, either by feeling aféshby the behaviours of the new culture, and
unaware if they may have offended their own pédetfeely lack appropriate cultural skills
(Stevenson & Willott, 2007). Teachers can take opmities during group activities to utilize
peer mentors to foster peer relationships (StrekadoHoot, 2008).

The cultural needs go beyond the classroom watlsiro their home communities.
Newcomer students are often poor, and require adcoeommunity and government resources
(Strekalova & Hoot, 2008). Teachers may have areased responsibility to advocate for
students, as parents may have a limited understgrdischools, and opportunities for their
children (Matthews, 2008; Stevenson & Willott, 2D0Bchool can be the great stabilizer for
refugee students providing for: language instrutimks to community services, mentoring,
counselling, job training, placement, citizenshijpeation, and teachers can build bridges to
integrate ELL students into Canadian society (Mag8®7).

Teachers may be the first people that a newcomgrameounter, and as such, they
should have the skills, training and knowledge &endiverse cultural needs, unfortunately,
some professionals who work with EAL students ldngse skills (Spinelli, 2009). This research
explored the experiences those who work with EltLSaskatchewan, and their perceptions of

the impact on culture on their linguistic and acatteachievement. It also inquired to the
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support given to students during cultural adaptagimcess. Further to the demonstrated cultural
needs, ELL students have significant linguisticdseand features that are important to
acknowledge.

Linguistic.Equally, the other expressed needs of ELLs initeeature are linguistic. The
Saskatchewan Ministry of Education provides Engdistan Additional Language (EAL) support
for students (Ministry of Education, n.d.). EAL qqpt seeks to provide L2 instruction (i.e.,
target language instruction, in this case Englislgpeakers coming from a variety of L1
languages (i.e., mother tongue). Educators shaldelsigning effective language and literacy
supports to address the needs of ELL studentgakiygthe ability to effectively use language)
is key to career and occupational opportunitiesgiida2007).

There are a number of different aspects to litetsyond language. In addition to
reading, writing and speaking, it is important teachers to consider numeracy and problem
solving languages (Magro, 2007). There are alsotiermal and social literacies (i.e., the
pragmatic uses of language) that need to be des@)moich as: interpersonal skills, critical
thinking, and cultural awareness (Magro, 2007)eskEnskills are dynamic and developed over
one’s lifetime, and as such lifelong learning skdke vital for ELL learners.

Case and Taylor (2005) outlined a number of festaf spoken language that present
difficulties for ELL students. Pronunciation caa éffected by errors such as omissions (leaving
out of certain sounds), substitutions (replacingnsls with other sounds), or additions (adding
sounds). These types of errors can make an Eleéecspdifficult to understand. They can also
have syntactical errors (i.e., errors in grammastacture), particularly when using negation,
confusing word order, or different mood. The thindst common type of error is the use of
semantics (i.e., word meaning); ELLs can have @aldr difficulty with the use of figurative
language (i.e., proverbs, metaphors, similes, diminatic expressions). Language Teachers
provide explicit instruction and intervention tgpgort these students.

There is a significant difference between bein@ abluse social, conversational
language, and decontextualized academic languager(tihs, 1984). If an ELL is
conversationally proficient, that does not necalysarean that they are linguistically capable.
For example, often teachers may assume that ifdeest can adequately speak, they have
enough language to effectively complete their sthwaok, which may not be the case. There

will surely be holes in one’s lexicon (i.e., thends that they know; Roessingh, 2010). Through
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building vocabulary, in particular the developmehtow-incidence vocabulary, teachers can
best support these students (Roessingh & Elgie9)200is important for ELLs to learn to read

to increase their exposure to low-incidence vocatyul It can be a challenge to teach literacy
skills, as students may be reluctant to read, batddrepetitiveness, and can be easily distracted
(Sarroub, 2007).

The linguistic needs of ELL students can be thodd: idevelopment of literacy and
numeracy for cultural transactions (Magro, 200éyedopment of communicative competency
(Case & Taylor, 2005), and the development of vataty (Roessingh & Elgie, 2009). This
research explored the tools that are used to measuELLS current level of functioning, and the
subsequent services that they will be provided wathelp meet their linguistic and cultural
needs.

Service modelsin Saskatchewan, the needs of ELL students ar¢hraeigh the
school’s English as an Additional Language (EALQgram (Saskatchewan Ministry of
Education, n.d.). This program is left to the detiom of the individual divisions, schools, and
teachers to effectively determine what kind of ssrelivery they will provide. Once a student
has been identified as an ELL, and is eligiblestenvices there are many available
recommendations and interventions for practitionassthe previous discussion indicates, the
instruction must go beyond language, to also beially responsive. The following will review
the tenets of service delivery models in schoald, facuses for positive outcomes with English
language learners.

When working with ELLs, good pedagogy includes:j@int productive activity, (2)
language and literacy development, (3) contextatibin, (4) challenging activities, and (5)
instructional conversation (Elizalde-Utnick, 2008)lore student talk than teacher talk is
recommended in EAL classrooms (Elizalde-Utnick,@00nstruction must be differentiated for
ELLs in terms of content (i.e., what is being leat)) process (i.e., how it is being taught), and
product (i.e., how the student displays their leaghin order to meet their specific needs
(Elizalde-Utnick, 2008).

One of the main models of EAL instruction is thélgut/push in model. This model
supposes that ELL students require short, interlaivguage sessions in order to participate in
general classroom settings. Studentspatked outof general classrooms in order to receive

individual or small group intensive language instien from a qualified EAL teacher. Tipeish

18



in element occurs as the child progressively recdegspullout and participates more actively
in the general classroom. This model is controeéraiith research stating that it is not
empirically supported and is not effective (Abrah&r@humley, 2000; DeCapua, Smathers, &
Tang, 2007), while other research cites evidenaeghows promise when provided by good,
experienced, and qualified teachers (DeCapua 208F).

Another model is the sheltered class, where stgsdegeive content instruction and
language instruction in a congregated class of ELTlss model has mixed support being
criticized for its slow pace, it's lowered expeatatof ELL students, and lack of academic
rigour to meet graduation requirements (Callahaiki¢on, Muller, &Fisco, 2009); however,
is supported as having the best outcomes when caahlwith bilingual instruction and
collaborative learning tasks (DeCapua et al, 2007).

While each of these models displays both posithareegative features, they do meet
some of the diverse needs presented by ELL studétdwever, often times despite best
programming efforts, some students continue tagteu The discussion follows to discuss the
barriers experienced by ELLs in their schools.

Barriers to Providing Services.In order to program for ELL students, schools and
classrooms should provide: appropriate personaglitig, intentionality of practice, standards
based instruction, a whole child approach, andafdihinistrative support (DeCapua, Smathers,
&Trang, 2007). Three barriers that refugee stuglerperience in educational settings are:
dispositional/psychological, situational, and ingtonal (Magro, 2007). The more barriers
experienced by a vulnerable group, the less paieioti positive educational outcomes (Magro,
2007). The following three themes are discusséalbalong with relevant corroborating
research.

Dispositional/PsychologicaDispositional and psychological barriers are irgign
motivators that can affect one’s attitude towakhdsriew culture, and openness to new learnings.
Psychological barriers are most resistant to ch@iggro, 2007). A student needs to buy into
the new culture and language before they will bégimtegrate and interact in the new culture.
Teachers might be ineffective in this domain, as Btudents may be fearful of authority, even
those who are trying to help (Stevenson & Will@@07). This suggests that there is room in a
student’s case management for mental health, cthmgser psychological services.

Situational. ELL students comprise a widely varied, heterogesapoup. As this group
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becomes increasingly diverse, representing marfgrdiit languages, it is becoming increasingly
more difficult for organizations that support ELicskeep up with their many needs (Strekalova
& Hoot, 2008). These needs can include family sugp translated materials, translators, and
research. Each individual student and family isndifferent, which underscores the need for
teachers to get a good sense of the needs ofutiersgf and which programs can best assist.

Working with student’s families can also be a caogikd situational factor. Teachers
can find it difficult to get to know their studehfmarents (Strekalova & Hoot, 2008). Not all
parents are alike either, parents can be ambitaruseir children (Stevenson & Willott, 2007),
and may be seen as their only hope for the fut@@ntrastingly, parents can be preoccupied,
depressed, anxious, in mourning, and as a resyltwanable to care for children (Magro,
2007). In both cases, the school must have anafitee family dynamic, and be knowledgeable
on how it can affect a student’s educational outeom

Institutional Institutionally, there are some significant systetvarriers to effective
instruction for ELLs. The teaching can often biécilt, cumbersome, and challenging
(Sarroub, 2007). Teachers tend to come from adgemeous background: white, middleclass,
little or modest international experience, andraomolingual (Strekalova & Hoot, 2008).
Teachers tend to have low expectations for ELL extig] refugees in particular, because of
language issues (Stevenson & Willott, 2007). Galhgrthe research reports that teachers are
ill-prepared to meet the needs of refugee studdtasthews, 2008; Strekalova & Hoot, 2008),
and that there is a shortage of teachers with ctampg to teach language to ELLs (Matthews,
2008, Stevenson & Willott, 2007).

At the programming level, there are also barriersffective learning. The current
practices of immersion and mainstreaming prograave mot been shown to be effective, as
ELL students cannot keep up with the demands gfuage; alternatively, modified programs
can be perceived as punitive (Matthews, 2008). théats (2008) stated that staples of quality
ELL programming include: language support (spengiEnglish as an Additional Language
training), integrated community development, peentaring, community partnerships, youth
support, whole school support. In order to datlsere must be a welcoming school
environment, good induction procedures, home lraisorkers, community links, pastoral care
(Matthews, 2008).

Summary. This section reviewed the cultural and linguis@eds of ELLSs, the services
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provided to ELLs, and the barriers to providingeetive services. Culturally, ELLs require
cultural brokering, social, community and indivitlgsapport to learn the norms of Canadian
culture (llieva, 2001). Linguistically, they wiirrive to Canada with a number of languages of
origin that can affect their language developmantl may affect specific language features in
phonology, syntax, and semantics (Case & Tayldd52ahey will require vocabulary support
(Roessingh & Elgie, 2009), and need to be suppa@teass the many strands of linguistic,
academic, and cultural literacies (Magro, 2007hocintake and assessment procedures can
improve student experience and outcomes (Matth29@8), by acknowledging the student’s
individual needs, providing appropriate programmiagd eliminating barriers as they present.

The following section seeks to explore current sssent practices to determine the
specific needs of specific students, and the uski®information to inform programming to
meet the identified needs in the case of excepitgna
Identifying Exceptionality in CLD Populations

The previous sections have discussed the needdognition of ELLs, determination of
specific needs of ELLs, and the importance of hguggaod induction and assessment procedures
to eliminate potential barriers. Despite many j@lsrdiscussing research with ELL students and
EAL programming, there is a significant lack of psbed research in the assessment,
intervention, and professional training of thoseowdork with ELLs with exceptionality (Albers,
Hoffman, &Lundahl, 2009). This section seeks teniify common practice and theory in the
assessment of ELLs for purposes of identificatmmspecial education services.

Assessment Proceduredt is first important to ascertain a student’s fiaging within
English. A tool used by teachers in the fielchis Woodcock Munoz Language Survey Revised
(Schrank, Wendling, Alvarado, & Woodcock, 2010) gihcan calculate a six-point CALP
score. This information is valuable to the psyolg@t as it may allow the interpretation of some
scores. This tool is widely used in EAL program€imnada, as well as the United States (Schon
et al., 2008). This tool was formulated through\Weodcock Johnson Tests of Achievement-Il|
(WJ-III-ACH) standardization study (Schrank et @D10). Subtests from the WJ-III-ACH which
had marked language acquisition implications faarggh-English speakers where selected to
form the battery of tests in the WMLS-R. The staddation for the WMLS-R tool was pulled
from the overall WJ-11I-ACH sample, using only thelected subtests that were administered on

Spanish-English speakers. While this test does bal@ psychometric properties in its parent
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test, it's usage in the current context in Saslemen is questionable due to a lack of
representation in the overall sample (Sattler, 2009

A number of considerations must be taken to accatnen working with interpreters in
assessment settings (e.g., level of proficiendhettranslator, confidentiality, translation
changing test questions, etc.; Sattler, 2009). Q#search has created computer programs
which account for language differences, particylarlCross-Battery Assessment protocols
(XBA; Flanagan, Ortiz & Alfonso, 2007).

There is a need for teachers to have a solid awaseof linguistic features of EAL
students (Case & Taylor, 2005). Each L1 is differand its features will affect student’s ability
in learning L2 (Case & Taylor, 2005). An importgatint to underscore is that to differentiate
between a Learning Disability (LD) and languageadieis that an LD will occur in the learning
of both L1 and L2. Foundationally, if phonologiskills in L1 are good, then they should be
good in L2, and if this is not the case, it is likthat it is poor instruction rather than a didipi
In the domain of phonology, if a student has diffies in L1 and L2, that can be one of the first
indicators of the presence of an LD (Case & Tay2005).

When an exceptionality is suspected, a numbeacibfs must be discussed to determine
whether or not an exceptionality is present. IgedHis should be done in a team format
(Sullivan, 2011), including speech-language pattists, school psychologists, classroom
teachers, special education teachers, EAL teachensinistrators, etc. It is the responsibility of
the school psychologist to ascertain: (1) thatsitteool's curriculum is appropriate; (2) the child's
problems are documented across settings and p&isoaohonly in school, but also at home; (3)
difficulties are present both in the native langeiag dialect and in English; (4) the child has
been taught but has not made satisfactory progfgste teacher has the qualifications and
experience to effectively teach the student; (6)ruction has been continuous and appropriately
sequenced and has included teaching of skills guesite to success (Ortiz, 1997). An
appropriate assessment and diagnosis of exceptiooah be obtained if the above factors are
accounted for.

Pulling the research together, there are someepses that can help collect data to
determine disabilities within CLD populations (Sohet al., 2008). The first step for school
psychologists is to determine a pre-referral preges., Ortiz, 1997) to eliminate a number of

factors that would rule out a learning disabilifyurther to this, the first domain of assessment
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should determine language functioning in both Ld BB, and that assessments themselves be
assessed for their linguistic load to determinbdity and validity (Schon, et al., 2008). Bgin
language limited is not cause for a diagnosisdikability. Teachers need to have adequate
skill, training and experience (competency) befiagnosis can be determined.

The research explored the processes that schalate dietermine the language
difference of an ELL from a disability. There contés that learning disabilities, and language
difference often present in similar fashions. Tokofving discussion explores the features of
learning disabilities versus language differences.

Learning disability criteria. Many linguistic features are common between ELL& an
those who have a learning disability (LD), as subhk,discussion to distinguish whether an ELL
also has a LD is required (Case & Taylor, 2005)he Diagnostic and Statistical Manual for
Mental Disorders, Fourth Edition Revised (DSM-IV-TAPA, 2000) outlines leaning disorders
as: (1) low reading, writing, mathematics scorestamdardized tests below expectation given
age, intelligence and educational experience;h@)yeésulting effect interferes with activities of
daily living; and (3) no sensory deficit, or otlesorder explains the low ability. The Learning
Disabilities Association of Canada (2002) expaihiks definition to also include that a cognitive
process that affects learning (i.e., phonologivar@ness, memory, recall, etc.) must also be
identified. The distinguishing feature then of el student with a LD, is that the linguistic
features will present not only in English, but e tstudent’s first language (L1) as well. The
difficulty lies in determining a significant (i.edjfferent from the normal population) language
deficiency in an ELL's L1.

Within CLD populations there is also diversity iretdomain of language ability. Just as
within the general Canadian population, there acelences of Learning Disabilities (LDs)
within the ELL population. Further to this, there also cases of Post Traumatic Stress
Disorder (PTSD), Attention Deficit Hyperactivity &order (ADHD), speech and language
Disabilities, anxiety, or depression within CLD mbgtions (Strekalova& Hoot, 2008). This can
result in school or other psychologists to comand perform further behavioural, achievement,
or intelligence testing.

Students with disabilities provided accommodagitmsupport their learning, including
students from other language background regardfegssmigration status, (Canadian Council

for Refugees, 2011). The Saskatchewan Ministigchfcation, in turn, attempts to identify ELL
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students who may require additional special edanaupports. There is a significant gap in the
literature when it comes to the indicators of medisorders, such as LD, in CLD populations,
and effective interventions to support these stted@vicCardle, Mele-McCarthy, & Leos, 2005).
It is then difficult to know how Saskatchewan tearshare rising to meet this need. One way to
identify exceptionality in complex cases is the fesse to Intervention framework.

Response to interventionResponse to intervention is another framework ¢hagrges
from the research (Case & Taylor, 2005; Elizaldeitk, 2008; Schon, Shaftel& Markham,
2007; Wagner, Francis & Morris, 2005). This moaetjch has been popularized by American
legislation to identify and diagnose learning dibtis, emphasizes the need to have good
teaching practices for all students. “Learningdibties are better viewed as a result of an
interaction between an individual's characteristing demands of the educational environment
that interact to determine the specific manifestdt(Wagner, Francis, & Morris, 2005, p. 8.)
When students do not respond to effective teactivemy intentional and evidenced based
interventions are put into place. Through the ic@d processes of data collection and
consultation, individualized programming is devadpThis model could also be utilized for
determining LDs in EAL populations in Saskatchewaut,a major stumbling block is a lack of
trained teachers, and a lack of best practice naetewhen working with ELLs. Another
concern is to determine best support to the EAtesttipopulation, and being able to identify
LDs would only be useful if there were specific gm@m recommendations to follow it
(McCardle, Mele-McCarthy & Leos, 2005).

Another approach demonstrated in the researclkeiggé of Curriculum Based
Assessment (CBA; Spinelli, 2009). In a CBA, studmutput is compared to curriculum
standards and objectives, rather than to a norsnaample. While standardized assessment is
wrought with issues surrounding sampling, represtes populations, and test bias (Zetlin,
Beltran, Salcido, Gonzalez & Reyes, 2011), CBAthaspotential to allow the student to display
what they know under optimal and responsive cooiiti(Spinelli, 2009) providing a more
authentic evaluation of a student’s areas of nedds&rength. This could help inform specific
teaching interventions as part of an overall RTdrapch.

Finally, at the level of intervention, there isapgn the literature as to how to
differentiate instruction for ELLs with LDs. Someggestions have included differentiating in

terms of content (what is being learned), procheg(it is being taught), and product (how the
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student displays their learning) in order to méeirtspecific needs in the classroom (Elizalde-
Utnick, 2008). Many of the interventions offera@ gust general ideas for directions of
intervention for language already provided in EAktruction. Interventions could be based on
developing phonological memory and sensitivity &l WV agner et al., 2005). Articles cite a
need for further research, and perhaps the fiss@In that research is to identify the population
that is struggling (McCardle, et al., 2005). UsR@gl as part of an assessment procedure might
help to better identify the struggling population.

Summary. In the realm of assessment, research has demeuisthat need for the use of
best practice when teaching, as well as the neeasiessments in language of origin. There are
continued questions to the normative developmeat (earning trajectories) of language
(Roessingh, 2010), making it difficult to determiha student is in a phase of their learning (i.e.
Terrell’s (1977) stages of language acquisitionnaly have a weakness compared to a
normative sample. The research wondered if sctaveladequately identifying disabilities when
found in concert with language differences, andciwhools or procedures are they using to sort
it causes for student frustration. Further to tthis,research explored the services that are
provided and asked if students are being adequseeled.

Conclusion

This literature review examined four main ared¥:Relational-Cultural Theory as it
informs this project of research; (2) the eligifyilprocesses used to identify English Language
Learners; (3) the needs and services provided giigbnLanguage Learners; and (4) the
identification process for ELL students with exgepalities. The review found that a significant
amount of research has come from the United Statash largely influences the Canadian
situation. Further to this, provinces are in diffigrlevels of preparedness when it comes to the
influx of newcomer Canadian students into publicost systems.

This literature review was able then to identifgas where research is needed to inform
our current programming for ELLs through EAL pragiraing. This research sought to answer
the following research questions:

1) How do schools in Saskatchewan identify and indlinglish Language Learners who
require services?
2) What services are currently being provided for shglLanguage Learners in

Saskatchewan?
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3) How are Saskatchewan schools identifying excepti@aaning needs in English
Language Learner Populations?
The following chapter will outline the methodolothat was used in order to answer the
research questions, in concert with the principfeRCT. Following that, chapter four will
present the data collected in response to thendsgaestions, and the final chapter will discuss

the implications of this new data.
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CHAPTER 3: Methodology
Nature of the Study

This modified basic interpretive inquiry study dsedividual interviews with teachers,
administrative experts, and settlement agency septatives from the two main urban centres of
Saskatchewan to explore the research questions:

1) How do schools in Saskatchewan identify and in@unglish Language Learners who
require services?
2) What services are currently being provided for EsglLanguage Learners in

Saskatchewan?

3) How are Saskatchewan schools identifying excepti@aaning needs in English

Language Learner populations?

Educational research often uses interviews andtignesires to learn about phenomena
that are not clearly observable (i.e., experiengpsiions, values, perspectives; Gall, Gall &
Borg, 2007). Assessment is a tool used by eduxatwt school officials, and as such, it was the
opinions, experiences and values of educators @mabtofficials that are of interest to this
research project. In contrast, a community setttem@rker, who was also an immigrant to
Canada, was included to include the immigrant vaite perspective. Individual interviews,
lasting 30-60 minutes, were conducted in ordeottect rich data that may be usable to other
school divisions currently developing programmingifcreasing numbers of ELL students in
their schools.

Interviews were conducted in April to May, 2011higresearch purposefully collected a
snapshot in time of the perspectives of school exarkand immigrants as to the induction,
programming and assessment procedures when waskihdgnglish Language Learners
(ELLs). The timeframe was important, as it is dgrgpring that schools are actively reporting on
their successes during the school year, and plgrinirthe next school year. The practice of
assessment and instruction of ELLs is constantinging, and the nature of this research is time
specific.

This research explored current perspectives ok@tassessment and programming for
ELLs in urban Saskatchewan schools. The goahisrresearch was to gather the perspectives
if school staff in the methods used to identifyd @ddress the needs of EAL students. The

perspectives of the school officials were also @sted with the perspective of the immigrant

27



community settlement worker to identify areas afeagnent and disagreement. The interviews
were scheduled for 30-60 minutes, followed a qoesjuide but were semi structured, allowing
for exploration of topics that were important te thterviewees from their own perspectives.
These perspectives were also shared in the resgatagh

Participants

The research sought data specifically from schantsschool divisions within
Saskatchewan. As education is a provincial man@&NRAEELISD, 2008), it is not within the
parameters of this research to include data fronobcountry or out of province. Saskatchewan
includes 28 school divisions, located in both rawadl urban settings. However, since 69.8 % of
immigrant migration is to only two major urban aestin Saskatchewan (SMAEELISD, 2008),
interviewees were selected from only these twooregyi The interviewees were selected from
school divisions where the ELL population was stechequire a formalized EAL program with
intake, programming, and continued assessment.reBearch selected respondents that varied
in their perspectives and opinions, while still anthe same provincial mandates and restraints
to allow the results to be applicable to smalléramr centres who are beginning to see the second
wave of immigrants. Small urban centres were ndtoted as they have limited ELL students,
spread over larger geographic distances, resutiifgwver formalized EAL programs and
teachers and more individual program plans. .

Upon ethics approval (Appendix A), purposive sampliCharles & Mertler, 2002) was
used to select the interviewees. A matrix was eckat order to target six interviewees. For each
urban centre the research targeted: (1) an EALh&gce., a current EAL teacher with
significant work experience in EAL); (2) an EAL exp(i.e., a current EAL program leader,
consultant, or coordinator currently employed tschool division for the purpose of leading or
managing the division EAL program); and (3) an imgrant community settlement worker (i.e.,
an immigrant currently working for an agency thapgorts families in their transitions into
schools). The respondents were not asked to comonehieir own school division work
specifically, but rather on the work being donevamoially. These respondents were targeted
through network sampling (Charles & Mertler, 20G&#)d through the researcher’s work with a
number of committees, organizations, and schoasidins that service ELL populations.

The prospective interviewees were contacted réggitie research project, asking for

their participation through email (Appendix B).xSQirospective interviewees were contacted,
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Table 3.1: Participant selection matrix

Teacher EAL Expert Immigrant
Urban Centre A Yes Yes Yes
Urban Centre B Yes Yes No Response

and five responded to the request. As a resuly, amé immigrant perspective was shared in the
sample and cannot fully represent a complete imanigperspective. Additional ethics
applications were completed and approved as ratjbiye¢he interviewee’s work places (e.qg.,
procedures to gain approval from school divisiohgre the interviewee was an employee), and
all were given permission to participate in theeggsh.

Participants were given gift certificates for $40 a retailer who specializes in
educational materials to purchase resources fardlassrooms. The gift certificates were not
used as solicitation for participation, but wereegi during the transcript review. This was done
to show appreciation for their participation. A @ift certificates for teacher resources do not
directly benefit the participants but rather thstudents, it was not believed to have altered the
resulting data.

Participants completed an informed consent docti@gpendix C) where
confidentiality of their data was promised. Specsicthools and school divisions were not
disclosed in the reporting of the data findings, was information reported where an
interviewee may be identified. There are a limibeenber of professionals who work in the EAL
community, and as such, particular attention wasrgto this matter.

Interviews were digitally recorded and then traifssl. The interviewees at that time
were given the opportunity to read over the trapserThey were invited to edit, delete, or add
to their responses if they felt it was needed. Mieenber check was done to ensure that the
answers they gave were as accurate and as re@@seof their current perspective and
situation. The member checks also increased tiabitey and rigour of the study by insuring
that the answers they provided truthfully represérheir viewpoint and allowed them to
elaborate on responses. The respondents haveeglsested a brief executive summary of the
study results, and will be provided with copieghd# finished thesis, and any published work that
utilizes the data collected.

Interview Questions
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Interview questions were complied through a revidéwhe literature and, in consultation
with the research supervisor and committee. Trexvidgws followed a semi-structured format,
allowing for flexibility and probing for clarity 'rm the respondents. The questions provided a
basic outline but the interviews did flow in direets that were important to the interviewees
within the research context (e.g., the relationgl@fween EAL and Special Education, working
collaboratively with other teachers, informal assesnt tools).

The interviews asked demographic questions fromrmegbpondents, including job title,
years of experience, years of experience of EAH,@mary student group (elementary, middle
years, secondary). Demographic data was collesterder to explore trends along
demographic lines to help draw conclusions or eonfrends. The questionnaire intended to ask
guestions specific to the induction, servicing, asdessment needs of ELLs. The questions are
provided in Appendix D.

Theoretical Perspective

Relational-Cultural Theory (Comstock et al, 2008ytting, 2008; Jordan, 2008; Walker,
2008; West, 2005) emphasizes the need for two-thred relationships and the development of
relational skills in order to build resilience agiwwth in students. This theory, while
traditionally employed in individual therapeuticndexts, does show usefulness in institution or
school based research, who in essence demonsprateea-overstyle of relationship to their
students. Using RCT in the field of educationesvnhowever, it is a recommended research
direction by RCT scholars (West, 2005).

Power, the ability to influence change on an irdlinal (Walker, 2008), is traditionally
kept by teachers. This research asks where tderstdits in the context of assessment and
programming decisions and at which point does tindesit begin to influence the system. RCT
theory seeks the development of growth fosteritatimships, which embody mutual empathy,
empowerment, and responsiveness (Comstock e08B; Hartling, 2008; Jordan 2008). One
needs to consider whether schools, in their powlet are fostering this mutual relationship.
Trustworthiness

When performing qualitative research, it is impottdnat not only that the data be
credible and genuine on face value, but that @ alset qualitative research standards (Charles
& Mertler, 2002). The research did consider thésee constructs in order to best answer the

research questions.
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Aspects of TrustworthinessCarlson (2010) outlines a number of techniques that
increase the trustworthiness of qualitative redeaxadit Trailswere used in order that future
examiners can look at and evaluate the data fenyfiears after the conclusion of the study. The
transcripts, audio files, and charts used for tredysis are available for review from the research
supervisor by the research committeeflexivityis present in the current document in that the
researcher expresses his biases, experiencesp@ednthin the research, and the data.
Triangulation occurred through comparing the different voidesugh the use of vertical (i.e.,
the different respondents answering the same qustnd horizontal (i.e., the same respondent
answering consistently across the same questi@hyses. The responses were also compared to
previous research literature. Finally the studifagtd member checkintgp allow for the
participants to confirm, retract, or expand onitlegiginal answers.

Through purposive sampling, each of the partitipavere targeted based on their
saliency (i.e., their stake, influence and expe&@gnEach of the respondents were active in their
fields. All have either volunteered with settlemagencies, or pursued further academic training
in order to better support ELLs. Through targetiegearch participants with high saliency, the
research data has increased trustworthiness.

Credibility. Credibility is the extent that the data collectebtigh this research is
consistent. The research was authenticated by ¢émelbr checking of the transcripts, thus
insuring that the answers provided were true anldesaicated on two occasions (the interview
and the transcript review stage). Each of thewwgeees reviewed the transcripts and approved
them to be submitted for the analysis, or have tlesponses withdrawn from the study sample
(the respondents also had the right to withdraw theta from the study up to July 1, 2011). The
semi-structured interviews also allowed for resgsr® be clarified, challenged, or reviewed.
Further to this, the data that was repeated acesg®ndents was considered to be the most
reliable, and reported as trends in the data.

Further, the questionnaire needed to have evidehadiability. The literature review
guided the construction of the questionnaire. dinestionnaire was circulated to the research
supervisor and committee and application approvyeithd Research Ethics Board (Appendix D).
The format allowed the interviewer to probe resjgarihat were unclear. Further to this, the
respondents were allowed to change, edit, or asponses through the member checking

process. The respondents also responded canddilycarestly as their confidentiality was
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assured, avoiding any concerns of repercussiorthéarresponses, allowing their authentic
voices in response to the research questions. §hrihese measures, the interviews, the
guestionnaire, and the responses created dateaihdte considered reliable responses to the
research questions.

Rigour. Another component of quality qualitative reseachigour. Rigour is the extent
to which the research methodology is consistertt thié theoretical lens and that informs the
research (Oliver, 2011). Using RCT in school rede#s a new direction recommended for
further exploration (West, 2005). In relation to RGemi-structured interviews can be an
appropriate method of gathering data for resed®€1 emphasizes the importance of growth
fostering relationships between individuals (Coroktet al, 2008; Hartling, 2008; Jordan, 2008;
Walker, 2008; West, 2005). Through participatingha interview, the interviewer and the
interviewee interact and relate on a topic thaff isiutual interest and passion. Within this
context the five good things (Jordan, 2008) caundd) a sense of zest (e.g., demonstrated by
the enthusiasm by the interviewer and interviewethié process); (2) clarity about oneself, the
other, and the relationship (e.g., the opportutdtghare, ask questions, and mutual support
given within the interview dialogue); (3) a sen$@ersonal worth (e.g., through the affirmative
feelings expressed between the participants, affgreaach other in their role in EAL
instruction); (5) the desire for more connectiom(econtinued contact after the interview
process, and desire to know the results and futor& together).

Summary. This research considered trustworthiness and ahgglib its methodology,
design, and data collection. The trustworthiness agsured through the design elements (e.qg.,
audit trails, reflexivity, saliency, triangulatioand member checking). The credibility was
demonstrated by the transcription review procesissami-structured interview style. Also,
rigour was proposed through the elements of fivadghings (Jordan, 2008) evident in the semi-
structured, one-on-one interview format. The answeithe research questions given are
credible through the consideration of these elemehtjualitative research. Once these elements
were considered, the process of data collectioayais and reporting began.

Research Process

This section outlines the sequence of events emxkpses that occurred during this

research study. The process went in three phabedata collection; (2) data analysis; and (3)

reporting. In the data collection phase the resetgeted the research participants, and
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completed the interviews, transcripts, and memhecking process. The data analysis phase
utilized basic interpretive qualitative study (Mam, 2002) and meaning reduction techniques
(Kvale, 1996) to identify the themes and trend<e Tdporting phase was done by creating a
narrative where the researcher could co-authod#ie set (Kvale, 1996). The details of this
process are discussed below.

Data collection.The research began with the proposal defence &inth etpproval
completed in March, 2011. At that time the resmord were identified and contacted through
personal email in the first week of April 2011, vegting their participation in the study.
Participants were targeted using the participalecen matrix. Six people were targeted, and
five out of the six respondents agreed to the wear. One respondent requested further ethics
review from his/her school division, which was cdeted and approved. The interviews were
conducted from April-May, 2011, and were digitaljcorded. The recordings were transcribed
and organized into a table format, printed, an@gito the respondents to complete any edits,
additions, or retractions. All of respondents iegbin June 2011, and the data was analysed.

Data analysis.This modified basic interpretive inquiry study (Mam, 2002) was
conducted to increase our understanding on howetfearch participants perceive the given
phenomenon (i.e., ELL assessment and programmiSgskatchewan). Responses from the
interviews were inductively analyzed to identifgtrecurring themes and patterns that cut across
the data (Merriam, 2002). This analysis used anmgacondensation technique, where by
statements made by the respondents that directlyexed the research questions were
paraphrased and condensed into a table formatjfleg the central theme in the response to
the question (Kvale, 1996). The individual resgansould then be compared between
participants in a number of ways (e.g., teachesuseteacher, urban centre A versus urban centre
B, school voice versus immigrant voice). This asalyould also be compared to references in
the literature that was used to inform the study.

A table format was used to review the data. THemns were categorized by respondent,
each given a code (e.g., expert A, expert B, teaghteacher B, Immigrant A). The rows were
categorized by research questions (1, 2, 3), dsaspics of interes(i.e., items discussed that
were not directly related to the research questj@amsl RCT (i.e., direct quotations or stories
which relate to RCT present in EAL programming).

In the first phase of the analysis, the membeckbée transcripts were reviewed (all
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transcripts, including the immigrant perspectivid)e researcher read through the responses,
highlighting any strongly worded direct quotationgesponse to the research questions. These
guotations were copied to the master table forovader the headings of the research questions.
A second reading was done looking for specific arswo the research questions using the
meaning condensation technique (Kvale, 1996) hi;technique, statements made by the
respondents that answer directly to the researebtouns were paraphrased and condensed and
entered into the table format, identifying the cahtheme in the response to the question (Kvale,
1996). A third reading was done to explore thedsif interest that occurred during the
interview that were not directly related to theesh questions, and placed in thgics of
interestheading. This analysis was done throograning finding through the narrativenere
topics of conversation were identified as a laiggegory (e.g., informal assessments, working
with special education programs, working collabieey with community agencies, etc.; Kvale,
1996) The third reading was done so the voicesctilafor change, or concern were represented
in the research. A fourth reading was done to $taaies/quotations related to RCT and placed
in theRCTheading. In the immigrant transcript, sections weghlighted that were not in
agreement with the school perspectives.

Using the master table format, the central theme® weviewed across the respondents
to remark any trends or discrepancies betweereddh urban centre; (2) between
teachers/administrators; and (3) between immigraite and school perspective. The central
themes were categorized (Kvale, 1996) to develepstiapshot in time to describe the intake,
assessment, and programming for ELLs in SaskataheMray central themes related to RCT
were noted to see if in fact teachers and admai@is were effectively navigating the balance of
relationship and power when working with this partarly vulnerable population. Solutions
from RCT were then developed and presented as waysve forward in furthering and
improving current assessment practices with ELLSs.

Reporting. The final phase after the data analysis was tortéjpe findings. The
reporting proved to be complicated by the prommasle for confidentiality and anonymity. The
field of EAL in Saskatchewan is a small one, andrethough the sample was taken across
school divisions and cities, it would be possilolédentify certain interviewees given some of
the perspectives they shared. The researcher, lfiineseg a part of the EAL teaching
community, was sensitive to this issue. As a resgluié care and attention in identifying
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information was paramount in the reporting of tesearch findings.

The decision was made to present the data fronperspective (i.e., create a narrative of
the composite data from each of the interviewegs.trends and discrepancies were reported as
a narrative coming from a Saskatchewan perspediivs.process allowed for the interpretation
of the data to come as a form of co-authorship [&VE996). The perspectives of the researcher,
and the learnings that occurred as a result ofhtlegaction during the interview process was
then also included in the data set.

The report of the data and discussion may alstigseminated through publication in
academic journals, shared in presentations to $climsions and government, and this
document will be sent to school divisions who apated in the study.

Upon completion of the study, the recordings wesleteéd off the researcher’s hard
drive, and given to the supervisor for safe-kee@indVD format as indicated in the ethics
approval. All correspondence, forms, transcripts] ather sensitive or identifying data was
given to the supervisor, to be destroyed beyonovery in August, 2016.

Conclusion

This chapter outlined the methodology and protiesisoccurred in order to answer the
research questions. This research is informed by, R@ich emphasizes dialogue and
relationship as foundational to working with vulakle populations. The methodology, data
collection and analysis and reporting adhere tangttenants of validity, reliability and rigour,
indicating credible data results. The next chapi#rexplore the data that was collected through
this research project. At the conclusion, the fatepter will discuss the implications, and

recommended future directions of research.
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CHAPTER 4: Results
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to identify the ietghrogramming, and identification of
exceptionality of ELL students in Saskatchewane fdsearch obtained a snapshot of current
practices and directions towards future improvemeéntinterviewing a purposive sample of
administrators and teachers of EAL programmindhativo major centres in Saskatchewan
(Saskatoon and Regina). The study also includegdnspective of a community settlement
worker and immigrant, to acknowledge their roléha relationship (i.e., the relationships
between students and teachers, families and sgholiés chapter describes the context of the
interviews, the participants, and the perspecthaexperience of the interviewer/researcher.
The results are combined to provide a narratiee, @ Saskatchewan perspective) in order to
answer the research questions, and protect thaeotiflity of the respondents.

Context

Saskatchewan is a province of approximately 1 amilliesidents (Saskatchewan Bureau
of Statistics, 2011). The province supports 28viddial school divisions, including public,
separate, and francophone schools, with an enrolaid®9,465 students in 2010
(Saskatchewan Ministry of Education, 2010). A miyaof the students attend school divisions
located in two major urban centres of Saskatchewdnese two urban centres also welcome a
majority of immigrants to Saskatchewan (SMAEELISID08) and are considered to have the
most developed EAL programming in the province bseaof their numbers.

The Saskatchewan Government has committed toggnavschool divisions with
additional resources in order to accommodate toeigg numbers of ELL students in
Saskatchewan Schools. There is a need to inccagseity and provide EAL programming;
providing specialized services for immigrant faesli children, and youth; creating educational
policies inclusive of the needs of immigrant studeand partnering with community and
government to provide settlement and support sesMi§askatchewan Ministry of Education,
2011). This research asked the respondents toiloesice current assessment practices, and
explored opportunities for future growth througk #pplication of RCT principles, and evidence
based practice research when working with ELL sttgleboth in regular and exceptional
settings.

The Participants
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An EAL administrator and EAL teacher were seledteth each urban centre to provide
information on their programming and perspectiveatenSaskatchewan situation. In addition to
school personnel, a community settlement workeraeasacted to provide another informed
perspective from both the community settlement eg@erspective, and the immigrant
perspective (the participant was also an immigraftje interviews were semi-structured,
following the general research questions, but albor flexibility and professional
conversations on the current state of affairs i pfogramming.

The participants had a variety of experiences whadhthem to working in EAL
programming and support. The interviewees canma fyeneral classroom, special education,
administration, foreign language teaching, indialdeigration experiences, travel experiences,
and community organizations which inspired thenrent work in EAL in Saskatchewan.
Interestingly, while the respondents had profesgdisohool experience averaging 13 years, each
of the participants had been in their role in EAdivileen two to five years, indicating the young
nature of this kind of programming in Saskatchew@he respondents also represented direct
specialist experience from each of the three agekets of students: primary, middle years, and
secondary. The respondents represented publiatagepand private school systems. In each of
the interviews, the respondents presented thensak/professionals who spoke candidly, and
who personally care for their work, and their stitde
Researcher’s Background

My first foreign language experience was as a Ngrarelanguage teacher for the
Saskatoon Norwegian Language School, and subsemashing in French Immersion
classrooms. | had completed my undergraduatearipimith additional course work in special
education. | performed my internship at an intéomal school in France where | taught both
English and French to foreign students. Whenurretd to Canada, | completed EAL
certification and began my first teaching assigninethe EAL program in Saskatoon. It was
the first year of the program, and we seemed toenitalp as we went.

| often tell people, that teaching EAL is the biestching assignment you can get. The
first reason is that it is rare that students agpte daily what you teach them. As a student
learns language, they become more functional im §zhool environment. Another reason
would be the witnessing to the inspirational st®oé hardship, bravery, resilience, and triumph

over adversity. Teachers of newcomer studentg krold the stories, and | found myself often
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saying “you just can’t make this stuff up.” And tfieal reason is the humour. There is much
laughter in the learning of language, and whilmaty not always be an easy process, there are an
abundant number of reasons to laugh.

| believe that it is because of these three resatitat EAL teachers are a truly special
bunch of people. English as an Additional Langaegehers and those who work in the
settlement of newcomers, experience the joys arrdws along with their students. They hear
the stories, and they keep the stories. They khatvrelationships can transcend language. The
nature of the work is collaborative, and as sudkl, grofessionals are naturally social creatures.
They enjoy working together, and learning from anether. English as an Additional
Language teachers have given up the notion thgtkinew everything, or even anything, and
approach their work humbly, and truly embody theitspf lifelong learning. As such, this
research did not find difficulty in finding partgants, nor a shortage on stories and opportunities
for shared learning. | am personally honourede@lble to work with the fine people | had a
chance to interview through this project.

Along with my love of EAL, | must not forget my &t love of special education. As |
complete my master’s degree in school and coungghisychology, | recognize the duality of
these two teaching professions, and the need fovariap and sharing between these two
disciplines. Through this research and my futuoekw! hope to help build the bridge between
these two fields, identifying the role of EAL insttion and services for students with
exceptionalities, and supporting general and spediacation teachers in including ELL students
in their classrooms.

The Interviews

The interviews were arranged in April and May ofL.20and were conducted face-to-
face. The interviews were semi-structured, enguthat the research questions could be
answered, but also so that the participants couhdy bheir own current issues to the project.

The interviews ran from 30 to 90 minutes. Thervieavs were digitally recorded, transcribed,
and reviewed by the interviewees, and returneamatysis in June, 2011. The results of this
chapter give their perspectives to represent theuprogramming needs, and the directions for
the future given the significant attention givendoyernment to support these programs in
Saskatchewan.

Results
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The resulting data from the interview transcripesvanalysed for meaning, placed into
themes, and are reported as one Saskatchewan gdarspd he reporting was done keeping the
promise to the respondents of confidentiality andrymity, which allowed the participants to
speak candidly during the interviews. EAL is a reewl emerging field in Saskatchewan, and
there are relatively few teachers and administsatdro are qualified to participate in the project.
Therefore, to avoid a member of the EAL commundignitifying a particular perspective, the
individual perspectives are combined.

Additionally, the present results represent a mdnretime. The responses contained in
this research, may not be the same a year from oogyen next fall. With new research, new
programming initiatives, and new professionals emgethe field, change occurs consistently.
Further to this, the nature and needs of the Elbestits are continuously fluctuating. These
results represent a stage in the progression of @Agramming in Saskatchewan.

| must also acknowledge that my perspective isgqmeim the reporting of the data
(Carlson, 2010). | bring to the conversation my @xperiences, observations, and rephrasing of
the responses. As Kvale (1996) acknowledged vi@erresearch cannot be reported, rather, it
is co-authored. Through this co-authorship, | hmpmaintain the authentic perspective of
Saskatchewan, celebrating the successes and addwmg the challenges.

In order to minimize the effect of researcher limathe reporting of the data, some steps
were taken. The themes are outlined at the beginwfieach of the research questions, with
direct quotations from the research participantsed quotations from the interviews are used
whenever possible to give the reader some of tlmicérom the transcripts, and also to provide
more credibility. The researcher’s own interpretasi, implications, and responses to the other
perspectives were reserved for the discussionapteh five. The following results are presented
as they reflected on the research questions.

Research question 1The first research question askeldw do schools in
Saskatchewan identify and induct ELLs who requergises?

The respondents described how children are induotechools in a variety of ways. If a
child first comes into a Saskatchewan school, thidybe initially welcomed by the frontline
staff, which is generally the secretary or schaoigpal. At this time there is often paperwork
to be filled in. It's disputed whether or not tiesthe most appropriate time to have them fill it

in, as it can be long
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Table 4.1 Response themes to research question 1.

Research Question: How do schools in Saskatchewan identify and indildts who require services?

Themes Direct Quotations

School and “Administration would send them to go to the [intadentre]...to be assessed...they would

centralized intake  let us as the EAL teachers know that we needealltavfthrough.”
“I'm usually pulled out of class and | cancel cleasd | go and have a meeting with the
family immediately, as soon as they come to thidingl’

Formal language “Assessment is a bit of an art as well as a sciénce

measures “Reading, writing, speaking listening are the maireas that we look at and then within that
we look at our focus is assessing the cognitiveledac language proficiency which is why
we chose the Woodcock Munoz”

Need for qualitative “that’s part of the assessment process too, getiingnow the student a little bit”

data

and confusing (*...sometimes we found out thateig/difficult and is not practical because there
are many questions, and when you meet with thelyamfamily, first time, it is too much for
them”). Others believe it is the best that can tmeedwhen students arrive unannounced. One
teacher noted “sometimes I'm called down, dependmgvhether the family speaks
English...and | cancel class and | go have a mgetith the family immediately, as soon as they
come to the building.” If it is indicated that teudent does not speak English primarily in the
home, the parents are asked if they would likeeteive EAL services. If so, the EAL teacher is
called in, and an assessment or intake proceddirbewgin.

The participants stated that the intake systenotishvays ideal, and sometimes parents,
especially newcomers who have limited languagdsstkiemselves require more of an
orientation to the school and school system. Elderfal government began the Settlement
Workers In Schools (SWIS) program in schools tgpmeéet this need. The SWIS program is
managed by local community groups, like the OpenrCBociety or YWCA, to support students
and families in schools. The SWIS worker will layia family to the school, and explain the
EAL program to them. The SWIS worker can also tevor interpreters, and interagency
support to make sure the students are settlecinilbw home school. As the services of SWIS
are holistic, often times they may have informatiloat they can share with the school, and they
can also assist with any issues that may cometep |ahey can also advocate for students, if
they seem to fall between the cracks (e.g., mémaalth concerns, lack of family support, needs
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unmet by schools, etc.).

Once the student has been identified as requirklg $ervices there are different ways
the research participants described the initi@katassessment. If there is an EAL teacher
assigned to the school, they will meet the child da an assessment to place the child in an
appropriate learning group. The intake assesso@nbe quite extensive, and would need to
measure the four strands of literacy (i.e., listgnspeaking, reading, and writing). This can take
close to two hours per student, and may need tefmated three times a year per student to
track progress. Group assessments may be admatidtesave time. These assessment
procedures can give the teacher a good idea oéstsidanguage proficiency.

A newer method that is being piloted and expanded send the EAL student to a
centralized intake centre. Upon registration thi® EAL program, the students are booked for a
formal assessment at the intake centre, which theeassessment intake for one or more school
divisions. This appointment occurs two to threekgeafter initial arrival. School divisions see
a need to move towards a standardized assessnsggrinsyr tool that can work across the
kindergarten to grade twelve system. This inak@re is useful; however, communication can
be complicated by some teachers not reading theteepr not following the recommendations
in general classroom settings.

When asked about assessment, a respondent stasegSment is a bit of an art as well
as a science.” There are a number of tools thatsed to determine the language proficiency of
ELL students. There are formalized measures ssitheaWoodcock-Munoz Language Survey —
Revised (WMLS-R) (the most prominent in the proe)San Diego Quick, Secondary Level
English Proficiency Exam, Gates-MacGinitie Readiegts (GMRT). There are also curriculum
based assessments from the ERGO (Educational ResGuoup of Ontario) series, PWIM
model, Fountas and Pinnell, and Test of Writtenlliyge Teachers also create their own
assessments that deal with spontaneous languégaladion, and letter and sound
identification. Some teachers get frustrated usiagdardized assessment tools, “l find it [...] a
waste of time looking around for assessments wh@ow exactly what | want to know.”

Many other views on assessment were shared byattieipants. The inclusion of self-
assessment is particularly important. In additroath skills should be assessed, particularly at
the high school level. Some school divisions hdereeloped their own language benchmarks

and assessments for their division, and are iptbeess of piloting these.

41



Beyond the language component of the assessmetitatjue data should be collected
from the students. A teacher reports,

| ask a lot of questions about their family, ansk joow long they’'ve been in Canada, and

how do they feel about being in Canada... mo#t@time they have a little bit of

English and they might say ‘Bad, | feel bad.’

Items such as educational history, family situatiost language competency, family cohesion,
previous learning difficulties, current physicabhtf, and a sensory (hearing/vision) assessment
may impact a student’s experience in a new scl@alecting this additional data is important

for teachers, “You get a feeling for the studert how their personality and background can
affect language learning.” Through the use of enewit forms or standardized interviews,
teachers and school divisions realize that eathedf students comes from a particular context.
Teachers and administrators believe its an oppityttmbegin a conversation, “That’s part of

the assessment process too, getting to know tdersta little bit.”

At times, a student may be missed at the initiavak. Students can be missed when a
student displays a good use of social languageSBIgarticularly at the primary grades where
the language capacity may be the same as thes.p@srthey progress, particularly to grade
four, they begin to experience some difficultiés. this time the classroom teacher may identify
difficulties in language, and will network with tl&AL teacher assigned to the school. Typically
this instigates a file review, and assessment pireeto determine where the gaps in language
development are.

The system currently in place is not perfect, ditisttle bit hit and miss, but probably
better than a couple years ago.” There is a aigdidetween being efficient and collecting
sufficient detail through assessment processesough the use of curriculum based materials
that give a grade-based equivalency score, teaoh@iak that often the result is a false positive
(i.e., the grade achieved on the assessment istilghan the students’ actual working capacity).
Cultural bias in assessment is also a problenhahthe questions that are asked in many of the
formalized tools are developed out of knowledgée ihaulturally, or socially derived,
impossible to answer for newcomers. Teachers génelo well at collecting academic
as