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ABSTRACT

Language diversity is increasing significantly across the nation and this linguistic diversification
will remain a constant in the future (Reeves, 2006; US Census, 2000). With this diversity often
comes discrimination towards English language learners (ELLs) and other students who do not
speak Standard American English (SAE) due to the influence of their native language or dialect
(e.g., African American Vernacular English, Spanish). This discrimination is called linguistic
profiling and it is commonly seen in school settings (Fisher, Wallace, & Fenton, 2000; Murillo &
Smith, 2011; Pachter, Bernstein, Szalacha, & Coll, 2010). Past studies have found that teachers
who linguistically profile are influenced by the following areas: general education experiences,
specific English as a Second Language (ESL) training, contact with diverse cultures, prior
contact with ELLs, and demographic characteristics (Youngs & Youngs, 2011). The goal of this
study was to determine whether linguistic profiling is occurring towards ELLs and AAVEspeakers in Western New York. Teachers with multiple certification backgrounds from two
schools in Western New York were surveyed using a five-point Likert-scale. Results indicate
that an increase in teachers’ educational experience and multicultural experiences make them
less likely to linguistically profile. In addition, Spanish-speaking ELLs may be profiled less than
those students speaking AAVE. Implications will be discussed.
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Introduction

English language learners (ELLs) are learning English as their nonnative language
however, discrimination towards this population exists because they do not speak Standard
American English (SAE) (Liggett, 2009; Lippi-Green, 2012). A major part of this discrimination
occurs in school settings where teachers develop negative attitudes towards ELLs; this is referred
to as linguicism (Murillo & Smith, 2011, p. 147). It has been determined that an ELL’s native
language will significantly hinder their ability to speak SAE however, this discrimination
continues (Saville-Troike, 2012).
Problem
The United States is increasing in linguistic diversity every day and this growth is evident
in public schools where the population identified as ELLs in schools has increased by 105%
since 1995 across the nation (Reeves, 2006). According to the United States Census Bureau in
2000, this linguistic diversification is projected to continue growing in the coming decades.
Although linguistically diverse members have become a prevalent part of our society,
discrimination against language variations that stray from the norm, which in the United States is
SAE, still continues today. One of the most common settings where discrimination occurs is in
schools (Fisher, Wallace, & Fenton, 2000; Murillo & Smith, 2011; Pachter, Bernstein, Szalacha,
& Coll, 2010). Language discrimination has led to a new term called linguistic profiling (Baugh,
2003, p. 158), which is based on auditory cues used to identify a linguistic group within a speech
community.
Language discrimination has been identified through many studies completed with ELLs
of various language variations, accents, and dialects. Factors that cause this discrimination are
beyond an individual’s control and relate specifically to the acquisition stage when developing a
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second language (L2), yet they are a key aspect of the obstacles placed in front of ELLs because
of this bias (Alim, 2005; Baugh, 2003; McDougal, Lasswell, & Chen, 1976; Munro, 2003;
Murillo & Smith, 2011; Phillipson, 1997; Reeves, 2006; Wyld, 1996). The existing research on
this topic focuses on external sources that linguistically profile a person based on their accent or
dialect. However, little research has looked at linguistic profiling through the lens of a school
district to determine if teachers who have ELLs in their classrooms linguistically profile these
students. The effects of linguistic profiling are likely significant to ELLs because it creates nonequal educational opportunities. Efforts are commonly made to reduce ELLs’ accent during their
academic time at school and as research as shown, accent reduction or elimination is very
difficult once an ELL has the influence from her native language (Lippi-Green, 2012).
Experiences of physical abuse have also commonly occurred for ELLs through linguistic
profiling. In Tucson, Arizona, one woman recalled being slapped across the face by her
principal as a 3rd-grader during the 1940s when she spoke Spanish as she was leaving school
with a friend one day (Murillo & Smith, 2011). Linguistic profiling by teachers can easily occur
in a school environment through the lack of knowledge for educating ELLs, the lack of
experience with educating ELLs, and the lack of resources necessary for ELLs. With the
demands of Common Core and Annual Professional Performance Review (APPR), these factors
often challenge and consume the majority of teachers’ energy. The increase of ethnic
populations in bilingual education predicts a growing number of mainstream teachers who will
interact with ELLs (Youngs & Youngs, 2001). Faced with the need to modify curriculums and
adapt materials for ELLs, mainstream teachers are likely to demonstrate less motivation to make
these modifications for ELLs in their regular and content area classrooms.
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Purpose
The linguistic shift in today’s society creates a greater need for multilingual classrooms
in schools to accommodate the multiple languages and levels present in their district. However,
schools can be settings for discrimination to exist for those who vary from the standard language
norm. Linguistic profiling may occur towards ELLs based on their struggle to speak SAE and
the degree to which their native language influences this ability (Munro, 2003). A purpose of
this study is to examine teachers’ and students’ language use in a linguistically diverse
classroom, since not all students speak SAE. A further purpose of this study to examine what
teachers feel are the advantages and disadvantages are of having ELLs in their classroom. If
teachers focus mainly on the disadvantages of ELLs in their classrooms, it can begin to be
determine if linguistic profiling is occurring, by comparing those reported beliefs against the
language use which occurs in the classroom.
Significance
In the current known linguistic profiling research of whether negative attitudes and
linguistic profiling occur with ELLs in a mainstream setting, it is important to have the
perspectives and attitudes of these students’ teachers. Little research has been completed to
determine if this action is present in our schools today. Furthermore, if negative attitudes and
linguistic profiling are projected towards the inclusion of ELLs, little research has been
completed to understand what effect these factors have on ELLs. The knowledge that may come
from this study could benefit ELLs and teachers of ELLs by creating a deeper awareness of
linguistic profiling and providing information about why this discrimination occurs. This
information could further be used to create strategies and protocols that would help teachers
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implement ELLs’ native languages and make a more welcoming and less discriminative
environment for these students.
Literature Review
Discrimination has existed in the United States’ history for hundreds of years. One form
of discrimination that is ever present is caused by linguistic variation, specifically from the
dialect known as standard American English (SAE). This dialect is considered to be the
language norm in the United States and those who vary from it are seen as outsiders. In the
education system, students who do not speak SAE often feel the negative impacts of varying
from the norm (Lippi-Green, 2012). One of the most common outcomes for these students, who
are usually ELLs, is that their teachers linguistically profile them due to their lack of SAE and/or
because of the influence their native language has on their ability to acquire SAE (Baugh, 2003;
Byrnes, Kiger, & Manning, 1997; Fisher et al., 2000; Greene, Way, & Pahl, 2006; Lippi-Green,
2012; Marx, 2009; Munro, 2003; Murillo & Smith, 2011; Pachter et al, 2010; Phillipson, 1997;
Platt, Harper, & Mendoza, 2003; Reeves, 2004; Reeves, 2006; Wolfram, 2013; Wyld, 1996;
Youngs & Youngs, 2001). In a country that has fought hard for freedom and equality for all, it is
saddening to see this profiling ever present in society today.
Language in the United States
Language diversity has always been a major component of the demographic population in
the United States (Friedman, 2011). When the colony of New Netherlands was conquered by the
British in the mid-seventeenth century, eighteen different languages were spoken and more than
500 Native American tongues were present in North America at this time (Crawford, 1989).
Thomas Jefferson and other early leaders prided themselves in speaking several languages, and
encouraged educated citizens to acquire multiple languages. However, multilingualism was not
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a characteristic of only the wealthy, educated population; both Black and White slaves were
commonly bilingual or even trilingual during this time period.
During the eighteenth century, the first United States census in 1790 found that 25% of
the population spoke a language other than English (Wiley & Wright, 2004). Multiple languages
play a role in the United States’ history, yet there has never been an official, established language
of this country (Crawford, 1989). The idea behind this was that a democratic government should
not tell people how to talk therefore, the language choices were left up to the people’s personal
choice. With this freedom, it would seem possible that any language would be accepted
throughout the country.
In 2011, the American Community Survey Reports surveyed over 291.5 million people
from ages 5 and older to find what languages were spoken in homes around the United States
(Ryan, 2013). The first question on the survey asks if the person speaks a language other than
English. Those who responded yes where asked a follow up question to report what other
language(s) they spoke. The third question asks how well the person spoke English based on the
following categories: very well, well, not well, and not at all (Ryan, 2013, p. 1). This survey
reported that 60.6 million Americans (21% of the population) spoke a language other than
English in their home. These other languages were placed into four major language groups:
Spanish (Spanish Creole); other Indo-European languages (German, Yiddish, Dutch); Asian and
Pacific Island languages (Chinese, Korean, Japanese); and all other languages (Navajo,
Hungarian, Arabic, Hebrew, African languages).
Language is understood to be the signs and symbols, both phonetic and phonemic, which
serve as the primary means of communication for an individual or collective group (McDougal et
al., 1976). Language is a necessary skill and often one of the main requirements of any role in
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society such as social interactions or employment opportunities. Although there is not an official
language of the United States, the dominance of SAE is similar to the influence of an official
language due to SAE’s ability to overpower and devastate other language minorities in society.
A perceived social order in our society gives prestige to native English speakers who speak SAE
while stigmatizing those who speak a non-standard dialect (Filmer, 2003).
Standard American English. The perceived standard of language is regarded as
whatever dialect is spoken by the highly educated, who usually have control over the political
power in a society or maintain social prestige (Filmer, 2003). In the United States, this is known
as SAE. SAE is the form of English most widely accepted by society and understood in any
English-speaking country (Lippi-Green, 2012). It is an imaginary concept that people try to
describe or define, however this definition caters to regional differences, but not societal
differences. A firm belief of SAE is that it is the language of the educated, which has the
potential to lay a path towards success.
Accents and dialects. An accent is defined as a structure variation in a language and is
usually connected to geographical location (Lippi-Green, 2012). To understand an accent, it
must be determined that there is a standard language and the accent is a deviation of this
standard. Any language lacking the characteristics specific to this idealized variety are seen as
wrong or incorrect, even when they represent a regional or social trait (Wolfram, 2013).
A dialect is a term used by linguists to describe language differences over geographic space
(Lippi-Green, 2012). It is shocking to many people when they go to a different region and find
out they speak a dialect because to them, their language is the standard and all languages that
differ are the dialects. However, we all speak a dialect, whether we order a soda, pop, Coke, cocola, tonic, or soft drink to have with our submarine sandwich, sub, hoagie, grinder, torpedo, or
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hero, we must choose a dialect to order a carbonated drink and sandwich if we want to eat
(Wolfram, 2013). These variations are inevitable and expected in diverse cultures however, the
reactions towards those of the minority accent or dialect can determine how these minorities are
being perceived.
African American Vernacular English. The vernacular speech for African Americans
has many labels (e.g., Ebonics, African American language, Black language), however, AAVE is
the term most commonly used by linguists today (Messier, 2012). The name, African American
Vernacular English, implies a variety of English specifically spoken by members explicit to the
African American demographic.
One of the most prominent points of phonological variation of AAVE in comparison to
SAE is the ask-aks controversy, which involves the two pronunciations commonly heard in the
United States to mean to call for information, to request a desired thing, or to inquire. The most
important pieces of this linguistic style are its prosodic and rhetorical features (Alim & Baugh,
2007), however, features that distinguish this dialect from SAE have to do with phonology and
the grammatical or syntactic structures. For example, one feature of AAVE is that postvocalic /r/
sounds are deleted so AAVE speakers would pronounce the SAE word store as sto and fourth as
foth (Lippi-Green, 2012). Another example of these differences is the copula deletion in AAVE,
primarily where other varieties of English, including SAE, can contract is or are: “People’re
going to look at you like you’re funny” verses “People gon’ look at you like you funny” (LippiGreen, 2012, p. 183).
English Language Learners. Throughout history there have been many references used
to describe ELLs and not all of them have had a positive connotation. According to The
Glossary of Education Reform (Hidden Curriculum, 2014), ELLs are students who cannot
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communicate fluently or learning effectively in English. They often come from non-English
speaking backgrounds and require a modified curriculum in both their English language and
content area classes. From the 2002-2003 to 2011-2012 school year, the ELL population grew
from 8.7% to 9.1%, which consisted of an estimated 4.4 million ELL students in the United
States at this time (Kena et al., 2014). The majority of states with the highest population of
ELLs are found out West in California, Colorado, Hawaii, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, and
Texas where at least 10% of the student population consists of ELLs. Alaska was the only state
with at least 10% of ELLs in their public schools that was not out West. In 2011-2012, the most
common setting for high populations of ELLs was cities, constituting 14% of public schools’
total enrollment.
The ELL population contributes a diverse range of native languages, which they bring
with them from their native country, or from their families’ linguistic background. According to
Capps et al. (2005), in 2000, of the top 10 languages spoken by all ELLs from pre-kindergarten
to 12th grade, Spanish was the most dominant non-English language. It is easy to see how 70%
of the ELL population speak Spanish as their native language because it is shared by immigrants
born in Mexico, the Dominican Republic, Cuba, several other Central and South American
countries, as well as Puerto Rico, although this a Spanish-speaking territory of the United States.
The other most common native languages of ELLs included French, Vietnamese, Chinese, and
Korean. Although many of these languages share similarities with SAE, they are not identical
and may create barriers for ELLs acquiring English proficiency. These barriers may also cause
difficulties with educators of ELLs who are not accepting or not aware of best practices to teach
this population. To aid this, specific classroom settings and learning environments are necessary.
Discrimination in the United States
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For centuries, discrimination has impacted those living in the United States.
Discrimination describes negative behaviors towards an out-group (Romero & Roberts, 1998, p.
642) who varies from the dominant group in a society. These behaviors are influenced by
economic, political, and social factors, however there are specific characteristics that often cause
discrimination to occur: appearance, race or ethnicity, place of origin, and most recently,
language (Romero & Roberts, 1998; Seaston, Neblett, Cole, & Prinstein, 2013; Wong, Eccles, &
Sameroff, 2003; Wyld, 1996). When an individual varies from a characteristic maintained by the
dominant group in a society, it creates opportunities for discrimination towards those who are
different.

Figure 1. U.S. Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2010. Friedman, E. (2011). U.S. population by race/ethnicity,
2010. Hospitals & Health Networks Online. Retrieved from http://www.emilyfriedman.com/columns/2011-1004-who-we-are.html

As seen in Figure 1, in 2010 the United States’ population was made up of various races
and ethnicities. Multiple races contribute to the diversity of the United States, which likely
benefits this country economically, politically and socially.

LINGUISTIC PROFILING

10

Although this figure shows that non-Latino Whites make up almost 64% of the United
States population, other ethnicities such as, non-Latino African-Americans and Latinos make up
12% of the ethnic population. Asian Americans contributed to almost 5% of United States
population and individuals of two or more races represented 2% of the population. The other 1%
of the United States population in 2010 consisted of Native Americans, Hawaiian or Pacific
Islanders and other races.
Such a diverse background to the peoples of the United States likely implies there are
diverse native languages or accents present in the United States today. Having linguistic
variation creates opportunities for language discrimination to occur in the United States. A
limitation from this graph could be that members of the population were native-born. Therefore,
they would not have an accent.
Historical context of language discrimination. More than three hundred years ago,
discrimination was occurring during the colonization of this country. The death of hundreds of
indigenous Americans and their languages resulted from attacks on Native Americans (Baugh,
2003). The linguistic mortality of these people is found throughout United States history
because the spread of English came at the loss of many American languages.
Throughout history many organizations and resources have been created to address the
persistent issue of racial unfairness. However, linguistic discrimination has slowly become more
prominent with similar harsh treatment for those who spoke a language that varied from the
standard and widely accepted language (Lippi-Green, 2012, Wolfram, 2013). Persecution was
once a means of eliminating minority languages and their need for separate schools, facilities and
other equality accommodations (McDougal et al., 1976). To confront this struggle, the League
of Nations was created and provided linguistic minorities with protection for the first time by
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guaranteeing the right to use their own language. The United Nations (UN) also helped
eliminate using one’s language or place of origin as a standard for differentiated treatment. The
UN ensures all humans have access to human rights and freedom by pledging to repeal
discrimination as well. On December 10, 1948, the UN adopted the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights (UDHR), which identifies that language is not a reason for differentiated attitudes
or treatment. Although the UDHR does not specifically reference freedom of language access,
this is evident in fundamental choices described through the articles in this document. Explicitly,
the articles detailing an individual’s right to education and freedom of expression are closely
related to freedom of language access.
Equal educational opportunities act (EEOA) of 1974 and section 1703(f). In 1968, what
was then the United States Department of Education issued a guideline declaring that schools
were responsible for ensuring that students were not denied educational opportunities based on
their race, color, or national origin (Civil Rights Division Educational Opportunities
Discrimination, n.d.). In 1974, Congress enacted the Equal Educational Opportunities Act
(EEOA) to ensure that no child was denied equal educational opportunities due to a deliberate
segregation of students (Bruner, 2010). Further, section 1703(f) of the EEOA requires states
educational agencies (SEAs) and school districts to take action in overcoming language barriers
that prevent ELLs from receiving equal educational opportunities. This section was made after
complaints that SEAs or schools districts were directly violating the EEOA by not providing
adequate services to ELLs.
In 1981, Castañeda v. Pickard the Fifth Circuit established a three-prong system to
determine whether schools are violating the rights of ELLs. When evaluating programs for
ELLs, the courts require educators to meet all three of the Castañeda prongs for teaching English
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as well as teaching the entire curriculum (Bruner, 2010). The first prong requires a program to
be based on sound educational theory or principles. The second prong determines what actions
have been taken to implement these theory-based programs and whether the resources necessary
have been provided. The third prong evaluates whether after sufficient time, the results of the
program show that language barriers are being overcome. It is the responsibility for schools and
teachers who have ELLs in their district and classrooms to uphold these requirements (Bruner,
2010.).
Present-day language discrimination. Stereotypes towards Blacks and Latinos may
lead to assumptions about their tendencies of violence and delinquency (Greene et al., 2006). As
minority individuals become adults they are perceived as threatening by other adults in the
dominant culture. This is particularly true for African American males or those who speak
AAVE. Stereotypes that are explicit to speakers of this dialect exist in our society through
entertainment industries who have depicted this accent as the talk of criminals, dope pushers,
teenage hoodlums, and hustlers (Smitherman-Donaldson, 1988). There are dozens of websites
that contribute to this image of African Americans by mocking the vernacular English dialect
spoken by individuals of this ethnicity (e.g., translated classic literature, quizzes to test how
Black you are or how well you speak AAVE) (Lippi-Green, 2012). Another cause of language
discrimination is seen through Sato’s (1998) examination of discriminatory attitudes and findings
that location (rural vs. urban) and highest level of education (high school vs. university) both
affected listeners’ instinct to linguistically profile a speaker. An individual’s personal prejudices
may also arise when a specific accent or variation is heard (Murillo & Smith, 2011).
Linguistic discrimination may be caused by the dialects of Blacks and Whites
experiencing different linguistic changes. This causes them to diverge farther apart, which
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creates feelings of difference between the two, providing a reason to discriminate (Alim, 2005).
An individual’s personal prejudices arise when a specific pattern of speech is heard that is differs
from how they speak. Although Munro (2003) found that accented speech is not difficult to
understand because familiarity can improve comprehension of an accent, there is an
unwillingness to accommodate to linguistic differences. This commonly exists among those who
speak the standard dialect.
Present day language discrimination: AAVE. According to the 2010 United States
Census, the African American population made up 13% of the country’s population, which is a
total of 38,929,319 persons (United States Census Bureau, 2009). This population’s dialect,
AAVE, has been described as passionate, emotional, and hot (Lippi-Green, 2012), yet
researchers have found many examples that highlight AAVE’s differences from “good” or
“proper” English (Lippi-Green, 2012, p. 187). In short, AAVE is seen as differing from the
standard American English dialect, which can cause those who hold Standard English ideologies
to discriminate against AAVE-speakers.
Speakers of AAVE are often viewed as being deficient intellectually, culturally, and
socially due to the dialect they speak (Filmer, 2003). The vernacular that African Americans
often use in their speech has distinct characteristics that separate it from SAE and create
opportunities for discrimination towards these speakers. Baugh’s (2003) earliest work on AAVE
was focused on style-shifting (p. 158) that occurs when African Americans adjust their speech to
fit the social setting they are in (e.g., language used at school verses at home or with friends).
Studies have shown that it is usually possible to identify a person’s race based on their speech
without visual cues (Baugh, 2003). Therefore, AAVE speakers often have learned to shift
towards SAE to avoid discrimination that is associated with their native language. Similar to the
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source of discrimination for those who speak Spanish as their native language, stereotypes about
AAVE speakers have come mainly through information and entertainment industries who depict
those who speak this dialect as criminals and hustlers (Lippi-Green, 2012).
Discrimination for speakers of AAVE has not always originated from their counterparts.
African Americans are quick to criticize their White counterparts, but they will choose to
disregard their AAVE background and attempt to speak SAE because of their efforts to “sound
White” (Filmer, 2003, p. 265). This decision may be to improve potential educational or
employment opportunities in the future. However, African Americans may face discrimination
from member of the AAVE community for assimilating to SAE (Alim, 2005). The split of a
linguistic group could potentially stop the development of the group altogether.
Present-day language discrimination: ELLs. The argument of whether ELLs should
acquire SAE or not is a discussion that seems very one-sided. According to Lippi-Green (2012),
language and accent have become acceptable reasons to turn away, refuse or ignore someone’s
rights, therefore, non-SAE speakers are likely to be rejected from opportunities that may greatly
benefit their future. Lippi-Green (2012) explains this simply:
Any speaker of stigmatized vernacular is promised large returns if he or she will adopt
SAE. Persons who persist in their allegiance to stigmatized varieties of English will be
cut off from the everyday privileges and rights of citizenship at every turn, regardless of
inherent talent or intelligence (Lippi-Green, 2012, p. 71).
To aid this argument, schools are now responsible for creating productive citizens who can think
critically and will contribute to society. Therefore, teachers often discriminate against speakers
of a stigmatized variety of a language other than English (LOTE) (Lippi-Green, 2012). Thriving
in an unsupportive environment like this would be difficult for any learner, especially and ELL.
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Nonetheless, a majority believe it is important for ELLs to acquire SAE and multiple programs
exist for ELLs to gain this knowledge, although it may not feasible due to the influence of an
individual’s native language accent. Educators agree that the strongest programs for ELLs to
acquire SAE are mainstream bilingual programs or immersion programs that focus on
maintaining the native languages by incorporating them in the instruction along with the majority
language (Baker, 2011).
As seen in Figure 1, Hispanics were the second largest population behind Whites,
therefore, it can be assumed that ELLs often have Spanish as their native language. The term
Hispanic (Lippi-Green, 2012, p. 255) is considered an umbrella term for all Spanish speakers
(e.g., Latinos, Mexicans, Chicanos, Mestizos) that was created by technomarketing experts and
designers of political campaigns to homogenize this population’s cultural diversity. The
Hispanic population is fast growing in many communities throughout the United States, and thus
the number of Spanish-speaking children in the United States is also growing (Friedman, 2011).
In 2009, the United States Census Bureau reported approximately 48.4 million persons of
Hispanic origin, which is over 15% of the country’s total population (Lippi-Green, 2012).
Despite this growth, research indicates that Hispanic’s participation in the United States’
population is not welcomed nor favored due to their linguistic background, which significantly
varies from SAE (Murillo & Smith, 2011). Historians believe these unwelcoming attitudes
originated from the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, signed in 1848. This treaty was originally
created to protect Mexicans’ rights, yet mainly brought more discrimination for this population.
Negative perceptions of Hispanics have perceived them as more uneducated in comparison to
Anglos; Hispanics are commonly viewed as poor, rebellious, physically violent, dirty/smelly,
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noisy, and delinquent (Jackson, 1995). The media influences these characteristics by portraying
Hispanics often as crooks, cops, or violent characters with explosive tempers.
Experiences where speech or pronunciation may cause bias are referred to as accent
discrimination (Munro, 2003). Every individual speaks with an accent, regardless of her race,
ethnicity or place of origin, but accents that diverge from the standard are treated differently. For
example, ELLs who acquired English as a second language may likely speak an accentinfluenced English, which is not SAE. Lippi-Green (2012) claims that accent discrimination is
so commonly accepted and perceived as appropriate that is it often not the first thought when the
issue of discrimination is discussed.
Knowledge regarding second language acquisition (SLA) has revealed that learning a
second language (L2) after early childhood will likely be influenced by one’s native language
accent (Saville-Troike, 2012). Therefore, even ELLs who acquire English as their L2 are likely
to be targets of discrimination because their native language prohibits them from acquiring the
SAE accent. Through the eyes of the ELLs, they view a standard accent as the model for speech,
however native speakers of their L2 disregard this view and believe their accented speech to be
the ideal way.
English-only movement. The efforts of the English-only movement were described as
“an ardent crusade” (Filmer, 2003, p. 263) to declare English as the United States official
language through an amendment of the Constitution. The English-only movement began in the
1980s in response to the fear of large numbers of immigrants flowing into the United States,
especially from south of the United States-Mexico border and parts of Asia (Crawford, 1989).
This fear caused many SAE speakers to jump on the English-only bandwagon. In 1981, Senator
S. I. Hayakawa proposed an amendment that would make English the official language of the
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United States (Wiley & Wright, 2004). The idea was that by declaring English as the official
language, immigrants would have to learn English, which would mainstream them and ensure
they contributed to society. Over the next few decades, monolingual ideologies and a belief that
the United States should function under the one nation-one language ideal have contributed have
cause 31 states to have some form of Official English law (Menken, 2013).
Ron Unz led three successful campaigns in California, Arizona, and Massachusetts to
restrict bilingual education and this is still in effect today (Wiley & Wright, 2004). In 1998, Unz
lead a campaign titled, English for the Children (Proposition 227), which had the goal of
eliminating bilingual education in United States public schools (Menken, 2013; Wiley & Wright,
2004). Unfortunately, this law was voted on by many citizens who were uneducated in its
underlying goal to create English as the official language of the United States. Unz persuaded
voters by arguing that English would provide more opportunities, decrease the drop-out rate of
minority students and help ELLs acquire a second language easier to persuade voters. Since
California was the state with the most ELLs, Proposition 227 eliminated a third of all the
bilingual education programs in the United States, and reduced the percentage of California
emergent bilinguals in bilingual program from 29% to 8% (Menken, 2013). In 2000, Arizona
followed suit and voters passed Proposition 203, which was also initiated by English for the
Children campaign. This proposition made it difficult for parents to sign waivers for their
children to stay in bilingual programs. Lastly, in 2002, Massachusetts created an antibilingual
education mandate, although this did allow ELLs to participate in dual language bilingual
education programs.
The outcomes of this movement are present in our society today and they aid the
discriminatory actions exhibited towards ELLs. Although California, Arizona and
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Massachusetts are only three of 50 states in the United States, it is evident the negative influence
SAE has placed on ELLs in these states by abolishing use of their native languages and stripping
away their ability to speak the only form of communication available to many of them.
Combating Discrimination
In 1990, one in 20 public school students in grade K-12 were ELLs; in 2008 one in 9
students were ELLs and in the next 20 years, demographers estimate that every 1 in 4 students
will be ELLs (Goldenberg, 2008). These statistics explain that ELLs make up a significant part
of the United States’ population and the fact that their numbers are increasing shows that ELLs
and their native languages are not going to disappear from society anytime soon. Therefore, it is
critical to the success of ELLs and their counterparts to create solutions that will decrease the
discriminatory actions expressed towards them so the United States is not constantly fighting
battles between what is considered the standard language and how other languages should be
eliminated.
Discrimination and school. In her study, Reeves (2006) found that from 1995-2001,
ELLs in grades K-12, grew 105% across the board, and throughout the nation. Reeves’ (2006)
study showed that throughout the United States the number of students is increasing as well as
the number of cultures and linguistic backgrounds present in schools. This growth of diverse
student populations may alone cause discrimination for those varying from the dominant culture
or language, as well as increase the need for appropriate instruction and accommodations for
ELLs.
Although Reeves’ (2006) study has shown that schools are responding to the rise of nonEnglish speakers in the United States, research shows that resegregation has occurred, and this
time it focused on the social, economic, and legal issues of language minorities that vary from
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SAE (Alim, 2005; Filmer, 2003). Language discrimination can occur from resegregation
because speakers with diverse language backgrounds are not engaging in the same linguistic
changes (e.g., “selfie” was recently added to the English language, yet this new lexicon may not
be added to the Black dialect and speakers of this language would be unaware of this phrase’s
meaning). This demonstrates how members of different dialects can diverge farther apart as a
result of these changes, instead of converging together. The reality of this resegregation towards
varieties of languages in the United States shows that regardless of what the standard language
is, its dominance will remain ignorant of minorities’ languages.
Linguistic Profiling
Linguistic profiling is the study of language discrimination based on an individual’s
speech or writing (Baugh, 2003). This term is explained as the auditory equivalent of visual
racial profiling. Therefore, the assumption can be made that this discrimination may have
significant consequences for an individual with an accent or dialect (e.g., canings, being hit on
the hands with a ruler, being forced to stand, getting their mouth washed out with soap, and
being denied bathroom privileges) (Murillo & Smith, 2011). The prejudice non-SAE speakers
receive when their accent is heard is known as accent stereotyping (Munro, 2003, p. 39) and this
is viewed as a weakness or negative characteristic for an individual. Fairness is a concept valued
by many Americans, including those who are linguistically profiled. Despite being outside an
individual’s control, linguistic minorities suffer the harmful effects of linguistic profiling because
of their speaking modality. Linguistic profiling was something each wave of immigrants
struggled with when they came to the United States and it is still an issue for ELLs today.
Inclusive linguistic profiling. Many nations in the world boast about the linguistic
diversity present in their societies. Yet, in the United States, discrimination and punishment of
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those who do not speak SAE still occurs today. The term inclusive linguistic profiling (Baugh,
2003, p. 164) explains native-SAE speakers’ align who they associate with to the way
individuals speak. They may be conscious of this or not. Most commonly, native-SAE speakers
will choose to associate only with individuals who also speak this standard dialect. This is not a
generalization of all native-SAE speakers because there are many who choose not to show
discrimination towards ELLs. Nonetheless, this term was created to depict how an individual’s
linguistic pride can be the source of another’s linguistic displeasure.
Sounds like discrimination. Baugh, a sociolinguist and professor of linguistics, focuses
his research on the social stratification of English, specifically African American Vernacular
English (AAVE) and the stigmatism towards individuals and groups who do not speak the
dominant language in their community (Lippi-Green, 2012). He used a personal experience to
relate linguistic discrimination in the real world: Baugh looked for an apartment for his family
near Stanford University, using the formal, academic English dialect (SAE) he acquired growing
up. Although he was African American, the landlords perceived his ethnicity differently based
on how he sounded over the phone and invited him to visit potential housing. However, once
Baugh met with the landlords face-to-face and they saw his dark-skinned features, he was turned
away quickly with excuses as to why the housing was no longer available. This example shows
linguistic profiling because the landlord’s auditory perceptions of Baugh were initially that of a
well-spoken, educated White American through their phone conversation. Once the landlords
met him in person, their visual cues came into play and these initial perceptions were forgotten
because of Baugh’s skin color. Each of us speaks with an accent that can be identified by a
trained linguist, but oftentimes it is a basic reflection on our individuality (Wyld, 1996). By
looking at whether linguistic profiling occurs in other settings, such as public school classrooms,
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and how this may influence teachers’ interactions with ELLs, it is possible that awareness of
these discriminatory actions may become more visible.
Linguicism
When talking about the language discrimination present in our educational system today,
the term linguicism (Murillo & Smith, 2011, p. 147) is used. Murrillo and Smith (2011) define
linguicism as discrimination against someone based on how he or she speaks, writes, or signs.
This term takes two distinct forms: intralingual (Phillipson, 1997, p. 239), meaning it exists
among speakers of a language only when one dialect is considered the standard; or interlingual
(Phillipson, 1997, p. 239), which exists between speakers of different languages when locating
resources in various states or countries.
Language is used to show self-expression, communication, and learning, which make it a
target for prejudice and discrimination. Schools are easy locations for language discrimination to
present itself because they are settings where multiple aspects of language are involved:
vocabulary, pronunciation, syntax, and handwriting. Schools represent a location where children
shape their future, yet discrimination exists because peers, adults, and authority figures partner as
sources to create this threat (Pachter et al., 2010). Discrimination may also originate in an
educational setting based on stereotypes specific to a linguistic background. Linguicism has
widely spread in the United States because of connections between language and elements of
identity and social interaction-common occurrences in an academic environment (Murillo &
Smith, 2011). In addition, studies have found that minority students who were successful in their
academic achievements reported feeling as if they were advised against taking advanced level
courses (Fisher et al., 2000; Murrillo & Smith, 2011).
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Lau v. Nichols (1974) and the Equal Educational Opportunity Act (EEOA) of 1974 called
for equalization of ELLs’ educational opportunities (Reeves, 2004). Although this case was
meant to create equal educational opportunities for all students, it did not declare that enrollment
in public schools would not automatically rule out the possibility of discrimination against ELLs.
ELLs need to be provided with learning opportunities that are adapted to their specific
educational and linguistic needs. This calls for teachers to understand and guide their instruction
through methods that encourage development of these needs.
Linguicism and African American Vernacular English speakers. African American
Vernacular Language (AAVE) is often referred to as “bad English” (Alim & Baugh, 2007, p. 33)
and students’ language differences are commonly misidentified by a referral to language
pathology instead of valuing it as their mode of communication. However, the true case to make
is that the student has limited language development due to their young age, not because of a
language difference or barrier.
Labov and his teammates (1972) reported a series of findings in 1983 that focused on the
“diverging theory” (Alim & Baugh, 2007). This theory argues that AAVE was separating farther
away from White language. Overtime, Labov (1972) found that that AAVE did not decreolize or
join another dialect, but it had adjusted in the direction away from the White dialect. If this was
the case, it was suggested that Black’s dialect was moving backward instead of forward and
more significantly, away from educational language used in schools. This may have a significant
impact on ELLs who speak AAVE; they may lack skills in academic language, which are
necessary to succeed in an educational system that is influenced almost solely by SAE. Teachers
who struggle to understand AAVE student’s speech or writing may not be willing to put in the
extra effort in to help these ELLs learn SAE and thus begin to linguistically profile them.
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The Martin Luther King Elementary School Children v. Ann Arbor School District Board
(1979) case was based on fifteen low-income, Black students who were not receiving equal
educational opportunities. It was argued that the school had not considered the social, economic,
cultural, and linguistic background of students in their effort to help them acquire SAE
(Smitherman, 1981). Judge Joiner made the connection between this act of discrimination and
language barriers by explaining that African American children’s home language should be used
during instruction of SAE (Liggett, 2009).
Linguicism and English language learners. Language is the primary source for
expressing oneself, communicating and learning (Murillo & Smith, 2011). Schools serve as
settings where important parts of language are regulated, such as vocabulary, pronunciation,
syntax, and handwriting. However, schools can be a common site for the linguistic profiling of
ELLs who have not acquired knowledge about these important aspects in English and thus
linguicism occurs (particular if teachers hold to a standard of belief that students must speak
SAE). Multicultural language is increasing teachers’ and peers’ awareness of the cultural
diversity ELLs bring to their schools, however, linguistic diversity has not followed this same
path (Wolfram, 2013). Sources such as cartoons on television commonly portray the
superheroes as SAE speakers, while the villains have an accented version of English (LippiGreen, 2012). This gives reason as to why young children develop discriminating attitudes of
non-SAE speakers and why these stereotypes continue to exist still today.
As seen in the propositions created in California, Arizona and Massachusetts,
perpetrators of these discriminatory actions are determined to eliminate any accents or dialects
that vary from SAE. Children who grow up speaking SAE learn that they should discriminate
against their peers who do not speak this dialect, while ELLs grow up learning that if they want
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to succeed in school and have a bright future, they need to drop their native language and acquire
SAE. An experiment was conducted by Marilyn S. Rosenthal in which children were asked to
take a box of crayons and a drawing pad from one of two boxes (Wolfram, 2013). The boxes
looked identical, but the voices that played from a hidden speaker inside of them had a different
accent. The results from the experiment showed that most times children choose the box with
the speaker who had a SAE dialect because he “sounds nice” (Wolfram, 2013, p. 29). The fact
that young children already have these discriminatory thoughts processing in their mind gives
insight for the degree which these hurtful actions have created.
From interviews and observations, Marx (2009) found that White pre-service tutors had
biased attitudes of discrimination towards ELLs with a Hispanic background that spoke Spanish.
The tutors described Spanish as less sophisticated, in comparison to English, and that it was
more appropriate for the streets than inside a classroom. The negative perception associated with
a Spanish accent caused a tutor to not recognize the strong English-language reading abilities of
her student. It is difficult to determine if the negative connotations of a Spanish dialect were due
to the language’s value and meaning, or from the tutor’s difficulty to understand the student’s
speech.
Spanish speakers have also experienced discrimination through inferior curriculums
taught to their children when they are moved to lower grade levels, creating a low quality of
education (Murillo & Smith, 2011). The importance of maintaining appropriate content is
disregarded for these students and they are discouraged from challenging their intellectual
abilities or using their heritage language as an academic tool. Spanish speakers of older
generations see the bias and discrimination that is waiting for their children in the education
system and the job market. Therefore, many have chosen to raise their children as English
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monolinguals, never exposing them to their heritage background. This causes children to not
only lose part of their identity, but communication with grandparents or other ancestors is
extremely difficult because of the language barrier (Murillo & Smith, 2011).
A survey was done with Spanish speakers to determine what category they would
identify as the primary source of discrimination they perceive. The categories included:
language, immigration status, income/education, and skin color (Lippi-Green, 2012). Of these
four, language made up 48% of votes as the most common reason for discrimination, which
demonstrates the presence of linguistic profiling for this group. Therefore, it seems as if there is
only one choice for Hispanics who want to escape linguistic profiling: for them to forget
becoming bilingual, so they can try to lose their Spanish accent, and learn SAE.
Teachers’ Attitudes and Perceptions
Linguistically diverse students, as well as their English-speaking peers, can easily
perceive teachers’ negative feelings towards ELLs who cannot speak SAE. Language is believed
to have a complexity to it that few non-linguists can understand, therefore, it is difficult for a
teacher-with most likely limited linguistic background-to understand how students best develop
proficiency in a second language or to know what is the most appropriate and supportive
environment for students to acquire the use of multiple languages (Murillo & Smith, 2011).
Unfortunately, this lack of knowledge can cause teachers’ to show linguicism to the ELLs in
their classroom.
Teachers are overwhelmed with recent pressures of the Common Core Learning
Standards (CCLS) and the Annual Professional Performance Review (APPR). In addition, there
is the reoccurring stress that happens for teachers near the end of the year with state assessments,
which also play a role in these new teacher evaluations. Therefore, students who are likely to be

LINGUISTIC PROFILING

26

low-performing on these standardized assessments, such as ELLs, may cause teachers to
negatively perceive this population and view the inclusion of ELLs as a disruption to their
classroom learning environment (Reeves, 2006). The reluctance many teachers have towards
instructing ELLs may be from a lack of confidence working with this population, or possibly
from frustration because of a lack of training regarding ELL inclusion and being provided little
extra planning time (Platt et al., 2003). Limited financial resources are a difficulty facing many
school districts in the United States and can lead to negative backlash if school districts
mainstream ELLs before they are ready. This is commonly seen when a school lacks the
appropriate resources or qualified teachers.
In the King decision, Judge Joiner gave an explanation as to why teachers may possess
the attitudes and perceptions they do towards ELLs:
The evidence clearly suggests that no matter how well intentioned the teachers are, they
are not likely to be successful in overcoming the language barrier caused by their failure
to take into account the home language system, unless they are helped by the defendant to
recognize the existence of the language system used by the children in their home
community and to use that knowledge as a way of helping the children to read standard
English. (Alim, 2005, p. 26)
Labov (1972) argued that a teacher must enter a social situation with a student in the right
manner if he or she wants to understand the child’s true capabilities. Geographical and social
boundaries have separated potential situations between teachers and students, making it difficult
for teachers to comprehend the hardships their students face every day (Marx, 2009). Many
teachers carry their attitudes about immigrants with them, which overlap with the discrimination
they show towards their students (Murillo & Smith, 2011).
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When asked about the Latino students in their classes, teachers gave a negative view of
them: not caring about school, unmotivated, unintelligible, and unclean. Teachers bring these
negative views of students with them and assume the worst, even before they have met. Deficit
thinking is present among teachers and it creates a standard view of Latina/o students in their
class before they even interact with the students. An example of this thinking would be that
Latinas/os are believed to not value education and girls are often disrespected by their
counterparts. Predetermined images are commonly associated with Puerto Rican girls and this
uncontrollable factor shapes the interactions they experience with their teachers and peers
(Rolón-Dow, 2004). In the beginning, teachers may have a welcoming and respectful attitude,
however, Reeves (2006) found that their polite tone was masking their true attitudes and
reluctance to teaching ELLs. Teachers may struggle with deciding whose needs are more
important for them to meet, the non-ELLs or the ELLs, which creates self-conflict and frustration
for the teacher.
Predictors of teachers’ attitudes. Youngs and Youngs (2001) created a general model
of predictors to explain teachers’ attitudes towards ELLs. The model offers six categories of
possible predictors: (1) general education experiences, (2) specific ESL (English as a Second
Language) training, (3) contact with diverse cultures, (4) prior contact with ESL students, (5)
demographic characteristics, and (6) personality. The first five of these six categories directly
relate to linguistic profiling of ELLs through how they affect teacher’s interactions with and
instruction of ELLs.
The first category of this model looks at a teacher’s general education experience.
Byrnes et al. (1997) found that teachers with master’s degrees held more positive attitudes
toward ELLs than those without an additional degree. In addition, teachers with general
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education training in content that gave direct exposure to cultures and stimulated a more abstract
understanding of a culture, were more likely to develop positive attitudes of ELLs (Youngs &
Young, 2001). It seems reasonable that in order to interact successfully with a student from a
different culture, a teacher would need to understand the ELLs background and have awareness
of differences that may create difficulties in his or her learning. Teachers without this training
may linguistically profile ELLs because they do not have the awareness of cultural and/or
linguistic differences. This understanding can provide a teacher with insight as to why an ELL is
struggling.
The second category looks at any trainings a teacher may have in ESL. Crawford (1993)
claimed that many teachers do not have the adequate strategies or confidence to teach
linguistically diverse students. In addition, Constantino (1994) found that implementing ESL
pedagogy was difficult for ESL teachers. If a teacher is not given the guidance to understand
how a student whose brain has been programmed to speak a language other than English learns
best, it may be difficult for him or her to try and help students of this population achieve
academically. Every language is diverse in the five parts of language development: phonology,
morphology, syntax, semantics, and pragmatics. If a teacher has not been informed of these
differences and believes that students should have the ability to acquire English through practices
that have not been proven effective with ELLs, it is likely that the results they receive may not be
high. Teachers may linguistically profile these students by claiming that they are unable to
acquire a second language (L2) because teachers are implementing strategies with ELLs that are
not best practice. Teachers with formal ESL training were more positive about teaching ELLs,
making them less likely to have these discriminatory attitudes (Byrnes et al., 1997). Many
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researchers would argue that the value of ESL knowledge is necessary for any teacher educating
ELLs (Byrnes et al., 1997; Clair, 1995; Constantino, 1994; Penfield, 1987).
Contact with linguistically diverse cultures was the third category of Youngs and
Youngs’ (2001) model. Many of the discriminatory actions described earlier in this review could
have been avoided if the dominant culture viewed the situation from the perspective of the
minority individuals. A well-researched theory in social psychology called social contact theory
argues that contact between individuals from diverse backgrounds may reduce prejudicial or
negative attitudes towards groups who differ from the dominant culture (Taylor, Peplau, & Sears,
1997). This relates to teachers in regards to their attitudes towards the ELLs they work with,
because by interacting with ELLs through ice breakers, classroom activities, and small and largegroup work, teachers will likely have more contact with their ELLs decreasing the opportunities
to profile them.
The fourth piece of Youngs and Youngs’ (2001) model that relates to this theoretical
review is the previous contact teachers have had with ELLs. Byrnes et al. (1997) also found that
indirect and direct contact with ELLs relates to teachers’ positive attitudes towards this
population. Depending on the setting of their pre-service training, various teachers may never
have contact with ELLs until one is added to their roster. Therefore, many teachers do not have
past contact with this diverse student population to rely on for strategies to implement or
appropriate interactions to use. Teachers may begin to show linguicism towards ELLs in their
classroom as a way to cope with the stress or irritation (Youngs & Youngs, 2001).
The final category for this review focuses on demographic characteristics, which are
unique to each individual and are likely to affect their attitude. Characteristics that will likely
affect social and political attitudes include ethnicity, gender, and age, and it is reasonable to
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assume that these may also affect teachers’ attitudes towards ELLs (Youngs & Youngs, 2001).
According to Liggett (2009), teachers from a background of a dominant race or ethnicity (e.g.,
White) must expand their boundaries of what it means to belong from a dominant culture. This
“exploration of power” (p. 30) influences one’s perspectives, beliefs, and values, which may
impact their interactions with ELLs not from their dominant background. The demographic
characteristic of gender suggests that females are more sensitive, which would be effective in
multicultural and multilingual communication with ELLs (Taylor et al., 1997). In another study
by Ottavi, Pope-Davis, and Dings (1994), there was evidence that women showed greater
comfort with racial interactions, which would allow them to be more positive and willing to
work with ELLs. In regards to age, it can be argued that an increase in age correlates with
increased maturity and tolerance of diversity.
Effect of Teachers Linguistically Profiling
Experiences of physical abuse have been reported against ELLs who spoke their home
language in a school setting. In Tucson, Arizona, one woman recalled physical violence inflicted
on her as a 3rd-grader during the 1940s when she was slapped by her principal for speaking
Spanish as she was leaving school with a friend (Murillo & Smith, 2011). Other experiences
have been shared for speaking a native language variation from the standard English; these
include canings, being hit on the hands with a ruler, being forced to stand for long periods of
time, getting mouths washed out with soap, and being denied bathroom privileges.
Efforts have been made by individuals to reduce or eliminate their accent however, the
outcome of this may not be possible, however, depending on when the second language was
acquired. This creates a sense of shame for ELLs and may encourage discrimination from their
teachers. When discrimination occurs because an ELL cannot acquire proficiency of the
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dominant dialect, they may lose access to knowledge necessary for higher education or official
positions (McDougal et al., 1976). This subsequently deprives ELLs of actively participating in
their community.
Affecting identity. Language is closely related to an individual’s personality therefore,
linguistic deprivations may deeply affect one’s identity (McDougal et al., 1976; Murillo &
Smith, 2011). An identity formed from being labeled as an ELL is constantly re-created and reshaped through social interactions, however, its negative connotation is never lost (Harklau,
2000). Identities are greatly influenced by contextual factors, such as whether English is the
dominant language in a society and they can affect both individuals and ethnic groups (Nayar,
1997). Specific ethnicities may receive targeted discrimination based on predetermined
stereotypes of their language or ethnicity (e.g., African Americans and Latinos are harassed by
police, teachers, and storeowners due to the stereotype of violence and delinquency associated
with their ethnicity) (Fisher et al., 2000). In a study, one-third to one-half of the students in the
sample perceived discrimination from adults in school including accusations for something they
did not do, unfair treatment because of skin color, language, or accent, being followed closely by
a security guard in a store, or people holding their bags tightly as the minority adolescent walked
by (Pachter et al., 2010).
Implications of Linguicism for Teachers and ELLs
Teachers are constantly encouraging linguistically diverse students to speak SAE like
their peers who make up the majority. However, creating appropriate instruction of a second
language for ELLs may be what mainstream teachers are the least experienced in (Alim &
Baugh, 2007). It may be an unconscious decision, but teachers frequently draw on Whiteness
and the language hegemony associated with the idea in these conflicts with students. Teachers
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need to have a strong metalinguistic awareness before they are capable of instructing their ELLs.
Lippi-Green (2012) argues that students may have homogeneous educations and intelligences,
yet an accent could “compromise the quality of the performance” (p. 61). Teachers need to be
aware of the discrimination shown to students’ whose language use deviates from SAE. A
“wake-up call” (Alim and Baugh, 2007, p. 173) is also alluded for teachers, to develop this
awareness before they can change their students’ thinking and challenge the social order of
language discourse that exists because of race, class, gender, sexuality, and power. Furthermore,
having this recognition of what is truly “right” can help teachers stop making apologies for how
things are, and empower them to teach students about the linguistic diversity.
Since research has shown that native languages of ELLs which vary from SAE causes
language discrimination to occur and teachers linguistically profile ELLs because of this
difference (Baugh, 2003; Byrnes et al., 1997; Reeves, 2006), this study will attempt to determine
whether or not teachers linguistically profile ELLs, by asking the question “Do teachers of ELLs
linguistically profile students because of their use of non-SAE?”. This research will help
identify teachers’ attitudes towards ELLs in their classrooms by asking questions around the
following categories: general education experience, specific ESL training, contact with diverse
cultures, teachers’ prior multicultural experiences, demographic characteristics (Youngs &
Youngs, 2001), and questions specific to AAVE and Spanish use in the classroom.
Methodology
To complete this study, teachers in a linguistically diverse school district completed an
online survey. At the end of the survey there was a prompt to participate in the next part of this
study, which include at least two classroom observations and a follow-up interview at the end of
the final observation. However, there were no participants for the second part. The purpose of
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the subjects’ participation in this study was to look at how teachers’ interacted with ELLs and
whether they profiled these students in their classroom based these interactions. Teachers who
showed and explained the benefits and value of using ELLs’ native languages were likely to not
linguistically profiling students in their observations and interview responses. Teachers who did
not use and/or ignored ELLs’ home languages were likely to have an attitude that these
languages were not beneficial and that ELLs should focus on acquiring SAE without aid from
their first language. These attitudes were discriminatory towards ELLs and their native language
and therefore, were examples of linguistic profiling.
Setting
The setting for this research study was in an urban school districted located in Western
New York. This school district was chosen to conduct the research study because of their large
population of ELLs as well as a large population of teachers that interact with these students.
This school district is located in an urban area of Western New York with over 100 world class
companies which provide employment for many of the 70,000 community members living in this
area. According to the NYS Report Card enrollment data for the 2011-2012 school year, there
are nine total school buildings-five elementary, three middle-school, and one high school-which
educates over 4,800 students in grade K-12. The ethnicities present in this district include White
(3,377 students-69%), Hispanic or Latino (792 students-16%), Black or African American (248
students-5%), American Indian or Alaska Native (29 students-1%), Asian or Native
Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander (21 students-1%).
Sample
The sample population for this study was from a school district in Chautauqua County,
NY. The school district used in this study had multiple buildings, therefore, the pseudonyms
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used were School A and School B. This district was chosen because it has a large population of
ELLs, therefore, the participants for this study will likely have experiences to relate on from their
interactions with these students. School A had a significantly higher enrollment of students than
School B, however, there were only a slight difference in the number of ELLs present in both
schools. All school building information reflected in this section was retrieved from the schools
individual websites and from https://reportcards.nysed.gov/.
The total enrollment at School A consisted of 413 students from their UPK program to
fourth grade. While the majority of School A’s student population was from a Caucasian
background (58%), African Americans and Hispanics made up another 27% of the student
population. Approximately 48 students, or 12%, were ELLs and over half of students at School
A were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch.
The total enrollment for School B consisted of 316 students from their UPK program to
fourth grade. Although the majority of students were from a Caucasian background, it was 46%
at School B, which is less than half. African Americans and Hispanics consisted of 44% of
students at School B, therefore it can be determined that School B had more diversity in its
student population than School A. Approximately 37 students, or 12%, were ELLs and 80% of
students at School B were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch.
The potential participants from School A and School B will be adults (18 years of age or
older) who work with students, including those who are linguistically diverse. The sample will
all be employed by the schools, and include teachers, aides and paraprofessionals, and
administers. The sample will remain anonymous due to the nature of the survey design. While
the survey will ask participants how many years they have worked as an educator, it will not ask
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for specific gender. Since the schools are Equal Opportunity Employers, the primary
investigator must acknowledge that participants will be both male and female.
Participants. The link for the online survey was sent to the building principals for both
School A and School B. The building principals then forwarded the link to the teachers in their
building. Table 1 below shows the breakdown of teachers at School A and School B.
Table 1
Teachers Per Grade
Total Teachers
Grade Level
K
1
2
3
4

School A
5
4
5
4
4

School B
3
4
4
4
3

Procedure
The proposed research consisted of three parts. Part one included an online survey with
thirty-eight items on the complete survey. At the beginning of the online survey, participants
were required to provide consent that they were eighteen years of age and participating in this
survey by their own free will. It was also explained that the information in this survey would
remain confidential and the participant could withdraw from the survey at any time, without
penalty, by exiting out of the browser. The survey link was sent to two school building
principals in an urban district in Western New York. The principals then sent the email to their
teachers. Part two, if participants from the survey are willing to participate, will include
observations in the teachers’ classrooms that have linguistically diverse students. During these
observations, the primary focus will be on teachers’ interactions with ELLs. Then an hour-long
interview with the teachers observed will be conducted to help triangulate the data and obtain the
teachers’ personal beliefs about how ELLs are an advantage or disadvantage to their classroom.
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Part one: Online survey. Once the primary researcher receives approval for research,
final permission will be necessary from the school building principals. See Appendix B for the
email initial consent sent to potential schools and Appendix C for email confirmation from
participating school principals.
The primary researcher will send the Email to Participate in Online Survey (see
Appendix D) email to all principals for them to send to their teachers. If teachers agree to
participate, they will click on the link at the bottom of the email, which will take them directly to
the online survey (see Appendix E). The questions in this initial survey are focused around the
following categories: general education experience, specific ESL training, contact with diverse
cultures, previous multicultural experiences, demographic characteristics (Youngs & Youngs,
2001), as well as questions specifically focused towards AAVE and Spanish.
The final question on the survey asks teachers if they would be willing to participate in
the next part of the primary investigator’s study (part two), which includes an observation of
students’ language use in the classroom and then an interview to discuss the advantages and
disadvantages of ELLs in the classroom. If participants are willing, the primary investigator’s
email is provided for them to contact her.
Part two: Observations and interviews. The participants who have emailed the
primary investigator and wish to participate in part two of the study will be provided with a
second consent form (see Appendix F). Once consent is gained, the primary investigator will
email the participants with times and dates for the observations and the follow-up interview. The
observations will occur 2-3 times per classroom during the regular school day and the follow-up
interview will likely be after school, for the teachers’ convenience. Once dates and times have
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been secured for each participant, the primary investigator will email them with this information
about when she will come in to complete part two of the study.
For the classroom observations, an observation protocol will be completed for each
participant and can be found in Appendix G. The purpose of this protocol is to identify whether
specific interactions or strategies are being used by teachers to help ELLs in their English
acquisition and also succeed academically. The protocol is based around the following
categories: general education experience, specific ESL training, contact with diverse cultures,
previous multicultural experiences, demographic characteristics (Youngs & Youngs, 2001), as
well as questions specifically focused towards AAVE and Spanish. The primary investigator
will look for each part of the protocol during the observation. At the end, if she has not seen one
of the interactions or strategies, she will mark it as “not observed.” The primary investigator will
complete an observation protocol each time she is in the classroom and the data will be compiled
from each protocol to find similarities and themes commonly seen in that given classroom. Then
the data will be complied from each classroom to also find similarities and themes that may be
used to determine whether linguistic profiling has occurred.
After the observations have been completed, the primary investigator will have an hourlong interview with each teacher, at individual times, to determine whether teachers view ELLs
as an advantage or disadvantage in their classroom. The primary investigator will ask each
participants all the questions seen in Appendix H to ensure validity in the results. The interviews
will be audio-recorded and the answers will be compiled to find similarities and themes that may
show examples of linguistic profiling.
Instruments. Unidentifiable data will be collected for the survey in this study from
selected questions found in three other surveys generated by the individual research studies of
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Roseberry-McKibbin, Brice, and O’Hanlon (2005), Walker, Shafer, and Iiam (2004) and Youngs
and Youngs (2011). The survey for this research study will attempt to gather information in the
following major areas: participants’ education training and experiences, specific ESL training,
personal contact with diverse cultures, prior contact with ELLs and specific attitudes towards
African American Vernacular English (AAVE) and Spanish. These themes were based from the
information found in the study done by Youngs and Youngs (2011) which also looked at
perceived attitudes of mainstream teachers towards ELLs.
Part two of this study will include observations and interviews (see Appendix G and H)
to determine teachers’ use of student language (and ELLs’ native language) during instruction
and attitudes teachers have towards advantages and disadvantages ELLs have in a classroom.
The observation protocol was adapted from the “Observation Checklist for the use of Strategies
for ESOL Learners” (Walter, 1996). The main themes of this protocol focus on comprehensible
input, content area instruction, negotiating meaning, and sensitivity. These are considered the
most common influences on ELLs in a mainstream classroom (Walter, 1996). The interview
questions were developed around the themes found in the initial survey from Youngs and
Youngs (2001): general education experience, specific ESL training, contact with diverse
cultures, previous multicultural experiences, and demographic characteristics. There are also
questions in the interview which are specific to the AAVE and Spanish dialects. The survey will
be voluntary and participants will be kept anonymous. Each participant must have a signed
consent form.
Validity Considerations
This research study uses structural corroboration validity, also known as triangulation, to
ensure that the results are valid. The researcher used an online survey to gather information
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regarding teachers’ background of linguistic diversity, what types of linguistic diversity they
have in their classroom, as well as their experiences of working with ELLs. This will begin to
ensure triangulation by finding participants who work directly with ELLs and give background
information on their experience of working with a diverse population. Sampling bias could
possibly occur through this part of the research, because the whole population may not
participate. Therefore, it is important to have triangulation through the strengths of the other two
methods (observation and interview) to ensure adequate coverage of all participants. Next,
observations were conducted in teachers’ classrooms to examine how ELLs’ native language is
used and/or what strategies are present to help them with their English acquisition. This will
give insight for how willing teachers are to use strategies that would help their struggling ELLs.
It will also ensure triangulation by providing a deeper understanding to what linguistic profiling
looks in a real setting; if teachers do not have strategies or other methods of support set up in
their classroom for ELLs, it is likely that they do not intend to help their ELLs acquire English
and this resistance is a sign of linguistic profiling. An interview completed this research study
by identifying teachers’ attitudes towards advantages and disadvantages of ELLs in a mainstream
classroom. Triangulation will be ensured through this method of research because the interview
questions are based around the same themes from Youngs and Youngs (2001) in the initial
survey, but teachers are able to expand more on way they may feel a certain way. It is possible
that measurement bias may occur during this method because teachers’ may feel they have to
answer a certain way based on the setting this research is conducted in (i.e., an empty classroom
with just the primary investigator and the participant). By having similar questions and answers
from the initial survey to compare the interview responses with, triangulation will minimize the
bias.
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Test validity is addressed through the instruments used for the online survey and
observation. External validity is present in this research study when generalizing the participants
and outcomes of this study. The findings of this study could be applied to other teachers who
work with ELLs in a similar setting as described above. Results could vary based on different
variables in the study including, teachers’ level of multicultural or multilingual experiences, past
experiences of working with ELLs, and number of years of formal teaching. The primary
investigator used surveys published prior to this study by Roseberry-McKibbin et al. (2005),
Walker et al. (2004), and Youngs and Youngs (2011). The observation protocol used the
“Sheltered Instruction Observation Tool” created at Hamline University by Mabbott, Lundgren,
and Kramer (2012) to record and document observations of students’ language (and ELLs’
native language) during instruction. The interview questions were created based on common
interactions seen in the ESL field that are beneficial for ELLs.
Results
Of the forty teachers from School A and School B who received the survey link, sixteen
of them completed the survey, thus resulting in a response rate of 40%. Due to the anonymity of
this survey, it was not possible to identify how many participants were from each individual
school. At the beginning of the survey, participants agreed that they were at least eighteen years
of age. Out of the sixteen survey responses that were received, eleven surveys were fully
completed, therefore five surveys were incomplete. However, the data that was provided from
the five incomplete surveys was used to gain reliability in the results. At the end of the online
survey from part one of this study, participants were informed that if they would like to partake
in the next part of this study they could email the researcher at the email provided.
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For the next part of the study, there were no participants who emailed the researcher
expressing their interest. The lack of participation in the second part may have been because the
potential participants did not have a connection to the researcher, since she has had little
interaction with this school district and with the two specific buildings whose teachers
participated in part one. The lack of participation may also have been affected by the time frame
teachers had to complete this survey. The researcher emailed the building principals the survey
link the morning of the first day it opened. No surveys were received for the first seven days.
The researcher emailed the building principals after the first week the survey had been opened to
request a reminder email to be sent out to all potential participants. Shortly after this email was
sent, the researcher had over ten participants respond to the online survey.
Data Analysis
Once the survey was closed for this study, the primary investigator analyzed the
anonymous participants’ responses and created codes for the responses for each survey question
in Microsoft Excel. Multiple items in this survey used a Likert scale to identify the degree of
participants’ attitudes (1= no experience; 2= little experience; 3= some experience; 4= moderate
experience; 5= significant experience). A second Likert scale was also used to identify the
degree of participants’ attitudes (1= agree strongly; 2= agree mildly; 3= disagree mildly; 4=
disagree strongly). The online survey provided the researcher with quantitative data. This was
used to identify similarities and differences between participants’ responses as well as the
average response for various items. The items in the survey were categorized into themes
identified throughout the survey.
There were multiple limitations to this study which may have influenced the findings.
Such limitations should be taken into consideration when designing and/or conducting future,

LINGUISTIC PROFILING

42

similar research. Limitations to the online survey include the low overall response rate-only
sixteen out of approximately forty teachers responded to the survey. This may have occurred
because the teachers received the survey link on their work email, which may not have been a
convenient location for them to complete the survey to the best of their ability. In addition, the
link was sent out after an extended break for both School A and School B; therefore, teachers
could have been busy trying to catch up from being out of their classrooms. Another potential
limitation was false responses because a participant may have felt that how they responded
would affect them personally. Many of the questions on this survey looked into participants’
personal opinions about students from other cultures, races, and nonstandard English linguistic
backgrounds. Their negative attitudes towards ELLs who do not speak SAE are examples of
linguistic profiling however, many participants may not want to realize this is what they are
doing. The length of the survey may also have been a limitation because it was thirty-eight items
long. In addition, participants may have misunderstood questions, which would lead to
inaccurate responses or skipped questions.
In regards to part two of the study, a significant limitation was that no participants
emailed the researcher informing that they would be willing to participate in the next part of the
study. A reason for this lack of participation is that teachers may not have understood what their
role and responsibilities would be if they participated in the next part of the study. In addition,
participants may not have wanted the added stress of having another adult in their room,
especially with the current changes that are happening with education across the country.
Generalizations were not able to be made due to limited participation rates, skipped responses,
and no participation for the observation and interview section of the study. These observations

LINGUISTIC PROFILING

43

and interviews, along with the surveys, would have provided triangulation and allowed the
researcher to make generalizations about the data collected.
Survey Results
The survey consisted of various questions and items relating to educator’s experience,
interactions and modifications for the ELL population in their classroom. This survey used a
mixture of nominal, descriptive, and ordinal data. Items one, four, five, six, and seven on the
survey provided the researcher with descriptive data by asking about demographic information of
the participants. This allowed the researcher to understand the participants backgrounds and
specifically identify to what degree they interact with ELLs throughout their school day. Survey
items that provided this demographic information asked about number of years as an educator,
total caseload number, number of ELLs on their caseload, languages the participants speak other
than English, and what first languages or dialects are present in a teacher’s classroom. The
results from these items are show in Table 2.
Of the sixteen participants who completed the demographic information questions,
exactly half had 10-15 years of teaching practice and 38% (n = 6) of participants had 20 or more
years of practice. The total number of students on each of the participants’ caseloads resulted in
an average of 34 students per participant. The totals ranged from the lowest caseload with
fifteen students to the highest caseload of 75-125 students. The total number of ELLs each
participant had on their caseload resulted in an average of eight ELLs per participant. The
lowest number of ELLs a participant had on her caseload was zero and the highest number of
ELLs was fifty. Eighty-seven percent of participants (n = 13) responded that they did not speak
a language other English. However, the other 13% of participants (n = 2) responded that they
did speak a language other than English: Swedish and Spanish. One-hundred percent of
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participants responded that the most common language or dialect spoken in their classroom was
Spanish.
Table 2
Online Survey-Demographic Information
Participant
Years
Total
in
Caseload
Practice
1
10-15
15
2
20+
18
3
10-15
75-125
4
10-15
50
5
20+
24

ELLs on
Caseload

Languages
Languages/dialects
Other than
Present in
English
Classroom
2
none
Spanish
3
none
Spanish
8-50
none
Spanish & English
10
none
Spanish
2
yes
Spanish
(Swedish)
6
1-3
38
2
none
Spanish
7
10-15
20
6
none
Spanish & English
8
20+
18
4
none
Spanish & English
9
20+
10
20+
20
5
none
Spanish
11
3-5
18
1
none
Spanish
12
20+
35
0
none
Spanish
13
10-15
50
20
none
Spanish
14
10-15
25
2
none
Spanish
15
10-15
38
3
none
Spanish
16
10-15
20
4
yes
Spanish
(Spanish)
Note. Participant 9 skipped demographic information questions resulting in a not applicable or
non-recorded response.
Certification items of participants. Items two and three on the survey consisted of
questions regarding the participants’ certification areas and what areas they were currently
teaching at the time of the survey. The results for item 2 are shown in Table 3.
Of the sixteen participants that responded to item 2, fourteen responded with two or more
areas of certification. More than half of participants (n = 9) were certified in early childhood
education (birth-2) and almost 94% (n = 15) participants were certified in childhood education
(grades 1-6). There were no participants in this study who were certified ESL/TESOL (Teaching
English to Speakers of Other Languages)/bilingual education teachers. By lacking representation
of participants with a background in non-SAE speakers and their development, it may increase
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the likelihood that linguistic profiling will occur. The three participants who responded to the
“other” category specified that they were certified in reading, school psychology, school
counseling, and literacy (Birth-6).
Table 3
Certification Areas
Certification Areas
Early Childhood (Birth-2)
Childhood (1-6)
Adolescent (7-12)
P.E.
Computers
ELA
ESL/TESOL/Bilingual Ed
Special Education
Music
Art
Library
Science
Social Studies
Math
Other

Frequency
9
15
1
0
0
1
0
4
0
0
1
0
0
0
4

Percentage
56.25%
93.75%
6.25%
0%
0%
6.25%
0%
18.75%
0%
0%
6.25%
0%
0%
0%
25%

Item three identified what areas the participants were currently teaching in during the
time they responded to the survey. The results are shown in Table 4.
According to Table 4, 20% (n = 3) of participants currently teach in an early childhood
setting (Birth-2), while approximately 67% (n = 10) of participants are in a childhood setting
(Grades 1-6). There were no participants teaching in an ESL/TESOL/bilingual education setting.
Without representation of participants with a background in non-SAE speakers and their
development, it may increase the opportunities for attitudes of linguistic profiling to occur. The
one participant who responded to the “other” category specified that she was a school counselor.
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Areas of Current Practice
Areas of Current Practice
Early Childhood (Birth-2)
Childhood (1-6)
Adolescent (7-12)
P.E.
Computers
ELA
ESL/TESOL/Bilingual Ed
Special Education
Music
Art
Library
Science
Social Studies
Math
Other
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Frequency
9
15
1
0
0
1
0
4
0
0
1
0
0
0
4

Percentage
20%
66.67%
0%
0%
0%
20%
0%
0%
0%
0%
6.67%
0%
0%
6.67%
6.67%

Multicultural Experiences
Items eight through eleven on the survey consisted of topics that determined the
participants’ multicultural experiences. This theme allowed the researcher to understand the
degree of experience participants had with multiculturalism. According to Youngs and Youngs
(2001), this was a predictor of teachers’ attitudes towards ELLs therefore, low levels of
experience could be used to determine that linguistic profiling exists. A Likert scale was used to
for these items and a code was created to interpret the data (1= no experience, 2= little
experience, 3= some experience, 4= moderate experience, 5= significant experience). Items
which were coded as a 3 or higher on the Likert scale were used to assume that the participant
had experienced other cultures outside of their own from a mild to significant degree. Survey
item responses are recorded in Table 5.
Once all the Likert scores had been put in Table 3, the responses for each item were then
averaged to give the overall mean score and determine what level of experience the majority of

LINGUISTIC PROFILING

47

participants had with the specific multicultural experience items on this survey. According to the
data in Table 3, the majority of participants had no to little experience related to
multiculturalism. This is significant because a lack of multicultural experiences may mean that
the participants will struggle to connect with ELLs and understand their backgrounds.
Therefore, this may increase the opportunity for participants to linguistically profile ELLs.
Table 5
Likert Scores for Part I-Online Survey: Multicultural Experiences
Item 8
Item 9
Item 10
Item 11
Travel outside
Live outside
Taught
Interact with
Participant
U.S.
U.S.
outside U.S.
ELLs
P1
1
1
1
1
P2
2
1
1
2
P3
2
1
1
2
P4
1
1
1
1
P5
5
4
1
4
P6
3
1
1
2
P7
3
1
1
3
P8
5
1
1
3
P9
P10
3
1
1
2
P11
3
1
2
3
P12
4
1
1
4
P13
2
1
1
4
P14
1
1
1
2
P15
1
1
1
2
P16
3
1
1
2
Average:
2.60
1.20
1.07
2.47
Little
No
No
Little
experience
experience
experience
experience
Note. Participant 9 skipped demographic information questions resulting in not applicable or
non-recorded responses.
Item eight on the survey asked about participants’ experience with traveling outside the
United States. The majority of participants (53%) answered that they had no to some experience
with this multicultural experience. This item was asked to determine if the participants might
have experience related to the cultures of the ELLs they interact with. This lack of experience
outside the United States may suggest that participants cannot relate to ELLs from outside the
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United States, making it more likely or the participants to linguistically profile this group. Item
ten identified participants’ experience with teaching outside the United States. Ninety-three
percent (n = 14) answered that they had no experience with this factor. The final item for this
section, item eleven, asked whether participants had personally interacted with non-native
English speakers. The responses were varied across the scale for this item, ranging from no to
moderate experience, however the mean response was little experience. This item was asked to
help the researcher identify what degree of interaction the participants had with ELLs. This is
significant because a participant with no to little experience with ELLs is likely to show attitudes
which linguistically profile ELLs.
General Educational Experiences
Items twelve and thirteen allowed the researcher to understand the educational experience
participants may have that could contribute to their understanding of potential ELLs in their
classroom. According to Youngs and Youngs (2001), general education was a predictor of
teachers’ attitudes. Item twelve asked to what degree the participants had with learning a foreign
language and item thirteen focused on any multicultural coursework that participants may have
taken in college or graduate school. The responses for both questions varied. Figure 2 and 3
below shows the responses.

Item 12: Taken a foreign language
33.33%

33.33%

20%
6.67%

6.67%

1-No experience

2-Little experience

4-Moderate experience

5-Significant experience

3-Some experience

Figure 2. Participants' experiences with foreign language
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Figure 2 explains that over 72% (n = 11) of participants had some to significant
experience with a foreign language. This is significant because it shows that the majority of
participants have some understanding of what it is like to acquire a second language. This can
help participants relate to their ELLs and understand the struggles they will likely acquire while
learning English as their L2, which would decrease linguistic profiling.

Item 13: Taken multicultural course work
Figure 2. Participants' experiences with multicultural course work
33.33%
26.67%
20%
13.33%
6.67%

1-No experience

2-Little experience

4-Moderate experience

5-Significant experience

3-Some experience

Figure 3. Participants' experiences with multicultural course work

Figure 3 explains that only 20% (n = 3) of participants have taken multicultural
coursework. This is also significant because it explains that few participants have specific
knowledge about ELLs as well as other important aspects about his group that would be
beneficial for them to understand and decrease potential attitudes of linguistic profiling.
Specific English as a Second Language Training
Items fourteen through seventeen all focused on the theme of any trainings participants
may have taken part that involved teaching and/or interacting with ELLs as well as instructing
this group through ESL instruction program. This was important to the study because it allowed
the researcher to understand what degree of knowledge and background participants had for
specific instruction programs for ELLs. According to Youngs and Youngs (2001), specific ESL
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training was a predictor of teachers’ attitudes. An average was calculated for these four items
and overall, it was reported that the participants had little experience with specific ESL training.
Item fourteen asked about college/graduate courses taken specifically about ESL. The
survey showed that only 33% (n = 4) had some to moderate experience with this type of course
while the majority (67%) reported that they had little experience. This could suggest that
linguistic profiling attitudes may occur because the majority of participants lack knowledge
about ELLs, which they could gain from college/graduate courses targeted towards this
population. Item fifteen looked at potential in-service trainings related to ESL that participants
may have received through their school district. The responses to this item were varied across
the scale with representation in each of the areas. The average was little experience with 40% (n
= 6) of participants responding that they had no experience with these trainings. This is
significant because it shows that participants are not receiving in-service training from their
district, which could provide them with knowledge and strategies that may decrease any
linguistic profiling attitudes they have. Item sixteen focused on possible ESL conference
workshop experiences participants may have. The average response to this item was little
experience and only 33% (n = 4) of participants responded that they had some to moderate
experience. This could suggest that participants have more experience with this specific area of
ESL training, which may decrease their negative attitudes towards ELLs. Item seventeen
questioned whether participants had any other trainings specific to ESL that were not included in
the other three items in this section. Fifty percent (n = 6) of participants answered that they had
“no other experiences.” The other 50% (n = 8) answered that they had little, some, or moderate
“other” experiences. There was a comment box available for participants to explain these
“other” trainings however, no responses were received. While this could suggest that
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participants have experiences that could positively influence how they interact with ELLs,
without knowing what these experiences consist of, no conclusions can be determined.
Teaching English Language Learners
For this theme, the items were asked to understand what experiences participants had
with specifically instructing ELLs and communicating with their parents. This allowed the
researcher to understand the degree of experience participants had with interacting with ELLs.
According to Youngs and Youngs (2001), prior contact with ELLs was a predictor of teachers’
attitudes of linguistic profiling. An average was also calculated for these four items and overall,
it was reported that the participants had some to moderate experience with teaching ELLs.
Items eighteen through twenty-one all focused on this topic. Item eighteen specifically
looked at whether participants had taught ELLs and if so, to what degree. Almost 50% (n = 7)
responded that they had significant experience with instructing ELLs in their classroom and only
one participant responded that they had no experience. This is significant because interaction
with ELLs is likely to decrease participants’ negative attitudes towards this group. Item nineteen
asked whether participants have modified their curriculum or an assignment for ELLs in their
classroomss and if so, to what degree. Over 50% (n = 8) responded that they had moderate to
significant experience with modifying their instruction for their ELLs, while only one participant
answered that he/she had no experience with this type of accommodation. This suggests that
participants have experience with accommodating to ELLs needs and would therefore suggest
that they view ELLs through a positive lens because they make modifications to help ELLs
succeed. Item twenty focused on parent interaction and communication that participants may
have with the parents of their ELLs. For this item, the responses were varied across all five
degrees of experiences, however, over 50% (n = 8) responded that they had moderate to
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significant experiences with parent communication and only one participant answered that he/she
had no experience. The results from this item are significant because it shows that participants
have mainly positive attitudes towards interacting with the parents of non-SAE speaking ELLs,
which decreases opportunities for linguistic profiling. Item twenty-one focused on how well
participants understood the backgrounds of ELLs’ parents, which would likely be the
background of their ELLs also. Again, for this item the responses were varied across all degrees
of the Likert scale however, 73% (n = 11) of participants answered that they had little to some
experience with understanding the parents of their ELLs. This lack of interaction with ELLs’
parents suggests that participants were most likely not willing to understand parents’
backgrounds, which decreases their understanding of the ELLs’ backgrounds in their classroom.
This lack of understanding increases the potential for a participant to linguistically profile.
Experience with ESL Instructional Strategies
This theme of the online survey focused on participant’s knowledge of and background
with using instructional strategies that have been proven effective when working with ELLs
(e.g., scaffolding); items twenty-two through twenty-six all focus on this theme. Overall, the
response average for all five items showed that participants had little to some experience
however, there were averages that also fell into the moderate experience category.
Item twenty-two looked at participant’s experience with cultural differences and
socioeconomic influences. Although the average of the responses was between some and
moderate experiences, almost half of participants (n = 7) responded that they had moderate to
significant experience. This suggests that participants are aware of difficult situations many
ELLs experience which may create empathy towards this population and decrease the chance
that participants will linguistically profile ELLs. Item twenty-three asked about participant’s
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experience with (SLA), which looks at individuals learning a second language as well as the
process that occurs while an individual is learning that language (Saville-Troike, 2012). The
responses for this item varied however, the average of responses show that the majority of
participants had little experience with SLA. This is significant because a lack of knowledge in
SLA decreases participants’ understanding for ELLs learning another language; in addition, it
may cause participants to linguistically profile ELLs who do not speak SAE. Item twenty-four
identified experiences participants may have had with teaching the English language through
content areas (e.g. science, math, social studies). The responses for this item covered all five
degrees of experience, but almost half of the participants (n = 7) claimed they had little
experience with this strategy. The response average ranged from little to some experiences for
this item. This suggests that participants do not have enough experience with this strategy to
understand how it can be effective for ELLs learning English while maintaining their other
academic areas. By not using this effective teaching strategy with ELLs, participants may create
negative attitudes towards their lack of success with speaking SAE, which could lead to
linguistic profiling. Item twenty-five asked about participants’ experience with valuing an
ELL’s native language and recognizing how a native language (L1) contributes to an ELL’s
ability to learning a second language (L2). The responses for this were also varied across the
Likert scale with 33% (n = 5) stating they have no experience and 13% (n = 2) stating they have
significant experience with this strategy. Overall, the response average showed that participants
had little to some experience with recognizing how a native language can aid SLA. This
suggests that participants have limited understanding of why it is beneficial for ELLs to use their
native language while acquiring another language, which may create negative attitudes towards
ELLs who use their L1. This could lead to linguistic profiling. Item twenty-six identified
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participants experience with scaffolding or sheltered instructional strategies for ELLs.
Participants’ responses were in all five areas of the Likert scale for this question, however, the
response average showed that participants had little to some experience with this type of
instruction. This is significant because a lack of knowledge in regards to how these strategies are
effective for ELLs decreases participants’ understanding of what is best practice for language
acquisition; this has potential to create negative attitudes towards ELLs.
African American Vernacular English-Focused Items
Items twenty-seven through thirty-one all relate to the specific group of ELLs who speak
the AAVE dialect. This theme allowed the researcher to understand participants’ attitudes
towards the SAE variation spoken by many African Americans-AAVE. Participants were asked
to respond to these questions through a similar rating scale used previously in the study however,
the categories were changed to represent responses based on attitude (1= agree strongly, 2=
agree mildly, 3= disagree mildly, and 4= disagree strongly). There was no neutral option
available to choose in this section of the survey. The average response for these items varied
between agree mildly and disagree mildly. Although these choices are primarily neutral,
attitudes of agreement for specific items suggests negative attitudes towards AAVE-speaking
ELLs.
Item twenty-seven identified participant’s attitude towards the following statement:
African Americans need to know both SAE and AAVE in order to survive in America. Over half
of participants (n = 7) responded that they agreed mildly with this statement. This is significant
because it shows that participants support the native language of ELLs who speak AAVE
through their acquisition of SAE. This does not show any linguistic profiling. Item twenty-eight
focused on participant’s feelings towards the following statement: AAVE is a systematic, rule-
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governed language variety. The majority of participants responded that they agreed mildly (n =
6) or disagreed mildly (n = 4). The responses to this item suggest that participants are somewhat
neutral on whether AAVE should be considered a rule-governed language variety. Since
participants showed only mildly agreeing or disagreeing with this item, this could create attitudes
of linguistic profiling because participants are not strongly agreeing with it being a governed
language variation. Item twenty-nine asked participants about their feelings towards the
elimination of AAVE. Although the response average showed that participants disagreed mildly,
27% (n = 3) of participants agreed mildly with this statement. These latter responses explain that
some participants do not think AAVE should be spoken in the United States, which directly
reflects linguistic profiling. Item thirty identified participants’ attitudes towards the following
statement: African American kids would advance further in school without AAVE. Over 60% of
participants (n = 7) responded that they disagreed mildly, however 27% (n = 3) did agree mildly
with this statement. This is significant because agreeing that AAVE should be eliminated to help
kids advance in school is an act of discrimination, which also correlates directly to the definition
of linguistic profiling. Item thirty-one asked about participants’ feelings towards AAVE
possibly being a “misuse” of standard language in our society. The responses for this item
varied from 36% (n = 4) agreeing mildly, 45% (n = 5) disagreeing mildly, and 18% (n = 2)
disagreeing strongly. The response average showed that participants agreed mildly with this
statement. Agreeing that AAVE is a “misuse” of standard language is discriminatory and
suggests linguistic profiling as well.
Standard American English-Focused Items
Items thirty-two and thirty-three focused on SAE and what participants’ attitudes were
towards this standard dialect. This theme allowed the researcher to understand participants’
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attitudes towards the dominant language in the United States-SAE. The average response for
both of these items was agree mildly. Although this response is primarily neutral, attitudes of
agreement with specific items in this section suggest that negative attitudes towards nonstandard
dialects and non SAE-speaking ELLs exist.
Item thirty-two identified participants’ feelings towards the following statement: SAE is
superior to nonstandard English in terms of grammatical structure. Almost 85% (n = 11) of
participants responded that they agreed strongly or mildly with this statement while two
participants claimed they disagreed mildly. This is significant because negative attitudes
towards inferior, nonstandard English variations is very visible. These negative attitudes may
affect participants and cause them to discriminate against these languages, which would result in
linguistic profiling. Item thirty-three asked about participant’s attitudes towards the following
statement: Acceptance of nonstandard dialects of English by teachers would lead to a lowering
of standards in school. The responses for this question varied across all four areas of the rating
scale. Over 61% (n = 7) of participants answered that they agreed, while the other 39% (n = 5)
claimed they disagreed with this statement. This suggests that negative attitudes exist among
participants because they believe nonstandard English dialects would lower school standards. It
also shows discrimination, or linguistic profiling, because it does not equally value the influence
nonstandard dialects can have on schools’ achievements.
Spanish-Focused Items
The final four items of this survey identified participants’ attitudes towards ELLs who
speak Spanish as their native language. The average response for the items in this theme varied
between agree strongly and disagree mildly. This suggests that the attitudes varied depending on
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the items however, for specific items that relate to the value of Spanish as a language, negative
attitudes may present opportunities for linguistic profiling to occur.
Item thirty-four identified participants’ attitudes towards the following statement:
Spanish is a systematic, rule-governed language variety. Over 92% (n = 12) responded that they
agreed strongly or mildly with this statement, however, the response average for this item was
agreed strongly. This suggests that participants strongly believe Spanish is a governed language
variety, which projects a positive attitude and does not show linguistic profiling. Item thirty-five
asked about participants’ attitudes towards the following statement: Hispanics need to know both
SAE and Spanish in order to survive in America. The answers for this question were varied
across the rating scale. Over 67% (n = 10) of participants answered that they agreed strongly or
mildly with this statement, while the other 24% said they disagreed mildly or strongly. The
response average for this item was agree mildly. This is significant because it explains that
participants feel it is necessary for Hispanics to maintain their native language in order to survive
in America. By valuing this nonstandard language variety, linguistic profiling is not present.
Item thirty-six identified participants’ attitudes towards the following statement: Spanish should
be eliminated. More than 92% of participants (n = 13) claimed they disagreed mildly or strongly
with this statement while one participant answered she agreed mildly with this statement. The
response average for this item was disagree mildly. Although the majority of participants argued
that they do not think Spanish should be eliminated, there was a participant who did not agree
and this is a very obvious form of linguistic profiling since they are discriminating against a
language that varies from SAE. The final item, item thirty-seven, looked at participants’
attitudes towards the following statement: Hispanic students would advance further in school
without Spanish. Fifty percent (n = 7) of participants responded that they disagreed strongly
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with this statement. The other 50% answered that they agreed or disagreed mildly. The
response average for this item was disagree mildly. Although the average response for this item
was that participants disagreed, there were participants who did feel that students would advance
further without their native language influencing their school. This negative attitude towards
Spanish shows linguistic profiling.
The data from this survey was analyzed to answer the research question for this study:
“Do teachers of ELLs linguistically profile students because of their use of non-SAE?” The
results did show evidence of teachers’ attitudes towards languages and dialects that varied from
SAE, which constitutes as linguistic profiling.
Discussion
The main purpose of the current research study was to examine teachers’ and students’
language use in a linguistically diverse classroom however, this was not able to occur since no
participants responded to the second part of the study. A second purpose of this study was to
examine what teachers feel are the advantages and disadvantages of having ELLs in their
classroom, some of which could be analyzed through the data collected from the survey. The
overall goal of this study was to make educators aware of linguistic profiling projected towards
ELLs in hopes that they would assess possible attitudes they may have towards these groups of
students and change their thinking. Unfortunately, since observations and interviews did not
take place, it is not possible to examine whether or not linguistic profiling was occurring or
would be likely to occur.
Demographic Influence on Linguistic Profiling
All participants had been teaching for more than one year, with the majority ranging from
ten to twenty or more years. Studies show that teachers who have been educators for a decade or
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longer have more experiences and likely to have more knowledge about working with diverse
learners than a teacher who is in her first year (Youngs and Youngs, 2001). When looking at the
items in the first theme, demographics, it is apparent that while many teachers have between ten
and twenty years of teaching, it is their level of experience with ELLs that is important to fight
against and help prevent linguistic profiling from occurring.
The participants’ areas of certification, as well as areas they were currently teaching in,
were both important to identify. If participants had certification in or currently taught ESL,
TESOL, or bilingual education, it would seem less likely they would linguistically profile ELLs
because they would have knowledge and an understanding towards this group of students.
Considering there were no participants with certifications in, or currently teaching ESL, TESOL,
or bilingual education, the chance that the participants have attitudes which linguistically profile
the ELLs they interact with is likely. For participants who claim that they work with ELLs but
are not certified in how to effectively instruct this group of students, may have attitudes that
become negative if they feel frustrated with the ELLs. This could cause them to show
discrimination because these students are not using or acquiring SAE, which would be an
example of linguistic profiling.
Multicultural Experience Influence on Linguistic Profiling
The social contact theory states that prolonged contact with diverse cultures will reduce
prejudicial or negative attitudes towards groups culturally diverse from an individual’s own
culture (Taylor et al., 1997). In addition, studies have shown that having direct personal contact
with diverse cultures will affect teachers’ attitudes (Youngs & Youngs, 2001). According to the
survey responses from this study, the majority of participants had a very limited range of
experience with multiculturalism, whether it be within or outside of the United States. This is
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significant because a lack of contact with other cultures may increase participants’ desire to
linguistically profile groups that are diverse and different from their own. This desire to
discriminate based on their use of non-SAE dialect likely occurs because participants do not have
an understanding of diverse groups like they would from significant experience with traveling
outside the United States. This is significant because a lack of contact with other cultures may
increase participants’ desire to linguistically profile groups that are diverse and different from
their own. This desire to linguistically discriminate likely occurs because participants do not
have an understanding of diverse groups that they would from significant experience with
traveling outside the United States.
Another factor that may impact participants discriminating non-SAE ELLs is the prior
interactions they have with this population. For the item that focused on participants’ experience
interacting with non-native English speakers, the majority reported that they had a limited
amount of ELLs they interacted with on a daily or weekly schedule. This likely creates a lack of
understanding of their backgrounds. In regards to all the multicultural aspects of this survey,
according to the social contact theory (Taylor et al., 1997), the lack of prolonged contact with
diverse culture increases the likelihood that participants will have prejudicial or negative
attitudes towards a group who is culturally different from their own, such as ELLs. This
potential increase in discriminative attitudes of the participants in this study begins to mirror
possible language discrimination, which defines linguistic profiling.
Knowledge of ELLs/ESL Influence on Linguistic Profiling
A second factor that may influence participants’ desire to linguistically profile non-SAE
speakers is the knowledge they acquire prior to, or while working with ELLs and programs that
are most appropriate and effective for them. Two items on the survey focused on general
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education experience and specific coursework participants have taken that may increase their
understanding of ELLs’ learning of a second language and the acquisition process they go
through to learn another language. Youngs and Youngs (2001) found that courses which
provided direct exposure to cultural differences influenced teachers’ attitudes towards ELLs
positively. Examples of these types of content may be foreign language or multicultural courses.
Therefore, if the participants in the survey for this study responded that they had significant
experience with either or both of these types of coursework, it was less likely that they would
linguistically profile the ELLs they interacted with. This is because their attitudes towards ELLs
would be positively influenced by the knowledge they gained from these courses. However, the
majority of participants in this survey responded that they had very limited experience with
either types of general education coursework. This could suggest that participants’ attitudes
towards ELLs may be less positive because they have had less coursework interacting with a
second language and experiencing what ELLs go through while learning SAE. This could
increase the participants’ likelihood to show attitudes that linguistically profile ELLs because
they lacked an understanding of this group that may come from having had more second
language coursework.
In the past, few educators have been prepared to assist the linguistic challenges and
culture differences present in an ESL classroom (Clair, 1995; Constantino, 1994; Harklau, 1994;
Penfield, 1987). Crawford (1993) even argued, “many teachers do not have the strategies or
comfort level for teaching culturally different or English second language (ESL) students” (p. 7).
Therefore, if participants responded that they have had significant experience with ESL training,
this knowledge may increase their comfort level and make them more accepting of the cultural
differences ELLs bring into their classroom. This positive attitude and acceptance of ELLs
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would likely decrease participants’ from linguistically profiling ELLs in their classroom.
However, the average for each of these items demonstrated that overall, participants had limited
experience with these trainings (e.g., ESL college/graduate courses, in-service ESL training, ESL
workshops). This could suggest that participants’ lack of training in ESL means they have a
limited knowledge of strategies to use with ELLs and thus a lower comfort level when working
with this population. In turn, this might make them less accepting of differences between ELLs’
cultures and the dominant culture of the school. This may result in an ideal environment for
linguistic profiling to occur.
Teaching ELLs Influence on Linguistic Profiling
ELLs are often a unique group of students who learn and work well through strategies
that they can understand and communicate effectively. In this survey, participants were asked
about their experience with teaching ELLs, modifying curriculum appropriately for this group of
learners, and communicating effectively with their parents. The average response for the four
items in this section identified that participants’ had moderate experience with teaching ELLs.
The ESL population in both School A and School B is equivalent to 12%; school A has 48 ESL
students, while School B has 37 ESL students. Therefore, it is likely that these participants have
interacted with ELLs in their school as well as their parents at school events, which may
decrease their likelihood to linguistically profile this population. Through these experiences with
instructing ELLs and communicating with their parents, it decreases the opportunity for
participants’ to linguistically profile however, it does not mean that this discrimination cannot
occur.
Experience with ESL instructional strategies that work well for ELLs can help
participants create a positive attitude towards ELLs and decrease the likelihood they will
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discriminate against this students’ lack of a SAE accent. The items in this survey asked about
participants’ experience with specific strategies that have been proven effective for ELLs (i.e.,
teaching English through content, scaffolding, and sheltered instruction). Researchers have
argued that mainstream teachers would benefit greatly from having this knowledge about ESL
(Byrnes et al., 1997; Clair, 1995; Constantino, 1994; Harklau, 1994; Penfield, 1987). Therefore,
it can be assumed that participants who have experience with instructional strategies that are
helpful for ELLs would be less likely to linguistically profile these students because they have a
greater understanding of ELLs. Participants responded that they had some experiences with
cultural and socioeconomic differences as well as scaffolding or sheltered instruction. However,
when asked about their experience with SLA, content-based English learning and using ELLs’
native language in instruction, participants responded that they had limited experience. This lack
of experience in effective strategies such as the acquisition process ELLs go through when
learning an L2 would increase the opportunities for participants to linguistically profile ELLs.
This is because participants do not have an understanding of what ELLs experience while
learning an L2. If they had knowledge about SLA they would realize that an ELL’s native
language will most likely always influence their accent therefore, it is very difficult for them to
speak SAE (Lippi-Green, 2012).
AAVE Influence on Linguistic Profiling
Speakers of AAVE are often linguistically profiled because they are viewed as being
deficient intellectually, culturally, and socially due to the dialect they speak (Filmer, 2003). In
addition, the vernacular that African Americans often use in their speech has distinct
characteristics from SAE, which creates opportunities for discrimination for AAVE speakers.
For item twenty-seven which states, African Americans need to know both SAE and AAVE in
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order to survive in America, the response average was agree mildly however, almost 40% of
participants disagreed with this statement. Item twenty-eight argued that AAVE is a systematic,
rule-governed language variety. The average responses for this item was also agreed mildly
however, 36% disagreed with this statement. The negative responses for these items suggest that
participants believe African American ELLs do not need their native dialect to survive in
America nor do they recognize AAVE as a valid language. This is also significant because it
explains participants’ assumptions that African American ELLs should be able to speak SAE.
However, Lippi-Green (2012) explains that the influence of the AAVE dialect will likely
prohibit these ELLs from speaking SAE.
Participants agreed mildly with item thirty, which states that African American kids
would advance further in school without AAVE, and item thirty-one, which argues that AAVE is
a misuse of language. This suggests that participants believe African American ELLs would be
better off academically without the influence of their native AAVE dialect. In addition, they
agree that AAVE is a “misuse of standard language.” These opinions are discriminatory towards
AAVE and show linguistic profiling towards African American ELLs’ because of the non-SAE
dialect they speak.
SAE Influence on Linguistic Profiling
The next theme in the survey focused on SAE. For both items thirty-two and thirty-three,
participants agreed mildly. Item thirty-two identified participants’ attitudes towards SAE being
superior to all other nonstandard English in terms of its grammatical structure. Item thirty-three
asked about participants’ attitudes towards whether standards would be lowered in a school if
teachers accepted nonstandard dialects of English. By agreeing even mildly, participants
demonstrate that they think SAE should be superior to all other dialects (i.e., AAVE, Spanish)
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and that non-SAE dialects lower standards in schools. These responses suggest linguistic
profiling because participants are discriminating non-SAE dialects by saying that SAE is
superior.
Spanish Influence on Linguistic Profiling
The final theme of this survey focused on the Spanish language and to what degree
participants’ felt it benefits ELLs. Item thirty-four argued that Spanish is rule-governed
language variety and participants agreed strongly with this statement. This suggests that
participants recognize Spanish as a valid language and it does not show evidence of linguistic
profiling. Item thirty-five argued that Hispanics need to know both Spanish and SAE to survive
in America and the average response was agreed mildly. However, 23% of participants
answered that they disagreed with this statement. By not agreeing that Hispanics’ native
language would help them survive in America, this suggests that some participants do not agree
with the benefits of ELLs maintaining their native language. These negative attitudes towards
non-SAE languages suggests linguistic profiling. Item thirty-seven asked about participants’
attitudes towards Hispanic students advancing further in school without their native Spanish
language and the average response was disagree mildly. This is significant because it suggests
that participants do support Spanish as an important part of Hispanic ELLs’ lives and therefore,
does not show linguistic profiling.
Suggestions for Future Research
Future research in the area of linguistic profiling would benefit from actual observations
and interviews with teachers working with ELLs. Observations with multiple teachers in various
settings would be interesting to see whether teachers are impacted by their personal attitudes
towards ELLs (which can be proven through the survey) or because of the areas they teach in
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(which can be seen through observations and interviews). When misconceptions towards ELLs
are identified through this additional research, it would beneficial to create a brochure or
pamphlet explaining these issues, which could be distributed to teachers in the area.
Conclusion and Implications
Although generalizations were not able to be made from this study, the results received
provided evidence that linguistic profiling may be occurring in the school setting; teachers are
the source of the discriminatory actions and ELLs are receiving the effects. The extent to which
this linguistic profiling is occurring could not be determined from the online survey alone.
However, the fact that a majority of participants agreed with statements like African American
kids would advance further in school without AAVE and AAVE is a misuse of standard language
identities the negative attitudes they have towards non-SAE dialects, which may result in
linguistic profiling. These discriminating responses show that teachers are not valuing non-SAE
dialect, specifically the AAVE dialect. It can also not be determined why participants feel this
way towards a specific dialect, but when over 85% agree to the statement, SAE is superior to
nonstandard English in terms of grammatical structure, it is evident that participants feel SAE is
superior over all dialects and nonstandard languages, including AAVE and Spanish. An
implication for this study was how the average responses on the survey towards items relating to
ELLs who speak AAVE were visibly more negative than the responses to ELLs who speak
Spanish as their native language. This supports the definition of linguistic profiling, which is
discrimination towards those who speak a dialect which varies from the standard norm. Spanish
was perceived more positively by participants in comparison to AAVE however, AAVE is only a
dialect of the English, often referred to as “bad English” (Alim & Baugh, 2007, p. 33). A second
implication for this study is that schools need to provide more in-service trainings or ensure that
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their faculty has a degree of multicultural background so that they can understand how to interact
with a unique population like ELLs. Another implication is the lack of multicultural awareness
and experiences of those interacting directly with ELLs and how this influences their negative
attitudes towards ELLs. According to the social contact theory, this contact with other cultures
would reduce negative attitudes participants may have towards groups culturally diverse from
their own (Taylor et al., 1997). By creating awareness and exposure for those interacting with
ELLs it may change the negative attitudes often projected towards who do not speak SAE, and
may decrease opportunities for linguistic profiling.
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Appendix B
Part I

Email for Initial Tentative Consent from School District Principals
(Will provide approved email responses from school districts as they are obtained.)

Dear Dr./Mr./Mrs. XXX

My name is Lindsey Lord and I am currently a graduate student in the Teaching English to Speakers
of Other Languages (TESOL) program at SUNY Fredonia. I have a bachelor’s degree in Childhood
Inclusive Education with a concentration in Spanish from SUNY Fredonia, as well.
I am writing this email to you in hopes that I will be able to contact the teachers from your school in
order to continue working on my Master’s thesis research project. I want to electronically survey
teachers about working with English language learners (ELLs), these students’ language use and
teachers’ experiences instructing ELLs. After the survey, the teachers will have the opportunity to
decide if they would like to allow me to come and observe how the ELLs in their classroom use
language, as well as whether or not they would be willing to participate in a follow-up interview with
me after the observations.
I am currently working on getting full approval for this study through Fredonia. At this point, I am
respectfully asking for tentative permission from you to conduct this study at your school, pending
full approval by Fredonia’s Human Subject Review committee. As this is my first research study, I
am working closely with and being supervised by Dr. Karen Lillie, my research faculty sponsor and
professor at SUNY Fredonia.
Thank you for your time and consideration. If you have any further questions or concerns before
granting your approval for my research study, please do not hesitate to contact me at the information
provided below.

Sincerely,

Lindsey Lord
Lindsey Lord
Graduate Student Researcher
SUNY Fredonia
Phone: (585) 406-1107
Email: lord1507@fredonia.edu
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Appendix C
Part I

Email Responses from Initial Tentative Consent from School District Principals
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Appendix D
Part I
Email to Participate in Online Survey

Hello!

My name is Lindsey Lord and I am a graduate student in the Teaching English to Speakers of
Other Languages (TESOL) at SUNY Fredonia. I am inviting you to participate in a brief online
survey, which should only take about 15-25 minutes of your time. This survey is Part I of my
Master’s Thesis Project. You may complete the online survey without obligation to continue
participation in the rest of the study. The next part of this research would be described to you at
a later date, only if you choose to participate in that portion of the study.
This online survey is designed to gather information about any language diversity present in
classrooms and how these languages may be used in instruction. This online survey will open
February 16, 2015 and close March 2, 2015. (HSR: These dates are pending your approval; a
two week period is desired for the online survey to be completed.)
There are no risks involved in participating in this research study. Participation in this study is
anonymous for you will not be identified. This survey will be used for research purposes only.
Should you decide to do the survey, completion of this survey is entirely voluntary and you may
withdraw your participation at any time with no penalty by simply exiting the browser.
If you agree to participate in the brief survey, which should only take 15-25 minutes of your time,
please click on the link below. By clicking on the link, you confirm that you are at least 18 years of age,
a certified teacher working in a PreK-12 setting, and you are willing to participate in this research survey
knowing that you can withdraw without penalty at any time.
If you prefer to not participate, you need not click on the link below. You may simply delete this email.
Thank you for your time!

Sincerely,

Lindsey Lord
Survey link: [actual link will be inserted here upon approval from HSR board due to cost]
Any questions, feel free to contact:
Lindsey Lord

Karen Lillie, Ph. D.

Graduate Student Researcher

Assistant Professor

SUNY Fredonia

SUNY Fredonia

Phone: (585) 406-1107

Phone: (716) 673-4656

Email: Lord1507@fredonia.edu

Email: Karen.Lillie@fredonia.edu
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Appendix E
Part I
Consent to Participate in Online Survey
(will be created on SurveyMonkey.com once approval has been received due to cost)

Welcome to this brief 28-item survey, which should only take about 15-25 minutes of your time. This
survey is voluntary, and you may answer all, some, or none of the questions.

There are no risks to your participation in this study. You may withdraw at any time, with no penalty
to you. All survey responses will be kept confidential.

If you have any further questions, you may contact me at lord1507@fredonia.edu.

By clicking ‘Next’ you are acknowledging the following:

-I certify that I am 18 years of age or older
-I agree to participate in this online survey
-I understand all information will be confidential and that I may withdraw at any time without penalty to
me.

If you would not like to participate in this survey, click the exit browser button and close the browser
window.

Next
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Survey Questions

(This will be made into an online survey through Survey Monkey upon HSR approval as primary
investigator is awaiting approval before payment for subscription to surveymonkey.com)

1. How many years have you been an educator?
_____ less than 1 year

_____ 1-3 years _____ 3-5 years

_____ 10-15 years

_____ 20+ years

2. What area(s) are you currently certified in? (check all that apply)
_____ Early Childhood (Birth-2)
_____ Childhood (1-6)

_____ ESL/TESOL/Bilingual Education

_____ Special Education

_____ Adolescent (7-12)

_____ Music

_____ Science

_____ P.E.

_____ Art

_____ Social Studies

_____ Computers

_____ Library

_____ Math

_____ ELA

_____ other (Specify, ______________________)

3. What area(s) do you currently teach?
_____ Early Childhood (Birth-2)
_____ Childhood (1-6)

_____ ESL/TESOL/Bilingual Education

_____ Special Education

_____ Adolescent (7-12)

_____ Music

_____ Science

_____ P.E.

_____ Art

_____ Social Studies

_____ Computers

_____ Library

_____ Math

_____ ELA

_____ other (Specify, ______________________)

4. How many students do you work with on a daily basis? ___________________
5. How many of these students are English language learners (ELLs) (students who do not
speak English as their first language)?
6. Do you speak a language other than English?
Yes ____ No _____
If yes, what language(s)? ________________________
7. What are the most common first languages or dialects of the students in your classroom?
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Spanish
African American Vernacular English (AAVE)
Arabic
Chinese
Other _______________________

Please rate the following questions to the best of your ability. Check only one answer.

1-No experience

2-Little experience

3-Some experience

4-Moderate experience

5-Significant experience

Multicultural Experiences:

8. Traveled outside the United States

1

2

3

4

5

9. Lived outside the United States

1

2

3

4

5

10. Taught outside the United States

1

2

3

4

5

11. Personally interacted with non-native English speakers 1

2

3

4

5

1-No experience

2-Little experience

3-Some experience

4-Moderate experience

5-Significant experience

General Educational Experiences:

12. Taken a foreign language

1

2

3

4

5

13. Taken multicultural course work

1

2

3

4

5

1-No experience

2-Little experience

3-Some experience

4-Moderate experience

5-Significant experience

Specific English as a Second Language (ESL) Training

14. Taken college/graduate courses specifically about ESL 1

2

3

4

5
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15. Received in-service ESL training

1

2

3

4

5

16. Taken ESL conference workshops

1

2

3

4

5

17. Experienced other ESL training

1

2

3

4

5

1-No experience

2-Little experience

3-Some experience

4-Moderate experience

5-Significant experience

Teaching English Language Learners (ELLs)

18. Taught ELLs in your classroom

1

2

3

4

5

19. Modified curriculum/assignments/assessment for the ELLs in your classroom
1

2

3

4

5

20. Interacted/communicated with the parents of your ELLs 1

2

3

4

5

21. Understand the backgrounds of the parents of your ELLs (education, literacy, culture, etc.)
1

1-No experience

2-Little experience

3-Some experience

2

4-Moderate experience

3

4

5

5-Significant experience

Do you have experience with the following concepts?

22. Cultural differences and socioeconomic influences

1

2

3

4

5

23. Second language acquisition (SLA)

1

2

3

4

5

24. Teaching English language through content

1

2

3

4

5

25. Native language importance in second language learning 1

2

3

4

5

26. Scaffold or sheltered instruction for ELLs

2

3

4

5

1

Please respond to the following questions by selecting the response you agree with most.

27. African Americans need to know both Standard American English (SAE) and African
American Vernacular English (AAVE) in order to survive in America.
Agree strongly

Agree mildly

Disagree mildly Disagree strongly

28. AAVE is a systematic, rule-governed language variety.
Agree strongly

Agree mildly

Disagree mildly Disagree strongly
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29. AAVE should be eliminated.
Agree strongly

Agree mildly

Disagree mildly Disagree strongly

30. African American kids would advance further in school without AAVE.
Agree strongly

Agree mildly

Disagree mildly Disagree strongly

31. AAVE is misuse of standard language.
Agree strongly

Agree mildly

Disagree mildly Disagree strongly

32. Standard American English (SAE) is superior to nonstandard English in terms of
grammatical structure.
Agree strongly

Agree mildly

Disagree mildly Disagree strongly

33. Acceptance of nonstandard dialects of English by teachers would lead to a lowering of
standards in school.
Agree strongly

Agree mildly

Disagree mildly Disagree strongly

34. Spanish is a systematic, rule-governed language variety.
Agree strongly

Agree mildly

Disagree mildly Disagree strongly

35. Hispanics need to know both SAE and Spanish in order to survive in America.
Agree strongly

Agree mildly

36. Spanish should be eliminated.

Disagree mildly Disagree strongly
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Agree mildly

Disagree mildly Disagree strongly

37. Hispanic students would advance further in school without Spanish.
Agree strongly

Agree mildly

Disagree mildly Disagree strongly

38. Thank you for taking my survey! If you are willing to participate in Part II, which will
include observations of students’ language use in your classroom and a follow-up interview
with the researcher afterwards, please contact Lindsey Lord via email at
lord1507@fredonia.edu .
 Yes, I will participate and contact Lindsey Lord.
 No, I will not participate.
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Appendix F
Part II

Teacher Consent Form
Classroom Observations and Interview Questions
(Will personally hand this consent form to the teachers who will be participating in Part II.)

Dear [insert teacher’s name],

Thank you for participating in my online survey and indicating that you are willing to participate in
Part II of my study. As you may recall, my name is Lindsey Lord and I am graduate student at SUNY
Fredonia, working towards my Master’s in Education (MSEd) in Teaching English to Speakers of Other
Languages (TESOL).
During this stage, I would like to come and observe your classroom 2-3 times tentatively during
the week of March 23rd-27th and then have a follow-up interview after school once the observations have
been completed.
The interview will be about an hour and will be recorded on an iPad provided by myself. The dates
and times for the observations and interview are tentatively scheduled to occur between February 2015
and March 2015.
You will be compensated with a small gift at the end of the interview as thanks for your
participation.
There are no risks to your being involved in this study. The observation will be anonymous, and
while the interview will be transcribed for the purposes of the data analysis, you will be given a
pseudonym so that your information remains confidential. Any identifying information (such as school
name) mentioned during the interview will also be coded to protect your anonymity.

I have read and understand the above statements. By signing below, I indicate I am at least 18
years of age and am a willing participant in this research study. I understand participation is
voluntary and I have a right to withdraw at any time with no penalty. I understand that all information
taken from observations and interviews will remain confidential.

____________________________________
Signature of participant

_______________________
Date
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Any questions feel free to contact:
Lindsey Lord

Karen Lillie, Ph. D.

Graduate Student Researcher

Assistant Professor

SUNY Fredonia

SUNY Fredonia

Phone: (585) 406-1107

Phone: (716) 673-4656

Email: Lord1507@fredonia.edu

Email: Karen.Lillie@fredonia.edu
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Appendix G
Part II
Observation Protocol

Observation Checklist for the use of Strategies for English Language Learners (ELLs)
Teacher ______________________________
Observer ________________

Date _________ Grade Level ____________

Key: Obs. – observed; Not Obs. – not observed; N/A – not applicable

A. Comprehensible
Instruction
1. Uses visuals and/or
regalia.
2. Plans activities to
activate students’
prior knowledge.
3. Uses a variety of
questions and
activities to meet the
needs of students at
various levels of
language acquisition.

Obs. Not N/A B. Content Area
Obs.
Instruction
1. Modifies personal
language according
to the needs of
students (explains
vocabulary by giving
examples and
definitions, explains
idioms).
2. Reviews lesson
topic, ideas and key
vocabulary.
3. Checks frequently
for understanding.
4. Links the new
4. Connects new
vocabulary and
material to
language to
information that
previously learned
students already
information.
know.
5. Allows ELL students
to participate
5. Provides activities for
actively in all
oral language
activities planned.
development.
6. Plans listening
activities to assist
students in
developing the
sounds of English.

6. Integrates culture
and content
instruction.
7. Uses added
resources and
strategies to help
students access core
curriculum.
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE

Obs. Not N/A
Obs.
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Key: Obs. – observed; Not Obs. – not observed; N/A – not applicable

C. Negotiating
Meaning
1. Checks for
student
comprehension
throughout the
lesson.
2. Modifies and
clarifies
information by
using the
following:
questioning
strategies,
defining,
expanding,
modeling, and
explaining
information.
Asks students to
paraphrase
information.
3. When students
are encouraged to
communicate in
English, teacher
uses familiar
vocabulary and
structures.
4. Teacher modifies
self-speech to
make the
information
comprehensible.
5. Uses linguistic
clues such as
gestures, facial
expressions and
body movements
(acts out) to
emphasize and
clarify meaning.

Obs.

Not
Ob
s.

N/
A

D. Sensitivity
1. Accepts students’
responses
positively.

2. Corrects errors
without
pinpointing
students.

3. Encourages and
rewards taking
risks in English.

4. Utilizes and
demonstrates
respect for
students’ home
language and
culture.
5. Encourages
students to share
their culture and
language with
other students.

Obs. Not
Ob
s.

N/A
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6. Matches language
with experiences;
allows students to
use their native
language to build
upon past
knowledge which
the student can
then transfer into
English.
D. Negotiating
Obs.
Meaning (cont.)
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6. Plans
multicultural
activities which
includes all
cultures
represented in the
classroom.

Not
Ob
s.

N/
A

E. Sensitivity (cont.)

Obs. Not
Ob
s.

N/A

7. Models using a
mixture of SAE
and other dialects
present in the
classroom to help
student
understanding.
8. Provides
opportunities for
students to
practice using
English with
different
audiences for a
variety of
purposes.
9. Verifies that all
students
comprehend
before moving
on.
Resources used: Amazing English how to Handbook, Walter, 1996
In the box below, draw a picture describing the setup of the classroom and other factors that may
impact ELLs (e.g., proximity to teacher or resources in the classroom, grouping of students).
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Appendix H
Semi-structured Interview Questions

1.

How many years have you been an educator?

2.

What area(s) are you currently certified in?

3.

What area(s) do you currently teach?

4.

Do you speak a language other than English?

5.

Have you ever traveled outside the U.S.?

6.

How many students do you work with on a daily basis?

7.

How many of these students are English language learners (ELLs)?

8.

What are the most common first languages or dialects of the students in your classroom?

9.

Do you have any background of working with English language learners (ELLs) in your
teaching experience? If so, can you briefly describe them to me?

10.

Have you taken a college/graduate courses specifically about ESL? If so, what did you
take away from it and how have you implemented it in your classroom?

11.

Have you had any training in second language acquisition for ELLs focused on how an
individual learns a second or third language?

12.

If you have ELLs in your classroom this school year, how would you describe them?

13.

Do you believe there are advantages which the ELLs in your room bring to your
classroom and learning environment? If so, can you briefly describe them to me?

14.

What concerns, if any, do you have with working with ELLs?

15.

Do you think the concept of “standard American English” is an advantage or
disadvantage to ELLs in your classroom? If so, can you briefly explain to my why you
feel that way?

16.

Do you believe that ELLs whose native dialect is African American Vernacular English
(AAVE) benefit from having this other language as they acquire English?

17.

Do you believe that knowing Standard American English (SAE) and AAVE are
necessary for an African American ELL to survive in America today? If so, can you
briefly describe why?

18.

Do you believe that ELLs whose native language is Spanish benefit from having this
other language as they acquire English?
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19.

Do you believe that Standard American English (SAE) and Spanish are necessary for a
Hispanic ELL to survive in America today? If so, can you briefly describe why?

20.

Do you believe that your non-ELLs benefit from interacting with peers whose native
language is not English?

Please briefly describe how the native languages of ELLs in your classroom (e.g., AAVE and Spanish)
may be used in your classroom or instruction?
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