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Abstract 
 
  
 Few empirical studies specifically address the effectiveness of the Sheltered Instruction 
Observation Protocol (SIOP) as a professional development tool, an instructional model, or a 
tool for measuring sheltered instruction implementation. This study attempted to add to the 
literature regarding the effectiveness of SIOP. Approximately 458 teachers from five school 
districts in Western New York were surveyed electronically to inquire about the grades and 
subjects they taught, years of teaching experience they had, type of training or professional 
development they had, and presence of English language learners (ELLs) in their classrooms. A 
subset of six teachers from four schools in three school districts were observed using the SIOP 
evaluation rubric and then interviewed. Survey, observation, and interview data were analyzed in 
attempt to answer the following question: Do teachers without SIOP training work as effectively 
with ELLs as do SIOP-trained teachers when defined and measured by the SIOP evaluation 
rubric?  Data was analyzed and results indicated that some non-SIOP trained teachers had equal 
or higher total and mean observation scores than SIOP trained teachers. Results also question the 
validity and reliability of the SIOP evaluation rubric as an accurate measure of sheltered 
instruction (SI). Major implications suggest that further research is needed to discern whether or 
not SIOP is a valid instrument for measuring successful SI or if the model serves as an effective 
means of professional development. 
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Introduction 

 As the number of English language learners (ELLs)1 continues to grow in the United 

States, school administrators and teachers strive to find the best practices for educating this 

diverse group of students (Batt, 2010; de Jong & Harper, 2005; Francis & Vaughn, 2009; 

Giouroukakis, Cohan, Nenchin, & Honigsfeld, 2011; Wright, 2010). There is increasingly more 

pressure from federal and state education policies, such as No Child Left Behind (NCLB), to 

improve academic achievement among ELLs (Batt, 2008; Friend, Most, & McCrary, 2009; 

O’Neal, Ringler, & Lys, 2009). Whether or not ELLs find success in school depends upon 

several variables, some of which include the adequacy of teacher preparation (Francis & 

Vaughn, 2009; McIntyre, Kyle, Chen, Muñoz, & Beldon, 2010), the effectiveness of the 

instructional model being used, and the level of teacher implementation of instructional practices 

(Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2004; Giouroukakis et al., 2011; McIntyre et al., 2010). While it has 

been argued that effective teaching of ELLs is simply a matter of just good teaching (JGT) and 

cultural competence (de Jong & Harper, 2005; Harper & de Jong, 2004; Ladson-Billings, 1995; 

Ladson-Billings, 2009) some believe that courses in pedagogy have not provided teachers with 

the tools they need to successfully educate ELLs (de Jong & Harper, 2005; Giouroukakis et al., 

2011; Harper, de Jong, & Platt, 2008). For example, university courses in pedagogy may not 

address second language acquisition (SLA) or how language is used in specific content areas 

(Schleppegrell & O’Hallaron, 2011). Likewise, courses may be taught by faculty who have no 

background in teaching English to speakers of other languages (TESOL) (Giouroukakis et al., 

2011). While research continues in this field, there is still much debate over how to improve 
                                                            
1 ELLs are non-native speakers of English in the process of attaining English proficiency. They 
are referred to as limited English proficient (LEP) students in the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act (NCLB) of 2001 (Wright, 2010).  
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teacher preparation and by extension, the education of culturally and linguistically diverse 

(CALD)2 students in mainstream classes (Batt, 2010; de Jong & Harper, 2005; Faltis, Arias, & 

Ramírez-Marín, 2010; Friend, Most, & McCrary, 2009; Harper et al., 2008).  This study 

addresses the efficacy of one model (called the SIOP model) that is implemented across the U.S., 

by surveying teachers, observing and evaluating both SIOP- and non-SIOP trained teachers, and 

interviewing teacher professionals.  

Problem 

 While some may feel that teaching ELLs is simply a matter of JGT (de Jong & Harper, 

2005; Ladson-Billings, 1995) others suggest that teachers need specialized training to teach 

ELLs (Echevarria et al., 2004; Faltis et al., 2010; Giouroukakis et al., 2011; Schleppegrell & 

O’Hallaron, 2011). ELLs require teachers who are prepared to address their linguistic, cultural, 

and individual needs while navigating mainstream or ESL classrooms. The Sheltered Instruction 

Observation Protocol (SIOP) Model is one example of a model used for training people to teach 

ELLs. According to its creators, the SIOP model is currently used in most of the 50 states and in 

hundreds of schools across the U.S. as well as in several other countries” (Echevarria, Vogt, & 

Short, 2008). It is widely touted as one of the best models for working with ELLs (Batt, 2010; 

Center for Applied Linguistics, 2012; Hansen-Thomas, 2008) and is therefore used by school 

districts across the country to provide professional development for teachers working with ELLs. 

The SIOP model is research-based and implemented by schools throughout the U.S., and 

therefore could be viewed as a permanent professional development solution for teachers with 

                                                            
2 CALD refers to a mixture of linguistic and ethnic minority students (Wright, 2010). English 
language learners (ELLs) may be included in this group, but culturally and linguistically diverse 
students are not always ELLs, as this term may refer to African American students, or ethnically 
diverse students whose English is proficient. 
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ELLs in their classrooms. On the contrary, existing studies are too few in number to provide 

enough evidence to confirm the effectiveness of SIOP as a professional development tool or an 

instructional model.  

Purpose 

  The purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness and reliability of the SIOP 

model in terms of teacher implementation of the identified indicators for “high-quality sheltered 

instruction,” as defined by the SIOP evaluation rubric (Echevarria et al., 2004, p. 17). The study 

also looks at the effectiveness of the SIOP model in terms of its use as a tool to measure effective 

implementation of sheltered instruction (SI). Overall, the goal of this study was to ascertain 

whether or not teachers without SIOP training work as effectively with ELLs as SIOP-trained 

teachers. Some researchers propose that sheltered instruction and SIOP features are JGT (de Jong 

& Harper, 2005; Harper & de Jong, 2004; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Ladson-Billings, 2009), which 

suggests that this type of specific training is not required in order for teachers to work effectively 

with ELLs. However, while few studies have specifically tested the effectiveness of SIOP, some 

studies imply that SIOP training does contribute to teachers working effectively with ELLs (Batt, 

2010; Crawford, Schmeister, & Biggs, 2008; Echevarria, Short, & Powers, 2006; Echevarria, 

Vogt, et al., 2004; Friend et al., 2009; McIntyre et al., 2010; O’Neal et al., 2009). In accordance 

with the findings of the aforementioned studies, the researcher hypothesized that teachers 

without SIOP training would not be found to work as effectively with ELLs when compared to 

SIOP-trained teachers. Based on this hypothesis, the researcher expected higher observation 

scores on the SIOP evaluation rubric from SIOP-trained teachers than non-SIOP-trained 

teachers.  
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Significance  

 A variety of instructional models, and techniques based on second language acquisition 

(SLA) theories have been developed and implemented in the United States in attempt to address 

the academic and language needs of ELLs (Ladson-Billings, 2009; Lightbown & Spada, 2006; 

Wright, 2010). Likewise, various teacher preparation programs such as Teach for Diversity 

(TFD) (Ladson-Billings, 2001), Cognitive and Academic Language Learning Approach 

(CALLA) (Chamot & O’Mally, 1994), TESOL programs at universities (Giouroukakis et al., 

2011), and  SIOP (Echevarria et al., 2004) have been created to improve the implementation of 

instructional models designed for teaching ELLs and CALD students.  

 Through their research, de Jong and Harper (2005) and Ladson-Billings (2009) found that 

many people believe that programs aimed at teaching ELLs, such as SIOP, are simply a matter of 

JGT. Furthermore, Faltis et al. (2010) suggest there is a lack of research literature regarding the 

preparation of teachers to work effectively with ELLs. Empirical studies regarding effectiveness 

of SIOP as a professional development tool is relatively scarce (Batt, 2010, Echevarria, 

Richards-Tutor, Chinn, & Ratleff, 2011; Echevarria et al., 2006; Echevarria, Short, & Powers, 

2008; Echevarria et al., 2004; Friend et al., 2009; Guarino, Echevarria, Short, Schick, Forbes, & 

Rueda, 2001; O'Neal, Ringler, & Lys, 2009; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008). This research study is 

perhaps one of the first to explore the effectiveness of the SIOP model through the comparison of 

SIOP observation scores of SIOP-trained and non-SIOP-trained teachers.  

Theoretical Framework 

Working with English Language Learners 

 Schools in the U.S. now face the ever-present challenge of providing effective instruction 

for a growing population of CALD students, many of whom are ELLs (Batt, 2010; de Jong, 
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2005; Echevarria et al., 2004; Gibbons, 2003; Ladson-Billings, 2009). Some schools are 

implementing bilingual education through dual immersion programs or transitional bilingual 

programs to address the needs of ELLs (Baker, 2006). These schools often employ bilingual 

teachers. In dual immersion programs, teachers deliver content area instruction in both 

languages. This is a particularly useful model in U.S. schools where there are large populations 

of children who share the same non-English L1. For example, in San Francisco there is a large 

Chinese community (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010) and therefore many children might speak 

Mandarin or Cantonese at home. In a dual immersion school of English and Cantonese, native 

English-speaking children might be taught math concepts in Cantonese as well as English, and 

native Cantonese-speaking children would also learn the content in both their L1 and L2. 

Conversely, many schools across the nation have not adopted bilingual education; therefore a 

large number of ELL students attend monolingual English schools with monolingual English-

speaking teachers (Baker, 2006). Taking a monolingual (English-only) approach to teaching 

children who do not speak English at home can be problematic, especially for young children 

who have not yet fully developed their L1 (Baker, 2006; Crawford & Krashen, 2007; Fillmore, 

2000). Monolingual programs are sometimes aimed at teaching children English as fast as 

possible, which can have a negative impact on L1 development and maintenance (Baker, 2006; 

Crawford & Krashen, 2007; Fillmore, 2000).  

English as a second language (ESL)3 pull-out/push-in models are common among some 

schools. With the ESL model, ELLs receive special instruction from an ESL teacher. The ESL 

teacher either pulls the ELLs out of the general education setting, or pushes into the mainstream 

                                                            
3 ESL instruction focuses on assisting ELLs in gaining English proficiency as measured by state 
standards. In ESL instruction, ESL is the content area or subject being taught (Wright, 2010).   
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classroom for a certain amount of time each day. While ESL classes are used with bilingual 

models as well, ESL services within a monolingual context look different than within the 

bilingual setting. The overall goal of ESL classes can differ depending on the approach used and 

the program setting. For example, some ESL classes are geared toward mastery of grammar 

while others focus more on basic communication skills (Crawford & Krashen, 2007). An ESL 

program within a monolingual school generally means that the ELLs receive ESL services for a 

set amount of time (usually one or two hours) during the school day, and then they are immersed 

in the general education setting for the remainder of the day. This illustrates that ELLs in 

monolingual schools are immersed in the mainstream setting, usually with monolingual teachers, 

for at least two thirds of the average school day. Some schools rely on mainstream teachers to 

provide ELLs with some form of sheltered instruction (SI) in an inclusive, mainstream 

classroom. Yet these teachers are often expected to provide such instruction to ELLs without a 

specific model or program to follow (Crawford et al., 2008). Lacking adequate training, teachers 

in these schools may find it difficult to work effectively with the ELLs4 in their classrooms 

(Crawford et al., 2008; de Jong, 2005; Friend et al., 2009).    

 Teacher effectiveness relies on sufficient and successful training and professional 

development in teacher preparation programs (Crawford et al., 2008; de Jong, 2005; Friend et al., 

2009). Some teacher-education programs address preparation for working with ELLs by adding 

courses on linguistic diversity or multicultural education to their existing curriculum (Ladson-

Billings, 2001). A number of universities offer teacher education programs for TESOL at the 

undergraduate and graduate levels for teacher candidates pursuing careers as ESL teachers. 

                                                            
4 For the purposes of this research, working effectively with ELLs and effective teaching will be 
defined by the SIOP evaluation rubric. 
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However, not all teachers (pre-service and in-service) receive training as specialized as what is 

provided in, for example, the SIOP model, to work successfully with ELLs. In fact, many general 

education teachers report feeling inadequately trained for working effectively with CALD 

students in their classrooms (Crawford et al., 2008; Friend et al., 2009; Giouroukakis et al., 2011; 

Ladson-Billings, 2009). In a study of 23 mainstream teachers with ELLs in their classrooms, 

Crawford et al. (2008) found that the strongest theme to emerge during pre-professional 

development interviews was “teachers’ desire to learn more about effective instructional 

practices for ELLs” (p. 335). Similarly, in another study involving content-area teachers from 

two middle schools in Kansas, Friend et al. (2009) some teachers said they hoped to learn more 

effective instructional strategies to use with ELLs and one teacher expressed frustration with the 

notion of putting an ESL student in a classroom with a teacher who is not ESL trained. Likewise, 

in their report of a study which took place in a large suburban school district with a large ELL 

population, Giouroukakis et al. (2011) reported that teachers felt the need for professional 

development in order to better serve their ELL students. Clearly many content area and 

mainstream classroom teachers feel the need to learn more about the best practices for educating 

ELLs.  

 According to de Jong and Harper (2005) the National Center for Education Statistics 

survey data from 2002, revealed that 42% of teachers reported having ELLs in their classrooms, 

yet only 12.5% had received more than eight hours of training geared toward educating ELLs. 

These ELL students represent the fastest growing subgroup enrolled in U.S. schools; they are 

overrepresented in the subgroup of students struggling academically and of high school drop-

outs (Baker, 2006; Echevarria et al., 2011; Menken, 2010; Wright, 2010). One suggested 

explanation for large numbers of ELLs struggling academically and/or dropping out of school is 
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that the assessments used to determine academic achievement are generally created for 

monolingual native English speakers (Wright, 2010). Due to the linguistic complexity of state 

exams in core subject areas such as Mathematics and Science, these assessments become a 

measure of students’ English proficiency as well as their content area knowledge (Menken, 

2010). This makes passing state assessments and graduating from high school on time especially 

difficult for newcomer ELLs of high school age. Learning strategies and practices used by 

schools have also been attributed to low academic performance of ELLs in the U.S. (Baker, 

2006; Nan & Zia, 2010). Baker (2006) suggests that academic achievement of ELLs can be 

attributed in part to the type of program models being used in schools. For instance, higher 

academic achievement may be more noticeable in strong bilingual settings such as two way 

immersion programs, while weaker bilingual programs such as pull-out ESL, may lead to lower 

achievement among ELLs (Baker, 2006). Nan and Zia (2010) suggest that closing the 

achievement gap among minority students is largely a matter of teachers creating a positive and 

supportive learning environment. This further illustrates an uncertainty among researchers and 

educators regarding which models should be used for teaching ELLs and what the best programs 

are for training mainstream educators of ELLs. 

  Just good teaching. One issue surrounding best programs and practices for educating 

ELLs in the United States has been the debate of whether or not teaching these linguistically 

diverse students effectively is a matter of just good teaching (JGT) (de Jong, 2005, Ladson-

Billings, 1995). For all intents and purposes, JGT refers to best practices for all students. There 

are numerous teaching strategies and practices that could be considered good teaching or best 

practices. However, there are a few specific teaching strategies which have shown up in the 

existing literature time and time again in the context of best practices for school teachers. 
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Connecting students’ background knowledge and experiences to academic or content concepts is 

one example of a good teaching practice which is often noted in the literature (de Jong & Harper, 

2005; Klein, 2006; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Valdés, 1996). Utilizing students’ funds of knowledge 

(Baker, 2006; Valdés, 1996), the use of specific grouping configurations, and interactive 

activities are fundamental elements in student-centered instruction which is often seen as another 

best practice for all students (Diller, 2007; Klein, 2006). Scaffolding, as seen in guided reading 

and writing activities, is another example of a widely used practiced that may be considered JGT 

(Diller, 2007; Oczkus, 2007). Many of the best practices mentioned in the literature cite 

Vygotsky’s constructivist theory and zone of proximal development (ZPD) in which children 

play an active role in making meaning from academic experiences which are mediated by more 

experienced peers, parents, and/or teachers (Baker, 2006; Lightbown & Spada, 2006). In their 

2005 article, De Jong and Harper list JGT practices that can be used with native English speakers 

and ELLs alike. Some of these include activating prior knowledge, using cooperative learning 

groups, hands-on activities, graphic organizers, and process writing. While these may very well 

constitute JGT practices for all students, the question still remains as to whether or not effective 

teaching of ELLs must go beyond these best practices aimed at native English speaking children. 

Ladson-Billings (1995) argues that JGT is not the best explanation for the successful 

teaching methods employed by some; rather successful teaching is a matter of embracing 

culturally relevant pedagogy (CRP). By Ladson-Billings’ definition, teachers practicing CRP 

make academic success a priority for all of their students, help their students develop cultural 

competence, and ensure that their students develop sociopolitical consciousness. In Crossing 

Over to Canaan, Ladson-Billings (2001) describes the Teach for Diversity (TFD) Program 

which was designed to prepare teachers for working more effectively with students from diverse 



EFFECTIVENESS OF THE SIOP MODEL                                                                                10 
 

 

backgrounds. According to Ladson-Billings (2001), working effectively with diverse learners 

involves explicitly linking the curriculum to students’ background experiences. Ladson-Billings 

(2001) also writes about a teacher who incorporates her students’ dialect, African American 

Vernacular, when teaching Standard English grammar. While diversity and multicultural 

education are at the heart of this teacher education program, the unique linguistic needs of ELLs 

were rarely discussed in this program’s description. Ladson-Billings (2001) focuses more on 

cultural and sociopolitical issues rather than discussing important components of instructional 

programs for ELLs such as primary language support and ESL instruction (Lightbown & Spada, 

2006; Wright, 2010).  

  In addition to being culturally competent and conscious of sociopolitical issues, 

successful teachers of ELL students must have a basic understanding of second language 

acquisition (Lightbown & Spada, 2006; Wright, 2010; Ye, Prater, & Steed, 2011). Harper and de 

Jong (2004) explain that a common assumption guiding teacher preparation in the U.S. is that 

ESL programs merely adapt the mainstream curriculum to suit the needs of diverse learners. 

Likewise, there is sometimes a misconception among teachers, administration, and policy-

makers in the U.S., that ELL students will learn English as their second language (L2) the same 

way that monolingual, native-English speaking children learned English as their first language 

(L1) (Baker, 2006; Harper & de Jong, 2004; Lightbown & Spada, 2006). Such erroneous 

impressions may lead to inadequate preparation and/or professional development for mainstream 

teachers working with ELLs based on the conjecture that good teachers will be successful with 

ELLs regardless of their background in SLA. Generally speaking there is not just one known set 

of strategies based on SLA theories deemed effective for teaching all students in any given 

situation (Ladson-Billings, 2001). However, employing teacher preparation programs and 
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models that help mainstream classroom teachers to better understand SLA may in fact support 

them in working more effectively with ELLs.  

  Cognitive academic language learning approach (CALLA). One program which was 

designed from an understanding of SLA theory is CALLA, which bases its model on cognitive 

theories to SLA. Developed in 1986, CALLA is a research-based program that can be used by 

teachers, administrators, and staff development specialists working in second language settings 

and/or with ELLs (Chamot & O’Mally, 1994; 1996). The CALLA approach uses the concept of 

teaching academic content through the English language and can be used with ELLs at beginner, 

intermediate, and advanced English proficiency levels (Chamot & O’Mally, 1994). Intended to 

enhance achievement among L2 learners, CALLA has been successfully implemented in various 

schools in the United States (Lynch & New York City Board of Education, 1993, Szpara & 

Ahmad, 2007), Canada, and Spain (Chamot & O’Mally, 1996). The CALLA Handbook provides 

a checklist and a teacher log for teachers to monitor their implementation of CALLA 

instructional strategies (Chamot & O’Mally, 1994).  

 As an instructional model, CALLA includes three major components. It integrates 

language development, content area instruction, and explicit instruction of learning strategies. 

CALLA supports the reduction of one’s cognitive load to make academic content more 

accessible for ELLs by incorporating metacognitive strategies for students, utilizing 

metalinguistic awareness, and by using context embedded communication, especially during 

cognitively demanding language tasks (Baker, 2006; Chamot & O’Mally, 1994; Szpara & 

Ahmad, 2007). The authors emphasize the role students’ prior knowledge plays in learning new 

concepts as well as the importance of developing students’ higher order thinking skills (Chamot 

& O’Mally, 1994). CALLA also relies on scaffolding to provide support to students as they are 
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learning academic content through the medium of a second language. Scaffolding is a major 

element of what is often referred to as sheltered instruction. 

  Sheltered instruction. Sheltered instruction (SI) can be described as content-area 

instruction, presented in English in a way that allows ELLs to comprehend the content while 

developing their English language skills (Crawford et al., 2008; Hansen-Thomas, 2008; Wright, 

2010). It combines instructional strategies that are said to be considered just good teaching, with 

teaching techniques that meet the linguistic needs of ELLs (Hansen-Thomas, 2008). Hansen-

Thomas (2008) suggests that good teachers use features of SI in their regular instruction without 

realizing they are doing so because those features reflect JGT. SI has been widely used as a 

method for teaching ELLs throughout the United States (Crawford et al., 2008; Hansen-Thomas, 

2008; Wright, 2010).  

 Components of SI have also been incorporated, at least to some degree, in the 

development of teaching models in the U.S., including CALLA and SIOP (Chamot & O’Mally, 

1994; Echevarria et al., 2004; Gibbons, 2003; Hansen-Thomas, 2008; Wright, 2010). For 

instance, like SIOP and CALLA, SI incorporates the pedagogical concept of scaffolding, which 

is when a teacher provides students with various types of support in order for those students to 

successfully complete academic tasks that would be too challenging for them to complete on 

their own. An example of this in a general education classroom might be a guided writing lesson 

in which the teacher helps students brainstorm ideas for the writing task, models how to organize 

the ideas, then has students attempt to write independently while referring to these scaffolds. 

Translated to working with ELLs, the teacher might use scaffolding with an ELL student to 

shelter him or her from the linguistic demands of a lesson which may otherwise prevent the 

student from understanding the academic content at hand (Minaya-Rowe, 2003).  



EFFECTIVENESS OF THE SIOP MODEL                                                                                13 
 

 

 According to Minaya-Rowe (2003), “SI can be described as a melding of elements of 

second language principles and elements of quality teaching” (p. 5). Grounded in Krashen’s 

(1982) Input Hypothesis, SI calls for the teacher to provide comprehensible input in the L2 

which is slightly above the learner’s current proficiency level in the English language. 

Comprehensible input is believed to provide scaffolding for the student, allowing him or her to 

learn more of the L2 while focusing on academic content rather than the specific structures of the 

target language (Krashen, 1982; Minaya-Rowe, 2003). Use of visuals, Realia, graphic 

organizers, gestures, or body language are all examples of comprehensible input. This idea is 

also a SIOP component. 

 Another feature of SI is the use of the student’s culture as a medium to facilitate learning 

of new academic concepts, which is highlighted in the SIOP model as well (Echevarria et al., 

2004; Hansen-Thomas, 2008; Minaya-Rowe, 2003). SI is also said to promote a high level of 

interaction between students and increase student involvement in classroom activities overall, 

which illustrates another SI feature that is shared with CALLA and seen in SIOP as well.  

The SIOP Model 

 SIOP was originally developed by Echevarria et al. (2004) in the 1990s as an instrument 

used to assess teacher implementation of SI (Guarino et al., 2001); the foundations of the 

sheltered instruction observation protocol model are rooted in sheltered instruction. Over the 

years, SIOP evolved into more of an instructional model. More recently, SIOP has become more 

widely known as a professional development tool and a guide for effectively implementing SI 

when teaching ELLs (Crawford et al., 2008). The authors of the SIOP Model claim that it offers 

specific guidelines for teachers wishing to implement SI (Echevarria et al., 2004). Since SIOP 

was created for measuring the use of SI, and SI existed before SIOP, this implies that the SIOP 
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model has merely become another term for SI. In the end, one may find the multiple 

presentations of SIOP to be confusing as it has evolved from a rating instrument to a teaching 

model to a professional development tool, while yet still being used for all three of those 

purposes.  

 The creators of the SIOP model explain SIOP as a multi-purpose tool for educators and 

administrators with several functions (Echevarria et al., 2004). For one, it can be used as a 

professional development device for training content-area teachers to implement SI effectively. 

Secondly, SIOP can then be used as an instrument of measurement to rate the use of SI by 

teachers, providing on-going support for professional development. Finally, it offers teachers and 

administrators an instructional model for integrating academic language development into 

content-area instruction for ELLs. Strikingly similar to CALLA, albeit not based in cognitive 

theory for SLA, SIOP promotes the use of SI components such as scaffolding, modeling, graphic 

organizers and various visual aids to make content more comprehensible to ELLs. SIOP also 

emphasizes the importance of developing students’ higher order thinking skills and incorporating 

students’ prior knowledge into each lesson (Chamot & O’Mally, 1994; Vogt & Echevarria, 

2008).  

 SIOP consists of eight major components: lesson preparation, building 

background, comprehensible input, strategies, interaction, practice and application, lesson 

delivery, and review and assessment (Echevarria et al., 2004; Wright, 2010). The first 

component, lesson preparation, focuses on just that – preparing lessons. This planning requires 

the creation of content and language objectives which identify specific content and language 

concepts that the learners will know or be able to do as a result of the lesson. Lesson preparation 

also involves using supplementary materials to address age appropriate concepts through 
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meaningful learning activities. When necessary, teachers must also prepare by adapting their 

lessons to accommodate all students’ proficiency levels. Building background is the second 

component of the SIOP model. This component calls for teachers to emphasize important 

vocabulary terms and to make explicit links between the concepts being learned and the students’ 

background experiences outside of the classroom as well as their past learning experiences 

within the educational setting. The third component of the SIOP model, comprehensible input, is 

derived from the input hypothesis of Stephen Krashen’s Monitor Model (Krashen, 1982; 

Lightbown & Spada, 2006; Wright, 2010).  Teaching through comprehensible input requires 

educators to use various techniques such as clear speech, visuals, gestures, and modeling to make 

sure academic concepts and tasks are clear to ELLs. Closely tied to this is the fourth component 

of the model, strategies, which involves scaffolding and asking questions that support higher 

order thinking skills. Interaction, the fifth component of SIOP, requires that teachers use 

appropriate grouping and opportunities for interaction among students as well as between 

students and the teacher. Practice and application is a component that centers on providing 

students with opportunities to practice and apply content and language knowledge through the 

use of hands-on materials and the integration of reading, writing, listening, and speaking skills. 

The seventh component, lesson delivery, is geared toward the actual implementation of the 

lesson. It involves whether or not students are actively engaged in the lesson, and whether or not 

the planned learning objectives are supported by the lesson activities. The eighth and final 

component of the SIOP model is Review and assessment. This last piece calls for review and 

various forms of formative and summative assessments of both language and content concepts 

(Echevarria et al., 2004; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008). 
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Embedded within the SIOP components are a total of thirty observable items which, 

according to the authors (Echevarria et al., 2004), represent what they define as effective 

sheltered instruction practices. The authors suggest that the SIOP model determines teacher 

effectiveness based on quality and level of implementation of sheltered instruction as observed 

and measured by a thirty-item observation rubric where each SIOP element is rated on a scale of 

0 to 4 with an option of NA for a handful of selected features (Echevarria et al., 2004). This 

evaluation rubric is intended to measure the quality and level of implementation of the SIOP 

features. It is generally used for continued observations of teachers involved in SIOP training for 

professional development purposes.  

Effectiveness of the SIOP Model  

 In accordance with the findings of the literature, the effectiveness of the SIOP model is 

discussed in terms of teacher preparation and implementation and/or student gains (Batt, 2009; 

Echevarria et al., 2011; Echevarria 2006; Francis & Vaughn, 2009; Friend et al., 2009; McIntyre 

et al., 2010). Most of the studies reviewed used mixed methodology, or contained qualitative 

data alone. However Guarino et al. (2001) examined the reliability and criterion validity of the 

SIOP rubric using quantitative methods.  

 For the purposes of their study, criterion validity was defined as the extent to which an 

instrument predicts a given concept (Guarino et al., 2001). At the time when Guarino et al. 

(2001) tested the validity and reliability of the SIOP rubric, it was a 30-item instrument with the 

three subscales of preparation, instruction, and review/evaluation. The instrument used a Likert-

type scoring scale from 1 to 7, where 1 signified no evidence and 7 stood for clearly evident. 

This protocol was administered to only four teachers from three universities who were 

experienced in SI. The university teachers viewed six video recordings of teachers using SI. 
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According to authorities on SI, three of those videos were said to represent the fundamentals of 

SI and the other three did not represent SI. “Significant differences were found between the two 

groups on all three dependent variables with SI scoring higher” (Guarino et al., 2001, p. 1). 

These results were deemed as evidence that SIOP could be used to measure the effectiveness and 

level of implementation of SI.  

 While the 30-item instrument examined in 2001 contains the same 30 SIOP features, it is 

slightly different from the 2004 and 2008 versions. The 2004 and 2008 versions contain a rating 

scale of 0 to 4 with item-specific observable behaviors listed for scores of 0, 2, and 4 (Echevarria 

et al., 2004; Vogt & Echevarria, 2008). However, Echevarria et al. (2004) offer an abbreviated 

version of the SIOP protocol which uses a Likert-type rating scale of 0 to 4 with 4 representing 

highly evident and 2 standing for somewhat evident and 0 meaning not evident. This is almost 

identical to the instrument used the Guarino et al. (2001) study except that the scores on earlier 

instrument were rated on a scale from 0 to 7. This discrepancy may call to question the results of 

the Guarino et al. (2001) study and by extension SIOP itself. It should also be noted that the 

results of the Guarino et al. (2001) study did not signify whether or not SIOP is a successful 

teaching model or an effective professional development tool.  

 SIOP has been examined as a tool for measuring teacher effectiveness in working with 

ELLs, and as a professional development tool for teachers of ELLs (Echevarria et al., 2011; 

Francis & Vaughn, 2009; Friend et al., 2009; Giouroukakis et al., 2011). Some of the studies that 

were reviewed underline the effectiveness of English-medium SI in content areas, which is the 

foundation of SIOP (Al-Ansari, 2000; Chamot & O'Malley, 1996; Faltis et al., 2010; Minaya-

Rowe, 2003). Other studies provide support for the use of one or two components of SIOP, 

which are also included in SI methods, CALLA, and methods of CRP (Faltis et al., 2010; 
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Minaya-Rowe, 2003), which further substantiates the notion that SIOP incorporates instructional 

strategies seen in many teaching models as JGT (Hansen-Thomas, 2008). 

   Student achievement and academic outcomes. Academic success through sheltered 

instruction can be interpreted and discussed in several ways. Guided by results of empirical 

studies, student achievement was reported primarily in terms of student gains in content-area and 

English or L2 literacy (Batt, 2010; Echevarria et al., 2011; Echevarria et al., 2006; Friend et al., 

2009; O’Neal et al., 2009; Whittier & Robinson, 2007).  One may attempt to estimate the 

effectiveness of the SIOP as an instructional model based on these academic achievements. 

 In a mixed method study, Echevarria, Short, et al. (2008) found SIOP to have positive 

effects on students’ achievement in written English literacy. Other researchers have also 

examined the effectiveness of the model in terms of student achievement (Batt, 2010; Echevarria 

et al., 2011; Echevarria et al., 2006; Friend et al., 2009; O’Neal et al., 2009; Whittier & 

Robinson, 2007). Teachers involved in two empirical studies reported improvement in ELL 

students’ overall academic performance resulting from the use of the sheltered instruction or the 

SIOP model (Batt, 2010; O’Neal et al., 2009). However, student achievement was usually 

reported based on teacher observations. For example, in an experimental study by O’Neal et al. 

(2009), teachers said that students’ grades had improved from low Cs to high Bs or low As after 

implementing the SIOP over the course of a year. Likewise, in surveys analyzed by Batt in her 

2010 study, all fifteen teachers reported positive effects on student learning as a result of SIOP 

implementation. Neither of the abovementioned studies discussed actual numerical gains of the 

students, which indicates a lack of experimental support for these teacher-reported, positive 

effects on student learning.  
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Some studies reported increased test scores as evidence of ELLs’ academic progress resulting 

from SIOP implementation (Friend et al., 2009; Whittier & Robinson, 2007). In a mixed 

methodological study involving 235 middle school ELLs, quantitative data revealed that 

students’ average math scores improved during the year in which SIOP was used by teachers in 

that district (Friend et al., 2009). In another study, two teachers used SIOP to teach a unit on 

evolution to 29 seventh and eighth grade ELLs (Whittier & Robinson, 2007). The results of pre- 

and post-tests revealed significant gains in students’ understanding of concepts in evolution.  

Average gains between the pre-test and the post-test were 15.4%. These same students improved 

on writing test scores with an average pre-test score of 2.1 out of 4 and an average post-test score 

of 3.0 out of 4.  

 Achievement in terms of reading and writing was examined and reported in several 

studies. Researchers reported improvement in test scores for reading or writing after teachers 

implemented SIOP for at least one year (Echevarria et al., 2006; Friend et al., 2009; McIntyre et 

al., 2010). In their study including 346 middle school ELLs, Echevarria et al. (2006) found that 

students from classes in which the teachers implemented SIOP scored lower on pre-tests and 

higher on post-tests when compared to the pre- and post-test scores of students from non-SIOP 

classes. These gains in scores on a standardized writing assessment imply an increase in English 

writing proficiency in connection with SIOP.   

 Other researchers reported literacy gains among ELLs taught under the SIOP model. For 

instance, McIntyre et al. (2010) used a paired-sample t- test to compare pre- and post-tests 

among SIOP and non-SIOP classes. The group of ELLs learning through sheltered instruction 

improved significantly from pre- to post-tests while the control group’s average scores did not 

improve. However the treatment group’s average scores remained lower than the non-SIOP 
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group’s average scores. These data do not offer clear evidence supporting the effectiveness of 

SIOP. A similar study involving 235 middle school ELLs resulted in significant improvements in 

standardized reading scores (Friend et al., 2009). However this study did not include a control 

group, therefore implementation of the SIOP may not have been the sole reason for improved 

reading scores among ELLs in this case.   

 Taken as a whole, the few studies that examined SIOP’s success in terms of student 

achievement do not all confirm that SIOP is “effective”. Although some of the studies found that 

students had higher test scores or overall achievement when their teachers used the SIOP model 

(Batt, 2010; Echevarria et al., 2011; Echevarria, et al., 2006; Friend et al., 2009; McIntyre et al., 

2010; O’Neal et al., 2009; Whittier & Robinson, 2007), only one of those studies used a control 

group to compare SIOP and non-SIOP classes (McIntyre et al., 2010). One of the studies used a 

combination of inquiry-base strategies in combination with SIOP components (Whittier & 

Robinson, 2007). Also, in the study by Echevarria et al. (2011), the researchers reported that 

some of the teacher participants were not actually SIOP-trained, but were implementing SIOP 

components to a high degree based on the 30-item SIOP evaluation rubric. This suggests that in 

the end, student achievement could not be solely attributed to SIOP-trained teachers.  

 Teacher training and professional development outcomes. The SIOP Model can be 

viewed as an instructional model and as a tool for training and evaluating educators who work 

with ELLs. Several studies have found that participation in professional development and the 

continued use of observations, rating rubrics, or checklists similar to those used with SIOP have 

increased teachers’ use of targeted instructional techniques such as SI (Crawford et al., 2008; 

Friend et al., 2009; Gibbons, 2003; Giouroukakis et al., 2011). According to Crawford et al. 

(2008), twenty-three teachers improved their use of SI techniques after participating in 



EFFECTIVENESS OF THE SIOP MODEL                                                                                21 
 

 

professional development with the use of a ten-item checklist derived from the eight SIOP 

components. Likewise, Gibbons (2003) reported that when compared to a control group, teachers 

in an experimental group exposed to an instructional checklist, like the SIOP evaluation rubric, 

were observed to increase their use of SI. These studies suggest that professional development 

programs other than SIOP have successfully promoted the use of targeted instructional practices 

among teachers of ELLs by incorporating observation checklists.    

 Various studies have proposed that SIOP training has been successful in promoting more 

effective implementation of sheltered instruction and SIOP components (Batt, 2010; Crawford et 

al., 2008; Echevarria et al., 2011; O’Neal et al., 2009; Short, Echevarria, & Richards-Tutor, 

2011).  Similarly, studies by Friend et al. (2009), Crawford et al. (2008) and Gibbons (2003) 

found that continued professional development and component checklists promoted an increase 

in the use of SI. On the other hand, in their study involving eight SIOP-trained teachers and four 

non-SIOP-trained teachers, Echevarria et al. (2011) reported that non-SIOP-trained teachers 

implemented many SIOP components to a high degree as measured by the SIOP evaluation 

rubric. In the discussion of their study, Echevarria et al. (2011) explained the possibility that 

teachers who implemented SIOP to the highest degree could have already been the best teachers. 

These findings may indicate that teachers’ high level of SIOP implementation could be attributed 

to JGT practices rather than SIOP training. In a quasi-experimental study that took place in two 

New Jersey school districts, Short et al. (2011) described low SI implementers as those teachers 

scoring 50% or below on the SIOP evaluation rubric while they referred to medium 

implementers as those scoring between 50% and 75% and high implementers as teachers scoring 

75% or higher on the SIOP rubric. Another study by some of the same authors described the 

levels of implementation in exactly the same way (Echevarria et al., 2011). The teachers in the 
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treatment groups of the Short et al. (2011) study and the Echevarria et al. (2011) study, took part 

in an ongoing professional development for either one or two years. It was reported in both 

studies, that in some cases the comparison teachers (non-SIOP trained) scored just as high on the 

SIOP rubric as those who had undergone up to two years of SIOP training (Echevarria et al., 

2011; Short et al., 2011).   

 While teacher implementation is an important aspect of rating SIOP’s success as a 

professional development tool, effectiveness of SIOP can also be discussed in terms of teachers’ 

perceptions of the model. For instance, teachers may believe the SIOP model is an effective 

professional development tool if they feel better equipped to address the needs of ELLs after 

they have been SIOP-trained. A handful of studies employed surveys and interviews to gather 

data from teachers regarding their perceptions of SIOP (Batt, 2010; Crawford et al., 2008; 

O’Neal et al., 2009). These studies found that teachers were more aware of their ELL students’ 

needs as a result of participating in SIOP or SIOP-like training. Additionally, mainstream 

teachers participating in these three studies reported feeling a greater sense of responsibility for 

instructing ELLs (Batt, 2010; Crawford et al., 2008; O’Neal et al., 2009). In two of the studies, 

teachers also reported an enhanced awareness of their ELL students’ needs and abilities (Batt, 

2010; O’Neal et al., 2009). Perhaps these teachers had higher expectations of their students as a 

result of SIOP professional development. However, these findings do not support SIOP alone. In 

fact, taking responsibility for the instruction of ELLs and understanding their diverse needs as 

learners are essential components of CRP (Ladson-Billings, 1995, 2009).       

 Several teachers welcomed the structured guidelines of the SIOP for planning purposes 

(Batt, 2010; Crawford et al., 2008; Friend et al., 2009; O’Neal et al., 2009). While the planning 

guidelines were deemed useful by most participants, the amount of time and preparation 
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involved in implementing the SIOP was seen as a barrier by some teachers (Batt, 2010; Crawford 

et al., 2008). These same teachers reported not having the collaboration time needed for 

preparation. In the end, interviews and surveys also revealed that teachers felt overwhelmed with 

the amount of preparation and planning involved in sheltering content area instruction for ELLs 

(Batt, 2010; Crawford et al., 2008).   

 Much of the feedback from teachers regarding the use of SIOP or SI strategies in general 

has been positive (Batt, 2010; Crawford et al., 2008; Friend et al., 2009; Gibbons, 2003; O’Neal 

et al., 2009). However, Settlage, Madsen, and Rustad, (2005) found that some components of 

SIOP did not lend themselves to the inquiry-based science instruction they were accustomed to 

using. Their action research study took place in two mainstream second grade classrooms, both 

comprised of ELLs and native English-speaking students. During interviews, two teachers 

expressed that they found it difficult to align the 30 items on the SIOP rubric with the inquiry-

based approach they were accustomed to using for science instruction (Settlage et al., 2005). 

According to the SIOP model, teachers should state the content and language objectives and 

explain new vocabulary words at the beginning of the lesson. This reportedly conflicted with the 

notion of inquiry-based science, where students engage in hands-on discovery first, then discuss 

the vocabulary and explanations later.  Another study with Kindergarten ELLs found that 

students who received intentional science vocabulary instruction learned more of the targeted 

words compared to students receiving implicit vocabulary instruction (Spycher, 2009). In their 

action research with two seventh and eighth grade life science classes, Whittier and Robinson 

(2007) used SIOP techniques to introduce new vocabulary before beginning hands-on activities 

and experiments. While the researchers did not specify the extent to which SIOP was 

implemented, they were able to integrate the use of SIOP and inquiry-based learning with the 
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students.  Discrepancies among these studies could be attributed to preference in teaching model 

or difference in grade level of the students (Settlage et al., 2005; Spycher, 2009; Whittier & 

Robinson, 2007). This last point draws attention to whether or not individual teaching style and 

preference should be considered variables involved in effective implementation of SIOP. 

Testing the Efficacy of SIOP 

 Overall, there is a lack of research pertaining specifically to SIOP, particularly done by 

those who are not authors of the model itself. There is a shortage of empirical studies evaluating 

SIOP’s success concerning ELL student achievement, as well as teacher effectiveness with 

ELLs. While none of the studies reported regression in students’ academic achievement or 

teacher effectiveness with ELLs in relation to the use of SIOP, What Works Clearinghouse 

(2009) states that “no studies of SIOP …fall within the scope of the English Language Learners 

(ELL) review protocol meet What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) evidence standards” (p.1). This 

further illustrates the scarcity of convincing data supporting the effectiveness of the SIOP model.  

 In conclusion, there is limited evidence to defend or discredit SIOP’s efficacy at this 

time. Further research exploring the effectiveness of SIOP, as a measurement of SI 

implementation, a professional development tool and as an instructional model, is not only 

beneficial to educators but is also necessary to ensure continued improvement of practices for 

educating the growing population of ELLs in U.S. schools today. Therefore, this study addresses 

the following research question: Do teachers without SIOP training work as effectively with 

ELLs as do SIOP-trained teachers as defined and measured by the SIOP evaluation rubric? The 

study also attempts to answer the following sub-question: Is the SIOP evaluation rubric an 

accurate means of measuring the level and quality of SI implemented by teachers with ELLs in 

their classrooms? 
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 Based on findings suggested by the existing literature regarding SIOP training and the 

success of teachers working with ELLs in their classrooms, the researcher formed the following 

hypothesis: Teachers without SIOP training may not be as effective when working with ELLs in 

comparison to those trained in SIOP as defined by the SIOP evaluation rubric. However, the 

researcher believes that years of teaching experience, level of certification, and type of and 

frequency of professional development and training may all be variables in the level of success 

teachers have with the ELLs and non-ELL students in their classrooms. In regards to the sub-

question concerning the SIOP evaluation rubric, it was hypothesized that the rubric would be an 

accurate means of measuring SI implementation as it was previously deemed a valid and reliable 

measure of the level and quality of SI used by teachers in the only known study regarding the 

rubric itself (Guarino et al, 2001). 

Method 

 The purpose of this mixed method study was to examine the effectiveness of the SIOP 

model in terms of teacher implementation, as measured by thirty observable SIOP features 

within the SIOP rubric (see Appendix A). Phase I of the study involved emailing prospective 

participants a cover letter and consent form (see Appendix B) with a link to an online survey (see 

Appendix C). In Phase II of the study, the researcher observed and assessed SIOP-trained and 

non-SIOP-trained teachers using the SIOP evaluation rubric in attempt to determine whether 

teachers without SIOP training work as effectively with ELLs as SIOP-trained teachers as 

defined by the SIOP evaluation rubric. Phase II also incorporated semi-structured interviews 

with each of the teachers observed. 
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Sample 

 Phase I. This study involved ten schools located in Western New York. These schools 

were set in five urban, rural, and suburban districts throughout the Western New York area. 

Student population varied in size, SES, ethnic/racial background, and percentage of ELL 

students enrolled from district to district. Districts’ socioeconomic statuses (SES) were 

determined by eligibility for free or reduced lunch. School district information reflects the 2009-

2010 school years, and was taken from https://reportcards.nysed.gov/. 

 A school was included in the sample only if the researcher was able to gain permission 

from the building principal and if the New York State Report Card website, 

https://reportcards.nysed.gov/, reported enrollment of at least one ELL in that district between 

the 2008 and 2010 school years. Data for the 2010 to 2011 school year was not yet available 

when the researcher began recruiting schools to participate in the study. The first question on the 

survey (see Appendix C) asked respondents if they had ELLs in their classrooms, making it 

possible for the researcher to later sort respondents’ data and eliminate responses from teachers 

without ELLs in their classrooms. Table 1 provides information regarding school and district 

codes and grade spans within each school building. 

 Urban districts included in the sample were District A and District E. Suburban districts 

included District C and District D. District C was the only rural district in the sample. The 

percentage of students eligible for free lunch ranged from 21% to 54% among the districts with 

District A and District C having the highest percentage (54%). Coincidentally, District A had the 

largest student population and District C had the smallest student population. Race and ethnicity 

varied from district to district, however all five districts had a higher percentage of White 

students compared to all other races/ethnicities. District E had the largest Hispanic population 
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(40%) and the largest ELL population as well. Districts B, C, and D had less than 3% ELL 

enrollment. 

 
Table 1 

Original Sample: Teachers, Students and Grade Span by School & District 

District School Grade Span 

A 1 9-12 

A 2 PreK-4 

A 3 5-8 

B 1 Pre-K-4 

B 2 5-8 

C 1 PreK-5 

D 1 K-5 

D 2 6-12 

E 1 6-8 

E 2 K-5 

 
 

 Phase II. The sample for Phase II of this study was a subset of the original sample, 

derived from teachers who responded to the researcher via email after taking the online survey. If 

a teacher from a given school was willing to be observed and interviewed, and had at least one 

ELL in his or her classroom, the school and teacher were automatically incorporated into the 

sample for Phase II. The four schools included in this subset were a high school from District A, 
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an elementary school from District B, and a middle school and one elementary school from 

District E.  

Participants 

 Phase I. Participants in Phase I of the study included 28 male and 51 female teachers 

employed by ten different schools within five Western New York districts. All 79 of the teachers 

were at least 18 years of age. For schools in which the principal emailed the survey and cover 

letter to teachers, the number of participants surveyed was estimated based on total number of 

teachers listed for those schools shown on the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) 

website: http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/schoolsearch/.  

 Phase II. Teachers participating in Phase II of the study were chosen based on their 

willingness to be observed and interviewed and the presence of ELLs in their classrooms. Six of 

the seven teachers willing to participate in Phase II had at least one ELL in their classroom. A 

teacher from District D had agreed to take part in observations and an interview but then reported 

that there were no ELLs in her classroom that year and was therefore not included in Phase II of 

the study. Table 2 displays Phase II participants by district, school, pseudonym, grades taught, 

and subjects taught. Pseudonyms were used for all teacher participants to maintain 

confidentiality.  
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Table 2 

Participants by School, District, Pseudonym, Grades and  Subjects Taught  

District 
Code 

Teacher 
Pseudonym 

Grade(s) 
Taught 
 

Subject(s) Taught 

A Veronica 9-12 Business & Careers 

A Mary 9-12 Special Education 

B Sally Kindergarten  Multi-subjects 

B Debbie First Grade Multi-subjects 

E Sandra 6-8 ESL/ Multi-subjects 

E Holly  2-5 ELA & AIS 

 

Procedure 

 Phase I. Six school districts in the Western New York area were selected for the sample 

based on the schools’ willingness to participate. School principals and/or superintendents of 

these six school districts in Western New York were contacted by the researcher via email or 

phone to gain permission to administer an electronic survey to teachers employed in their 

schools. Ten principals within five different districts gave the researcher permission via email 

response. A sixth district granted the researcher permission on paper; however this district was 

not included in the sample for the current study because the district did not grant the researcher 

permission to contact schools and teachers until April of 2012. At that time, data collection for 

this study had almost been completed and the researcher had already begun analyzing Phase I 

data. 

 Once permission was granted by building principals, a cover letter and link to an online 

survey on www.surveymonkey.com was sent via email to approximately 458 teachers within ten 
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schools of the five districts. Emails were sent to prospective participants either by the researcher 

or by building principals, as determined based on each building principal’s preference. The 

building principals of the other five schools preferred to forward the researcher’s email message 

to their teaching staff (see Table 3).  

Table 3 

Participants Surveyed by District and School 

District/School Approximate# of Teachers Surveys  Emailed by: 

A1 37 Principal 

A2 49 Researcher 

A3 117 Researcher 

B1 53 Researcher 

B2 30 Principal 

C1 28 Principal 

D1 30 Principal 

D2 41 Principal 

E1 23 Researcher 

E2 50 Researcher 

 
 A statement of consent was included in the email (see Appendix B) to ensure that all 

participants were at least 18 years of age. The email also provided participants with information 

regarding the purpose of the study, how confidentiality of subjects and their data would be 

maintained, and a statement that participation in the study is voluntary and that participants may 

withdraw at any time. A link to the eight-item online survey was included in the email (see 

Appendix C). By clicking on the link to the survey, subjects verified their consent to participate 

in Phase I of the study (the survey). 
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 Survey information was collected electronically by the researcher via 

www.SurveyMonkey.com in the form of response counts for each of the eight survey questions. 

The eighth item on the survey asked the participant if he or she was willing to be observed and/or 

interviewed for Phase II of the study. Participants were directed to contact the researcher via the 

email address provided if they answered yes, indicating that they were willing to be observed in 

Phase II of the study. By using this method, the researcher was able to randomly select 

participants for the second phase of the study.   

 Phase II. Each time an email was received from a teacher who was willing to participate 

in phase two, the researcher replied (via email) to inquire about presence of ELLs in the 

teacher’s classroom and to set up an individual meeting with the teacher. During these meetings, 

the researcher asked each participant to read, sign, and date a consent form for Phase II 

participation (see Appendix D). The consent form provided information regarding the purpose of 

the study, briefly described Phase II, and verified that participant data would be kept confidential 

and maintained for the duration of the study. The consent form also included a statement 

explaining that participation is completely voluntary and that participants may withdraw at any 

time without penalty. Each participant was given a copy of the consent form for his or her 

records. Then three different observation times were scheduled for each teacher based on times 

in which ELLs would be present in the classroom. Interviews were either scheduled upon 

completion of the second or third observation of an individual.  

 Teacher participants were observed in their own classrooms between March 8, 2012 and 

April 20, 2012 to evaluate their effectiveness in working with ELL students as defined by the 

SIOP rubric (again, see Appendix A). The SIOP evaluation rubric was used during these 

observations to gauge how effectively each participant worked with ELL students as defined by 
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SIOP. Each individual participating in Phase II was observed two or three times. The duration of 

each observation varied slightly, but in general observations lasted between 30 to 50 minutes. 

During observations, the researcher looked for evidence of the 30 observable features listed on 

the SIOP evaluation rubric, and rated teachers’ implementation of each feature by circling a 

number on the rubric’s rating scale. The researcher wrote ethnographic notes under some 

features in the comments area provided by the rubric, describing specific observations as 

evidence to support the numeric ratings. 

 Upon completion of a second or third observation of an individual, the researcher 

conducted a semi-structured interview with that participant. Interviews were digitally-recorded 

and later transcribed. The researcher took notes during interviews as well. A list of semi-

structured interview questions which were used during interview sessions can be seen in 

Appendix E. On average, interviews lasted approximately 15 minutes. At the conclusion of the 

interview, participants were asked to answer five questions they had originally answered on the 

online survey from Phase I which included (a) Age category, (b) Certification area, (c) Subjects 

and grades taught, (d) Years of teaching experience, and (e) Whether or not they had SIOP 

training or specific training for working with ELLs. Finally, after collecting this information on 

paper, the researcher gave the participant a thank-you card, tea bag, and two writing utensils 

(either ink pens or dry-erase markers) as a token of appreciation for participating in the study.  

Instrumentation 

  Survey. Nominal and descriptive data for Phase I of the study was collected in the form 

of an online survey which was created by the researcher on http://www.surveymonkey.com/  

(again, see Appendix C). This survey consisted of eight selected response questions. Two of the 

selected response items were designed to collect information such as age range and sex of 
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individuals. These two questions were pre-written and taken from the question bank on 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/. Five of the questions served to collect teacher-specific 

information such as whether or not the individual had ELLs in his or her classroom, the teacher’s 

certification area, the length of the individual’s teaching experience (range of years), grades and 

subjects participants taught, and whether or not the individual had participated in SIOP training 

or any other form of professional development program designed for teachers of ELLs. The last 

item asked individuals to contact the researcher via email if he or she was willing to be observed 

for the purposes of Phase II of this study.  

  Since the overall purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of the SIOP 

model in terms of teacher effectiveness in working with ELL students, the very first question on 

the survey inquired as to whether or not respondents had ELLs in their classrooms. The 

researcher also wanted to find out how many of the teacher respondents had participated in SIOP 

training or some sort of professional development geared specifically toward teaching ELLs. The 

researcher anticipated that data gathered from these two questions could be used to describe the 

sample in terms of the percentage of teachers reportedly having ELLs in their classrooms and the 

percentage of teachers who reported having been trained specifically for working with ELLs. For 

instance, if a larger percentage of teachers have ELLs in their classes than have SIOP training or 

professional development geared toward educating ELLs, this would further support the 

significance of this research.  

 Questions about age and gender were included in order to gather nominal data that would 

allow the researcher to illustrate variations among the responding participants as a group. Data 

collected regarding years of teaching experience, grades and subjects taught, and certification 
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area were seen as descriptive variables which could have been relatable to the observation and 

interview data gathered in Phase II.   

 Lastly, the eighth item on the survey was created in order to recruit participants for Phase 

II of the study. In the original design of the survey, this last item requested that survey 

respondents type their names and email addresses into the space provided if they were willing to 

be observed and/or interviewed for Phase II. However, this item was altered in an attempt to 

minimize confidentiality concerns. The altered version asked if respondents were willing to be 

observed and/or interviewed for Phase II and offered a selected response of Yes or No. After the 

question, the item states: If you are willing, please contact April Walters via email at 

april.walters@fredonia.edu . By restructuring the item this way, survey responses were kept 

completely anonymous.  

  The SIOP evaluation rubric. Observation data was collected through the use of a 

preexisting behavior rating scale (Appendix A). To avoid confusing the title of the instrument 

with the overall instructional model, often called the SIOP, this instrument is referred to by the 

researcher as the SIOP evaluation rubric. According to the authors of SIOP, this rubric is 

believed to measure the quality and level of implementation of sheltered instruction (Echevarria 

et al., 2004; Guarino et al., 2001). The rubric contains 30 items, each of which are rated on a 

scale from zero to four points, with four being the highest score and zero the lowest. For every 

item, there is a description of what should be observed for the teacher to receive a 4, 2, or 0. The 

rater must use his or her judgment to decide what constitutes a 3 or a 1 for any given item.  

 The researcher chose to use this instrument for rating teacher effectiveness with ELLs 

because it is derived from the SIOP model and “it is a rubric that allows researchers to score 

teachers along a continuum of performance for each feature, thus determining how well teachers 
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were including the essential features of effective SI in their lessons” (Echevarria et al., 2006, p. 

200). The SIOP evaluation rubric was used because it enabled the researcher to compare 

composite scores as well as scores on individual SIOP features of SIOP trained and non-SIOP 

trained teachers. The researcher intended to compare SIOP scores with survey data of individual 

Phase II participants in order to identify possible correlations between specific survey items such 

as how long a participant had been teaching and their overall scores on the SIOP evaluation 

rubric.  

 Semi-structured interviews. Upon completing a third observation of each teacher, the 

researcher conducted semi-structured interviews with individual participants. Interviews were 

recorded on audio tape and the researcher took notes during the interview process. Each 

individual was first asked to answer questions two through seven from the survey. These answers 

were seen as variables to consider when comparing observation data of different participants. 

Participants were then asked the pre-constructed set of questions listed in Appendix E. These 

questions were created based, in part, on information gleaned from surveys and data collected 

during observations. Finally, individuals were asked questions based on the researcher’s 

observations and the individual’s responses to previous questions.   

 Questions were altered slightly at times based on an individual’s response. For example, 

a SIOP trained teacher was asked questions specifically about SIOP while non-SIOP trained 

teachers were asked questions about other professional development programs in which they had 

taken part. These interview questions allowed the researcher to collect more data about 

participants that might not have been retrieved through surveys and observations alone. For 

example, the interview included questions regarding the types of teacher training (other than 

SIOP) participants had received, questions that asked if participants felt their training had 
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adequately prepared them for teaching ELLs, and how confident they felt in their abilities to 

teach ELLs. Interview questions addressed participants’ feelings on adapting their instructional 

methods for ELLs. The researcher also asked how often subjects participated in on-going 

professional development geared toward teaching ELLs and their opinions on the notion of JGT, 

which was an important consideration for this study.   

Data Analysis  

 Data collected for this study were coded and analyzed using both quantitative and 

qualitative methods. Nominal data derived from the survey answers of participants were dummy 

coded and analyzed using descriptive statistics in SPSS. Observation scores were totaled and a 

composite percentage score was established for each participant by totaling and finding the 

average of each individual’s observation scores. These composite percentage scores were then 

ranked on an ordinal scale and compared on bar and line graphs to examine the differences in 

scores among SIOP trained and non-SIOP-trained individuals. Teacher’s mean scores on specific 

rubric items were compared in the same manner. For example, the researcher totaled and 

averaged each teacher’s score for item 7 on the SIOP evaluation rubric (again, see Appendix A) 

and compared each individual’s average score for that specific feature.  

 Lastly, the researcher reviewed information gathered from the interviews. After 

transcribing all of the audio recorded interview sessions, data were coded for themes. Responses 

were then analyzed using the constant comparative method (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012). A 

table was created in order to compare general themes in responses to specific interview 

questions.  
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Results 

Phase I 

  Surveys. A cover letter, consent form, and link to an online survey were emailed to 458 

teachers in ten schools among five different school districts in Western New York. One of the 

schools from District C was initially contacted, but was not included in the final sample due to a 

lack of ELL student population. The building principal from District B did not respond to the 

researcher’s request to survey teachers for this study. In total, the researcher received permission 

from principals in ten different schools throughout five different districts to administer the online 

survey to teachers.   

 Of the 458 teachers to whom the survey link was sent, 79 individuals (N = 79) submitted 

responses on www.surveymonkey.com.  This amounted to a response rate of 17.25%. Using 

crosstabs in SPSS, the researcher found that of those 79 survey respondents (N = 79), 51 

individuals (n = 51) or 64.6% reported having at least one ELL in his or her classroom. Given 

that the current study focuses on teachers working with ELLs in their classrooms, the remainder 

of the Phase I results are derived from the subset of individuals who reported having at least one 

ELL in their classrooms (n = 51). Table 4 shows the certification areas reported by those 

participants having ELLs in their classrooms (n = 51). Table 5 illustrates the various subject 

areas taught by teachers who have ELLs in their classrooms. Table 6 shows the different grade 

levels taught by teachers with ELLs in their classrooms. It should be noted that many teachers 

reported having multiple certification areas, teaching more than one subject area, and teaching 

several different grade levels. 
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Table 4 

Certification Area(s) of Respondents with ELLS in their Classrooms (n = 51) 

Certification Area(s) f % 

No Response 0 0 

Early Childhood Education 8 15.7 

Childhood Education 23 45.1 

Childhood Inclusive Education 3 5.9 

Adolescent Education 23 45.1 

Middle School Education 1 2 

English as a Second or Other Language 5 9.8 

Special Education 7 13.7 

Guidance Counselor 1 2 

Library Media Specialist 1 2 

Physical Education 1 2 

Art Education 1 2 

Music Education 2 3.9 

Reading Specialist 4 7.8 

Literacy 2 3.9 

Note.  Some respondents reported having more than one certification area. 
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Table 5 

Subject(s) Taught of Respondents with ELLS in their Classrooms (n = 51) 

Subject(s) Taught f % 

No Response 2 3.9 

Multi-Subjects 14 27.5 

English 8 15 

Math 12 23.5 

Social Studies 7 13.7 

Science 7 13.7 

Foreign Language 3 5.9 

Physical Education 1 2 

Special Education 4 7.8 

ESL 4 7.8 

Careers 1 2 

Art 3 5.9 

Guidance Counselor 1 2 

Library 1 2 

Business 1 2 

Technology 1 2 

Computers 2 3.9 

Reading/Literacy 3 5.9 

Music 2 3.9 

Academic Intervention Services 1 2 

Note. Some respondents reported teaching more than one subject area. 
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Table 6 

Grade(s) Taught of Respondents with ELLS in their Classrooms (n = 51) 

Grade(s) Taught f % 

No Response 4 7.8 

Kindergarten 12 23.5 

1st Grade  13 25.5 

2nd Grade 12 23.5 

3rd Grade 13 25.5 

4th Grade 14 27.5 

5th Grade 10 19.6 

6th Grade 9 17.6 

7th Grade 12 23.5 

8th Grade 10 19.6 

9th Grade 16 31.4 

10th Grade 16 31.4 

11th Grade 17 33.3 

12th Grade 15 29.4 

Note. Some respondents reported teaching more than one grade. 

 The most frequently reported certification areas were Childhood Education and 

Adolescent Education. In regards to subjects taught, the most frequent responses given by 

teachers with ELLs in their classrooms were Multi-subjects at 27.5% and Math at 23.5%. Those 

with ELLs in their classrooms taught a variety of grade levels from Kindergarten through twelfth 
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Phase II 

  Observations.  In total, six teachers were recruited for the second phase of this study. 

Consent forms were completed by each of the six participants and the researcher began 

scheduling observations in the months of February and March in order to conduct observations in 

March and April of 2012. During observations, the SIOP Evaluation Rubric (again, see 

Appendix A) was used to measure teacher performance as defined by the rubric’s scoring 

determination of those who work effectively with ELLs. The SIOP rubric, known as the SIOP 

protocol as well, was deemed a valid and reliable measure of the quality and level of sheltered 

instruction by Guarino et al. (2001). The researcher observed three different lessons for 

Veronica, Sally, Holly, and Debbie. Due to school breaks and scheduling conflicts, Sandra and 

Mary were observed only two times by the researcher. After their final observations, the 

researcher recorded an in-person interview with each teacher individually, with the exception of 

Sandra. Sandra was not interviewed after her last observation due to the presence of students in 

her classroom. The researcher therefore corresponded with Sandra via email to ask interview 

questions, however these responses were not included in attempt to maintain the intended 

structure fidelity of the interviews and to avoid issues concerning validity and reliability of the 

interview portion of the study. All participants were asked to answer five of the original survey 

questions upon completion of either the interview, or in Sandra’s case, after the last observation 

was conducted. These data were compiled and are displayed both for non-SIOP trained teachers 

(see Table 7) and for SIOP trained teachers (see Table 8). 
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Table 7 

Supplemental Survey Data from Non-SIOP Trained Teachers    

Teacher Age Bracket Certification Subject/Grade Years 

Taught 

Other 

Training 

Sally 40-49 ECE, CE Multi, Kindergarten >20 No 

Debbie 40-49 ECE, CE, AE Multi, 1st  4-6 No 

Mary 40-49 ECE, CE, 
SPED 

Special Education, 9-
12 

11-15 Differentiated 
Language 
Acquisition 

Veronica 30-39 AE Business/Computers, 
9-12 

7-10 No 

Note. ECE = Early Childhood Education, CE = Childhood Education, and AE = Adolescent 
Education, and SPED = Special Education.  
 

Table 8 

Secondary Survey Data from SIOP Trained Teachers    

Teacher Age Bracket Certification Subject/Grade Years Taught Other Training 

Holly 40-49 ECE, CE ELA/AIS, 2-5 7-10 Week-long SIOP 
training at a 
University; “Read 180 
training” 

Sandra 40-49 AE, ESOL ESL, 6-12 >21 SIOP Training at a 
University; ESOL 
certification   

Note. ECE = Early Childhood Education, CE = Childhood Education, AE = Adolescent 
Education, ESOL = English as a Second or Other Language, ELA = English Language Arts, and 
AIS = Academic Intervention Services. 
 

 Three of the four non-SIOP trained teachers were certified to teach Early Childhood and 

Childhood Education, two were certified to teach Adolescent Education and one was certified to 

teach Special Education. As for the SIOP trained teachers, one was certified in Early Childhood 

and Childhood Education while the other was certified in both Adolescent Education and English 

as a Second or Other Language (ESOL). 
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 All scores were recorded and entered into tables to be compared and analyzed. Tables of 

individual and mean scores on each of the SIOP rubric features 1 through 10 can be viewed in 

Appendix F, for features 11 through 20 in Appendix G, and features 21 through 30 in Appendix 

H.  During observations, the researcher took anecdotal notes and circled a score from 0 to 4, for 

each of the 30 observable SIOP features. The researcher sometimes marked Not Applicable (NA) 

for an item, if it did not seem to apply to the class or situation. For example, if it did not seem 

necessary for the classroom teacher to use the students’ L1 during a lesson, NA would be marked 

for item 19 on the rubric. The rubric offered the NA choice for items 5, 7, 19, 20, and 21 (again, 

see Appendix A for a description of these features). Each time NA was marked instead of a 

numeric score, the researcher subtracted four points from the total possible score for that 

particular observation.  

 Information displayed in Table 10 shows total points earned by each teacher for each 

observation as well as the corresponding totals possible for each observation. The last column in 

Table 9 shows percentage scores for each of the observations. The last row under each teacher’s 

name provides an overall average of the three observation scores. Using the bar graph in Figure 3 

one can compare teachers’ percentage scores for each observation.  

 The observation data shows that Debbie, a non-SIOP trained, first grade teacher from 

District B, had the highest individual observation scores, and also had the highest mean 

observation score, 96.33% (see Table 9). Debbie had been teaching for 4 to 6 years, fewer years 

than all other SIOP trained and non-SIOP trained teachers. Sandra, a SIOP trained, ESL, sixth 

through twelfth grade teacher from district E who had been teaching for over 20 years, had the 

second highest overall mean score at 88.79%. Sally’s overall mean was 88% and Mary’s was 

87.92%. All three of these teachers’ observation scores were in the high 80s to low 90s range and 
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Table 9 

Individual and Average Composite SIOP Scores for Teachers by Observation Date 

Observation  Teacher Total Score Possible Points % Score

Ob. 1: 3/8/12 Veronica 74 116 64

Ob. 2: 3/13/12 Veronica 66 120 55

Ob. 3: 3/15/12  Veronica 70 108 65

Averages Veronica - - 61.33

Ob. 1: 3/12/12 Sally 102 116 88

Ob. 2: 3/14/12 Sally 98 116 84

Ob. 3: 3/14/12 Sally 103 112 92

Averages Sally - - 88

Ob. 1: 3/28/12 Holly 87 112 78

Ob. 2: 3/28/12 Holly 93 116 80

Ob. 3: 3/29/12 Holly 109 116 94

Averages Holly - - 84

Ob. 1: 3/28/12 Debbie 106 112 95

Ob. 2: 3/29/12 Debbie 108 112 96

Ob. 3: 4/3/12 Debbie 114 116 98

Averages Debbie - - 96.33

Ob. 1: 3/13/12 Mary 102 120 85

Ob. 2: 4/17/12  Mary 109 120 90.83

Averages Mary - - 87.92

Ob. 1: 4/18/12 Sandra 107 116 92.24

Ob. 2: 4/20/12 Sandra 99 116 85.34

Averages Sandra - - 88.79

Note. Total possible points were calculated by subtracting 4 points for every NA 
given. The total possible score without receiving an NA was 120.   
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development geared toward teaching ELLs. This was in the form of a two-day district workshop 

called “Differentiated Acquisition of Language.” 

 In their study of eight SIOP trained teachers and four non-SIOP trained teachers, 

Echevarria et al. (2011) established three levels of SIOP implementation based on the SIOP 

evaluation rubric. A score of 75% or higher was said to indicate high implementation. A score 

between 50% and 74% was rated as moderate implementation of SIOP components, and a score 

of 49% or less was said to indicate low implementation of SIOP. Based on this terminology, all 

of the teachers in the present study except Veronica would be labeled as high implementers of 

the SIOP model. Veronica would be considered a moderate implementer. Another study by 

Echevarria et al. (2011) explained that if a teacher earned a score of 75% on the observation, that 

teacher had an average score of 3 points on the SIOP features. The current study examined and 

compared individual and average scores for each teacher within each of the 30 SIOP features 

(see Figure 4 and Appendices F, G, H).  

 A comparison of average scores on specific SIOP features provides an alternative view of 

the level of SIOP implementation. For instance, Debbie, the teacher with the highest overall 

observation score, scored a 2.67 (lower than all other teachers in the study) on the first SIOP 

feature: clearly defines content objectives. The non-SIOP trained participants tended to earn 

lower scores than the SIOP trained participants on the first two SIOP features: clearly defined 

content objectives and clearly defined language objectives. All of the teachers in the current 

study scored an average of 4 on the third item, appropriateness of content concepts for the age 

and educational backgrounds of students.  
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(2011). In answer to the central research question, based on these results, it would appear as 

though teachers without SIOP training do in fact work as effectively with ELLs as do SIOP 

trained teachers when defined and measured by the SIOP evaluation rubric. 

  Interviews. The final constituent to be analyzed in Phase II of the study was the semi-

structured interview data. After recording and transcribing interviews for all participants except 

Sandra, the researcher created a table (see Appendix I) to compare teacher’s responses to specific 

questions, and to identify trends among those responses. Each of the teachers interviewed were 

asked a series of questions derived from a semi-structured interview schedule (again, see 

Appendix E). The researcher began with the same question for each participant: What type of 

degrees or teacher training did you receive prior to your teaching career? The researcher then 

attempted to follow the interview questions, but sometimes altered, added, or skipped questions 

in order to maintain the flow of the interview and ask questions relevant to the context and 

previous response of the participant.  

 In response to the first question, all five of the interviewees reported having a Bachelor’s 

degree and a Master’s degree in the field of Education. Veronica, a high school Business and 

Careers teacher had earned a Bachelor’s of Science in Education. Then, while teaching at her 

current place of employment, Veronica earned her Master’s of Science in Education in Business 

in 2006. Debbie, a first grade teacher at school B1 reported having an Associate’s degree, a 

Bachelor’s of Science in Education in Childhood Education (grades one through six), and was 

also certified to teach English in grades seven through twelve. Debbie also earned her Master’s 

of Science in Education in Literacy in 2006. Sally, a Kindergarten teacher at School B1 held a 

Bachelor’s of Science in Education in pre-school through grade six and also had a Master’s of 

Science in Education in Reading. Mary, a high school Special Education teacher in a self 
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contained classroom in school A3, had a Bachelor’s of Science in Education in Early Childhood 

Education and Childhood Education as well as a Master’s of Science in Special Education. 

Holly, and second through fifth grade teacher of English Language Arts (ELA) and Academic 

Intervention Services (AIS) at school E1 had earned reported having a Master’s of Science in 

Education in Curriculum and Design for Education and Technology. Her certification areas 

included birth through grade two and grades one through six. All five of the teachers interviewed 

were certified for the grade levels and areas in which they were teaching. Sandra, who was not 

interviewed but did answer the secondary survey questions, was also certified for the grade 

levels and area in which she was teaching.  

 Training. In the second question of the interview, each of the five participants was asked 

what type of professional development or training they had beyond college. Beyond the college 

degree, all five teachers interviewed reported having at least some sort of professional 

development experience. The researcher also asked if any of that training was geared toward 

teaching ELLs. If a teacher revealed that she had participated in SIOP training, most of the 

questions following involved that SIOP training rather than additional professional development 

experiences. The only teacher interviewed who reported having SIOP training was Holly. Sandra 

had SIOP training but did not participate in the interview portion of the study. 

 Holly explained her SIOP training in detail. It was a week-long program held in the 

summer of 2011 at a State University of New York (SUNY) campus in Western New York State. 

The training took place from approximately 8:00 a.m. until 3:00 p.m. each day of that work 

week. Holly reported having an additional five hours of training during the following school year 

as well. She said that the SIOP trainer was affiliated with “Pearson” (referring to Pearson 

Education, Inc.), and had flown in from Jamaica to conduct the workshop. She said that a lot of 
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the strategies she learned were like Marzano Techniques (Marzano, 2009). Holly clarified that 

she was referring to teaching strategies such as think-pair-share, interactive activities for kids, 

prior knowledge, using visuals, and “stepping back as an educator to give the students the chance 

to be in the limelight” (Holly, personal communication, April 16, 2012).  

 Holly felt that the SIOP training was very useful to her, especially for classroom 

management purposes. She also noted having a heightened awareness for the importance of 

building background knowledge for ELLs as well as “low-income students.” Holly also 

mentioned that although SIOP was designed specifically for ELLs, based on her experience with 

various reading and behavior management programs, the model is “good for all students”. Holly 

explained that as an ELA and AIS teacher, she often uses computer programs with the children. 

She also said that she noticed an overlap between SIOP strategies and strategies used within the 

reading software and behavior management programs in which she has been trained. For 

instance, they all focus on keeping the students engaged, making use of prior knowledge, and 

using multi-media learning tools such as movies and computers. Overall, Holly felt more 

comfortable working with her ELLs as a result of SIOP training. In hindsight, she said she was 

already using a lot of the SIOP techniques and strategies, but she didn’t realize why these 

strategies were so significant in teaching ELLs. For example, she knew the lesson plans called 

for it, but she never realized why building background was such an essential component, 

especially for ELLs. Likewise, she mentioned that SIOP reinforced the importance of sticking to 

a routine, which was also something she had always done, but hadn’t realized why it was so vital 

when teaching ELLs.   

 Of the non-SIOP trained teachers, only Mary reported participating in a workshop geared 

specifically toward working with ELLs. The workshop Mary attended was a two day program 



EFFECTIVENESS OF THE SIOP MODEL                                                                                53 
 

 

held during the school day. She was not sure of the exact title of the program, but she said it had 

to do with “differentiated acquisition of language”. Some of the things Mary reported learning 

about were how idioms can be difficult for ELLs, that older students do not necessarily learn the 

second language faster than younger students, and that it is important to go slower when teaching 

ELLs. The workshop also included information about the “hierarchy of language”, or as Mary 

described it, “really basic” language like “Hello and How are you?” compared to “the more 

difficult academic language… for instance with a certain subject matter” (Mary, personal 

communication, April 17, 2012).  

 While none of the other three, non-SIOP trained interviewees reported participation in 

training geared toward ELLs, Veronica and Debbie mentioned that they had gone to workshops 

regarding differentiated instruction of some sort. Both of them said that the information on 

differentiating instruction was somewhat helpful, but they would prefer more specific training 

for working with the ELL students in their classrooms. Debbie and Sally said they had been to 

professional development workshops on Literacy Centers, Autism, and Math instruction as well. 

Sally thought that the Literacy Center training as well as Classroom Management workshops 

provided good strategies for working with all students, ELLs included. However overall, Sally 

said that she relies on “best practices” when working with her ESL students. In addition to 

mentioning “differentiated instruction,” Debbie said that some of her undergraduate coursework 

had provided helpful strategies for working with ELLs; however she did not feel that any of that 

training was specific to working effectively with ELLs. 

  Adapting instruction. Even though Debbie, Veronica, and Sally said that they had no 

specific training for working with ELLs, all three of these non-SIOP trained teachers reported 

adapting their instruction and/or materials for the ELLs in their classrooms. Interview 
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transcriptions were reviewed using the constant comparative analysis method (Fraenkel et al., 

2012) to identify themes among participant responses to a question regarding how they adapted 

their instructional methods and/or materials for working with ELLs. Table 10 was created to 

display the types of adaptations teachers reported using to accommodate their ELL students. The 

researcher only included teacher-reported adaptations in Table 10. In some cases, the researcher 

observed a teacher making adaptations during an observation; however those adaptations were 

not included in Table 10 as they had not been explicitly reported as purposeful adaptations by the 

teacher. For example, Veronica did not report the use of visuals as a means of adapting content 

for ELLs, but she did use visuals during one of the three lessons. Regardless of her use of 

visuals, this was not marked in Table 10 as Veronica did not explicitly identify the use of visuals 

as a tactic for working more effectively with ELLs. 

Table 10  

Types of Adaptations Made Specifically for ELLs as Reported by All Participants Interviewed 

Adaptation 
Debbie Mary Sally Veronica Holly 

Differentiates instruction  X  X   

Sticks to a routine X    X 

Slows down instruction  X X   

Gives ELLs more time to complete tasks   X X  

Pre-teaches, re-teaches, and reviews concepts X  X   

Focus on vocabulary development X  X   

Builds background/uses prior knowledge     X 

Uses pictures, media, and/or visuals X X   X 

Use of L1 (labeling, text-translation, 
verbally) 

X X  X  
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 Based on information gathered from the interviews, Debbie was able to identify more 

examples of instructional and material adaptations that she made for ELLs than any of the other 

non-SIOP or SIOP trained teachers who were interviewed. Table 10 shows that of the most 

commonly reported adaptations among all participants interviewed, Debbie reported 

implementing six of them. Veronica mentioned using only two of these adaptations, and Mary 

and Holly reported implementing only three of the most commonly reported adaptations.  

  Just good teaching. Number three of the semi-structured interview incorporated three 

questions aimed at finding out if teachers believed effective instruction for ELLs was a matter of 

just good teaching. None of the teachers said that they thought teaching ELLs was entirely a 

matter of JGT. However, Holly, the only SIOP trained teacher interviewed, said that there was a 

great deal of overlap between the methods and strategies proposed by SIOP and the reading 

programs and behavior management programs she had been trained in prior to her SIOP training. 

Similarly, Sally said that she relied on best practices because she had no ESL background, but 

she did not say that teaching ELLs was a matter of JGT. In fact she said that she would prefer 

more training geared specifically toward working effectively with ELLs. Mary, the only non-

SIOP teacher who had received training geared specifically toward ELLs, reported that much of 

what she learned during the Differentiated Language Acquisition workshop was not specific to 

ELLs as her Special Education training had provided similar information. At the same time, 

Mary said that she would not characterize what she learned during this training as JGT – it was 

just not specific to teaching only ELLs. Veronica and Debbie did not offer their opinions 

regarding JGT. Both of these teachers felt that the professional development workshops they had 

attended had some components that could be applied to working with ELLs, but wished their 

districts would offer more training specifically geared toward working with ELLs.       
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 Self-perceptions of effectiveness. The final question of the interview was an attempt to 

gain an understanding of teachers’ perceptions of whether or not they work effectively with the 

ELLs in their classrooms. The researcher asked if they felt comfortable in their abilities to teach 

ELLs, or if they would prefer more training in this area. Debbie, Sally, and Veronica all said that 

they would prefer more training for working with ELLs. Mary and Holly reported feeling 

comfortable in their abilities to work effectively with the ELLs in their classrooms, and did not 

feel the need for more training; however, Mary said she wished she knew more Spanish so that 

she could incorporate the L1 of her ELLs. As Table 11 illustrates, Veronica also expressed a 

desire to learn more Spanish to improve instruction for her ELL students.  Of all of the teachers, 

only Sally stated that it was important to hold ELLs to the same high expectations as all other 

students.  Three teachers brought up how their personalities affected their ability to work with 

ELLs. Debbie believed that her teaching style, in general, helped her to work more effectively 

with ELLs. Correspondingly, Sally and Veronica expressed that they felt very comfortable 

working with ESL students in general, and both of them were concerned that they’re lack of 

expertise in the area may be a disservice to their ELL students. 

Table 11 

Attitudes and Beliefs about Teaching ELLs as Reported by All Participants Interviewed 

 Debbie Mary Sally Veronica Holly 

Would like to learn Spanish/L1 to help ELLs  X  X  

Would like more training for teaching ELLs X  X X  

Comfortable teaching ELLs without more 
training 

 X   X 
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Discussion 

Findings 
 
 The purpose of the present study was to investigate the effectiveness of the SIOP model 

in terms of implementation of the SIOP components and SIOP’s effectiveness as a tool that 

measures the quality and level of sheltered instruction used by teachers. The overarching goal of 

this research was to determine whether or not SIOP trained teachers work more effectively with 

ELLs than non-SIOP trained teachers when working effectively with ELLs was defined and 

measured by the SIOP evaluation rubric. It was hypothesized that teachers without SIOP training 

would not be as effective in teaching ELLs in comparison to SIOP trained teachers. This 

hypothesis was not supported by the results of the current study. Overall, the findings of this 

study indicate that SIOP trained teachers do not always work more effectively with ELLs than 

non-SIOP trained teachers. When basing effectiveness of instruction on the SIOP rubric, some 

non-SIOP trained teachers actually appeared to work more effectively with ELLs than SIOP 

trained teachers.  

 Survey statistics. Data collected in Phase I offered notable support for the significance of 

the current study. Of the 79 teachers who participated in the survey, 51 or 64.6% reported having 

ELLs in their classrooms. Of those 51 teachers with ELLs in their classrooms, 35 were not SIOP 

trained and 31 also did not have any other training for working with ELLs in their classrooms. In 

other words, about 60% of the teachers surveyed had ELLs in their classrooms, but had no 

special training for teaching these students. Likewise, survey data also provided some insight 

regarding years of teaching experience for teachers with ELLs in their classrooms. It was 

discovered that 25.5% of all teachers who have ELLs in their classroom have taught for more 

than 20 years.  
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 Training.  In Phase II it was discovered that two of the six teachers had more than 20 

years of teaching experience. While teaching experience ranged in brackets from “4-6 years” to 

“more than 20 years”, this did not seem to be related to the SIOP scores of participants. For 

instance, one of the most notable findings gleaned from this phase of the study was that Debbie, 

a non-SIOP trained, first grade teacher from district B, had the highest mean observation score 

(96.33%) when compared to all other SIOP trained and non-SIOP trained teachers. Debbie had 

been teaching for fewer years than all of the other teachers in the study. This suggests that 

Debbie may have completed her teacher preparation at a university more recently than the other 

teachers. At first this seemed to imply that perhaps more recent teacher preparation programs at 

universities have been more successful in preparing teachers for working with ELLs. However, 

further interview responses revealed that this may not be the case. Teachers were not asked when 

or where they had earned their teaching degrees, but both Debbie and Veronica stated during 

their interviews that they had finished their Master’s degrees in 2006. Both teachers had received 

their degrees from State Universities of New York. Despite earning her graduate degree from a 

SUNY college at the around the same time as Debbie, Veronica had the lowest observations 

scores and the lowest mean observation score as well.  

 Another consideration regarding training and teacher effectiveness with ELLs was the 

certification areas, subject areas, and grade levels taught of the teachers observed in Phase II. 

Three of the non-SIOP trained teachers (Debbie, Sally, and Mary) who tended to score higher 

than SIOP-trained teachers were certified in early childhood and childhood education. Debbie 

and Sally were teaching at the primary level. Mary was working at the adolescent level in a self-

contained special education setting. However the academic content covered in Mary’s classroom 

was very similar to that of the Kindergarten and first grade curriculums seen in Sally’s and 
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Debbie’s classrooms. On the contrary, the lowest-scoring non-SIOP trained teacher was working 

with mainstream adolescent students. Of the SIOP trained teachers, Holly was teaching at the 

elementary level in grades two through five, and Sandra was teaching ESL at the middle and 

high school levels in grades six through twelve. Holly’s classroom was largely geared toward 

“low-performing” students, many of whom received academic intervention services or were 

enrolled in a program for students with behavior issues. Clearly the curriculum differed greatly 

among these classrooms, especially for teachers like Holly, Sally, and Veronica, who taught 

specific subjects or areas.  

Self-perceptions and attitudes. Teacher’s self-perceptions and attitudes were considered 

when looking at interview responses. Perhaps Debbie scored so high on the SIOP rubric because 

she believed she had the “right personality for teaching ELLs”. When interviewed, she stated that 

she felt her teaching style and personality was well-suited for teaching ELLs. Debbie also said 

that she believed the reason ELLs were placed in her classroom was because administration 

knew she was open to teaching these children and they felt that her teaching style would benefit 

these students. Sally, who taught in the same district as Debbie, made a similar remark which 

suggested that administration had placed ELLs in her classroom because she was open to 

teaching these students; however she did not directly reference her teaching style as a reason for 

this placement.  

Attitudes and perceptions toward teaching ELLs can also be discussed in terms of 

teachers’ awareness of their students’ needs and adaptations teachers made as a result of this 

awareness (Batt, 2010; O’Neal et al., 2009). As stated in the results section of this paper, during 

an interview, Debbie reported implementing six adaptations for her ELL students. Veronica 

mentioned using only two of these adaptations, and Mary and Holly said they implemented only 
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three of the most commonly reported adaptations. Holly and Mary both alluded to feeling more 

confident in their abilities to teach ELLs after having training geared specifically toward working 

with ELLs. Debbie was very aware of how she adapted her instruction to meet the needs of her 

ELLs while Holly reported being more aware after SIOP training and Veronica reported not 

really knowing what to do with her ELL students.  

While Debbie did not have specific training for working with ELLs, she did work closely 

with an ESL teacher who pushed into her classroom regularly. This may have boosted Debbie’s 

confidence in working with ELLs. When asked if they felt they could benefit from more training 

in order to work more effectively with ELLs, Debbie, Sally, and Veronica all said yes. Holly said 

that the SIOP training had made her more aware of her ELLs’ needs and of why some of the 

strategies she was using with them worked so well. Holly and Mary both felt a bit more 

comfortable in their abilities to work effectively with ELLs, although all five of the interviewees 

commented that they could always learn more and they were open to more training. 

 The interview results regarding attitudes and perceptions seemed to be reflected in the 

average observation scores of teachers. For example, Veronica scored the lowest and felt least 

equipped to teach ESL students. Debbie scored high on the SIOP observations and she reported 

consciously making adaptations in efforts to help her ELL students learn. Sally relied on best 

practices but was not sure if she was adapting instruction appropriately for ELLs. She had a 

higher overall average score than Veronica but a lower score than Debbie. Conceivably, 

teachers’ awareness of their students’ needs and the necessity of adapting instruction for ELLs 

seem to have contributed greatly to the variance in observation scores, despite differences in 

types of professional development experiences among Phase II participants.   
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 Scoring issues. When discussing observation scores, the internal validity of the SIOP 

rubric should be questioned. Definitions for each specific score on this behavior rating scale are 

somewhat ambiguous. For instance, the observable behaviors are clearly described for scores of 

4, 2, and 0, but not for scores of 3 or 1. Likewise, NA is an option for some of the items but the 

basis for marking this rather than rating the observed behavior on a score from 0 to 4 is not 

clearly explained anywhere on the rubric or in the text (Echevarria et al., 2004). The observer is 

therefore left to decide what constitutes a rating of 3, 1, or NA, creating an element of 

subjectivity within the instrument. This posed a problem in the present study when participants 

attempted to incorporate the students’ L1, but did not know the L1 fluently enough to help the 

students. In those situations, the researcher felt obligated to give those teachers low ratings since 

they had attempted to use the L1 without much success. On the other hand, for observations in 

which teachers did not attempt to use the students’ L1, the researcher assumed based on teacher 

and student interactions that the use of L1 was not necessary. In those situations a teacher 

received an NA rating. The NA rating did not detract from a teacher’s overall percentage score 

whereas a low score, such as 1 or 2, did impact the overall percentage score of a teacher’s 

observation.  

 A new scoring issue which was noticed during observations in the current study was that 

the SIOP rubric does not address the rating of content accuracy. The third feature of the rubric 

deals with whether or not content concepts are appropriate for the students’ ages and 

educational backgrounds. Item 25 on the rubric addresses whether content objectives are clearly 

supported by lesson delivery. Neither of these features specifically identifies the importance of 

accurately explaining content concepts. In other words, the SIOP rubric which is used to rate 

teacher effectiveness in working with ELL students, does not rate teacher performance regarding 
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possible errors in the actual content delivered. Hypothetically, a teacher could make errors in the 

content he or she was teaching yet still be deemed a high implementer of the SIOP features or SI. 

This posed a scoring problem for the researcher when content errors were observed during the 

current study on some occasions. 

 Another issue surrounding SIOP scores is how the scores should be interpreted. 

Echevarria et al. (2011) suggested that teachers earning a score of 75% or higher should be 

considered high implementers of the SIOP features and those scoring between 50% and 74% 

should be considered moderate implementers of the SIOP features. Given these guidelines, even 

the lowest-scoring, non-SIOP trained teacher in the current study earned a score on the higher 

end of a moderate implementer of the SIOP features. This non-SIOP trained teacher had 

absolutely no training geared toward working effectively with ELLs and she had no idea what 

SIOP or SI was. This suggests that at least some of the features on the SIOP evaluation rubric are 

JGT practices.  

  Just good teaching. Taken as a whole, the average scores on specific features for non-

SIOP trained teachers were no lower than the average scores on specific features for SIOP 

trained teachers, with the exception of the first two features, defining content and language 

objectives. Veronica, a high school teacher, had the lowest average observation scores across the 

board but scored higher than other non-SIOP trained teachers on the first SIOP feature regarding 

content objectives. At the same time, SIOP trained teachers tended to have higher scores on the 

first two features regarding content and language objectives, than the non-SIOP trained teachers. 

However the teachers’ subject areas and grade levels could also be a variable contributing to 

scores on specific features. As discussed earlier, Veronica taught mainstream high school 

students, Sandra taught ESL middle school students, and Holly taught AIS Reading and ELA in 
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grades two through five. Grade level and subject area could impact whether or not a teacher 

states specific language and content objectives. For instance, a teacher of young children using a 

discovery approach to learning might prefer not to state learning objectives outright at the start of 

a lesson (Settlage et al., 2005).  

 Three of the four non-SIOP trained teachers scored higher than SIOP trained teachers on 

item 7: linking content to students’ background experiences, on item 10: using speech 

appropriate for students’ proficiency levels, on item 15: asking questions that promote higher 

order thinking, item 20: use of hands-on materials and/or manipulatives and item 26: 

appropriate pacing for students’ ability levels from the SIOP rubric. One might wonder why 

three out of four SIOP trained teachers scored lower on average than non-SIOP trained teachers 

on pacing and rate of speech, when these features would seem especially important in lessons 

geared specifically toward ELLs. On the other hand, considering that background knowledge, 

use of higher order thinking skills and hands-on activities were discussed in the context of JGT, 

CALLA, and SI, it is not surprising that non-SIOP trained teachers earned higher average scores 

on those specific features. Still the question remains as to why the SIOP trained teachers earned 

lower average scores on those features than three of the four teachers who had not been SIOP 

trained.  

 Components of CALLA and JGT came up more than once during the course of this 

study. For instance, Mary, who had attended a two-day workshop on “differentiated language 

acquisition,” discussed information about the “hierarchy of language” in terms of “really basic 

language” and “more difficult academic language.” The way Mary explained this directly 

corresponded with Jim Cummins’ notion of basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS) and 
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cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP), which is also incorporated into the CALLA 

model (Baker, 2006; Chamot & O’Mally, 1996).  

 During interviews, the researcher asked some of the teachers if they felt that teaching 

ELLs was a matter of JGT.  They were also asked if they felt that any of the training or 

professional development they had helped them to work more effectively with ELLs. Mary felt 

that the workshops and training did not necessarily constitute JGT, but the strategies she had 

learned were not specific to ELLs either. She said that she could apply a lot of the strategies from 

her special education training when teaching ELLs. Similarly, Holly said that there was a lot of 

overlap between the remedial reading program strategies, behavior management strategies, and 

the SIOP strategies she had learned. Sally did not use the term JGT, however she did say that she 

relies on “best practices” such as differentiating instruction for working effectively with ELLs. 

Veronica and Debbie did not really have an opinion regarding JGT, but both said that the 

professional development workshops they had attended were not geared toward working with 

ELLs and they felt they would benefit from training that was specifically designed for those 

working with ELLs.   

Limitations to the Study 
 
  Limitations to the survey portion of the study included the possibility of untrue responses 

submitted by teachers, misunderstanding of questions leading to inaccurate responses, and an 

overall low response rate. Only 79 teachers responded to the survey. This might be attributed to 

the method of distribution. The online survey link was emailed to prospective participants’ email 

address at work. Receiving the survey at work may have been inconvenient to teachers. Also a 

consideration, of the ten schools included in the original sample, only five allowed the researcher 

to email the cover letter and survey link directly to the teachers. School principals in the other 
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five schools insisted on forwarding the researcher’s original email to they’re teaching staff. This 

may have lowered the response rate as a forwarded message might look less inviting than an 

original. Due to low survey participation rates and an even lower subsequent Phase II 

participation rate, the researcher was not able to make generalizations from the results of the 

current study.  

 Another limitation considered in Phase I, but affecting Phase II participation, was the 

design of the eighth survey question. The original plan for this question was to have teachers 

provide a name and email address if they were willing to participate in Phase II of the study.   

However, in order to gain approval from Human Subjects Review, the item was altered 

indicating instead, that those willing to participate in Phase II should email the researcher. Of the 

51 respondents with ELLs in their classrooms, 18 (35%) said they were willing to participate in 

Phase II, but only 6 (12%) actually followed up via email to meet with researcher and set up 

observations. Future researchers may consider this when designing survey questions intended for 

participant recruitment. 

In regards to limitations surrounding observations in Phase II, perhaps if each teacher had 

been observed several more times over the course of a school year, their mean SIOP scores 

would not have differed from one another as much. It is difficult to base a teacher’s entire 

performance on two or three 40-minute observations. Also, it is possible that during 

observations, teachers and/or students behaved differently than they normally would due to the 

presence of the researcher in the classroom. Another consideration regarding implementation of 

specific SIOP features is that even if teachers had SIOP training or some other training which 

promoted the use of JGT practices synonymous with SIOP strategies, this still does not guarantee 

that teachers would implement the strategies learned through such training (Batt, 2010; Crawford 
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et al., 2008). For example, after an observation, Holly stated that she knew one of the SIOP 

features involves pacing the lesson and rate of speech appropriately for ELLs, but she felt that 

other students would finish too quickly leading to behavior problems so she purposely paced the 

lesson faster than she deemed appropriate for all of the students.  

 Another limitation to the observations considered was the issues with scoring. As stated 

earlier, scores of 1 and 3 on the rubric were not clearly defined. Likewise, grounds for marking 

NA were not clearly explained to the researcher either, leaving room for subjectivity in the 

overall scoring of observations. Also, it was not clear how to document accuracy of content on 

the SIOP rubric.  Likewise, the researcher was uncertain about how to rate teachers when errors 

in content delivery were observed. These issues could have affected observation scores. 

 The interview portion of the study saw some limitations as well. For one, the researcher 

was not able to schedule an interview with one of the SIOP trained teachers (Sandra) due to 

scheduling conflicts and time constraints on the current study. It was not possible to compare and 

draw conclusions about SIOP trained teacher responses without a formal interview of both SIOP 

trained teachers. Also, the questions asked varied slightly for each interview and some questions 

were asked in reaction to an individual’s response. More information may have been gathered 

had the interviews been held in the form of a focus group instead of individually. 

Conclusions and Implications  
 
 About 60% of the teachers surveyed for this study had ELLs in their classrooms but had 

no special training for teaching these students. In light of these results, it is fair to say that 

gaining a better understanding of the effectiveness of SIOP is not only a benefit to educators, but 

it is also necessary in order to ensure continued improvement of educational practices for the 

education of ELLs. Three of the five teachers interviewed felt they could definitely use more 
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training in order to work more effectively with ELLs. Also, based on the overall findings from 

interviews and observation data, it appears as though teachers’ awareness of ELL students’ needs 

and teachers’ confidence in their abilities to teach ELLs might play a role in their ability to work 

effectively with ELLs. In light of these findings, further research in the area of teachers’ self-

perceived effectiveness when working with ELLs might be useful. Likewise, it may be 

interesting to see more studies regarding teachers’ awareness of the ELLs’ educational needs 

before and after participation in professional development.     

 Findings from survey and observation data from the current study also indicated that the 

number of years teaching, grade level, and subject area taught may or may not have been 

variables of teacher effectiveness as defined and measured by the SIOP evaluation rubric. With 

that, future research might look at the relationship between the number of years one has been 

teaching and how effectively he or she works with ELLs. Another area of interest for future 

researchers might be how grade levels and or subject areas taught relate to teacher effectiveness 

when working with ELLs.  

 It is not clear exactly how or why non-SIOP trained teachers were able to earn higher 

scores than SIOP trained teachers when evaluated using the SIOP rubric. It would seem as 

though one would have to be trained in SIOP in order to score as a high or moderate implementer 

of the SIOP features, however this has not proven to be true based on the observation scores of 

the current study.  For three out of four, non-SIOP trained teachers to score percentages in the 

high 80s to low 90s on every observation, implies that the SIOP features should be considered 

JGT practices. The fact that three out of four of the non-SIOP trained teachers scored higher on 

features such as building background and asking questions that promote higher order thinking 

further supports the possibility that many SIOP features are really JGT practices.   
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 SIOP trained teachers scored lower than non-SIOP trained teachers in several of the SIOP 

features. Even when looking at overall and mean scores, Debbie, a non-SIOP trained teacher, 

scored higher than both SIOP trained teachers. This calls to question the effectiveness of the 

SIOP model as a professional development tool. However this also concerns the validity and 

reliability of the SIOP rubric as an accurate means of measuring SI.  Perhaps Debbie’s ability to 

score higher than SIOP trained teachers without SIOP training or any knowledge of sheltered 

instruction implies that SIOP is not an accurate measure of how effectively teachers work with 

ELLs. At the same time, these findings could indicate that the SIOP rubric is not necessarily a 

valid measurement of quality and level of SI implemented. This could even imply that the SIOP 

rubric is more a measure of JGT than SI or the SIOP features, thereby signifying that the SIOP 

features are just good teaching.   

 In conclusion, major implications of this study signify that more research is needed to 

find out if the SIOP model is an effective professional development tool and instrument for 

measuring the quality and level of SI implementation. Based on the current study, non-SIOP 

trained teachers performed better overall than SIOP trained teachers according to the SIOP 

evaluation rubric. Although the non-SIOP trained teachers worked more effectively with ELLs 

than the SIOP trained teachers in this study, there are myriad issues surrounding SIOP 

effectiveness.  Some of these included scoring issues such as subjectivity of the rating scale and 

how to interpret percentage scores in a meaningful way. Another problem surrounding the topic 

of SIOP effectiveness was the matter of JGT and various types of professional development and 

training which could have contributed to teacher effectiveness when working with ELLs. 

Ultimately, further exploration in one or more of these areas is needed in order to gain a better 

understanding of the effectiveness of the SIOP model. 
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Appendix A 

SIOP Evaluation Rubric 
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Appendix B 

Email and Consent to participate in online survey 
Hello. 
 
My name is April Walters. I am a student at SUNY Fredonia, working toward my MSEd in 
TESOL. I am inviting you to participate in an eight-item online survey, which is Part I of my 
Master’s Thesis Project.  
 
The purpose of this research study is to determine whether or not various teacher preparation and 
professional development programs help teachers like you to work effectively with students 
receiving instruction in English as a second language (ESL).  
This email is being sent to you to see if you would be willing to participate in my study. The first 
part of my study consists of an online survey, designed to gather general information about 
teachers and their teaching practices. 
This research study will begin in February, 2012.  Data collection will continue through April, 
2012. 
 
There are no risks to participants involved in this study. Information gathered during this study 
will not be disclosed to anyone apart from me and my faculty advisor, Dr. Lillie. Any of your 
identifiable information (e.g., names, school name) will be coded and will not be revealed to 
ensure confidentiality.  
 
This survey will be used for research purposes only. Any personal or work-related information 
also will be stored securely and will be destroyed or deleted after completion of the study. 
Completion of this survey is entirely voluntary and you may withdraw at any time without 
penalty by simply exiting the browser. You may complete the online survey without obligation 
to continue participation in the rest of the study. The next phase of this research would be 
described to you at a later date only if you choose to participate in that portion of the study.  
 
If you agree to participate in this brief survey, which should only take 5-10 minutes of your 
time, please click on the link below my signature. By clicking on the survey link, you confirm 
that you are at least 18 years of age, a certified teacher working in a K-12 setting, and you are 
willing to participate in this research survey. 
 
If you prefer not to participate, you need not click on the link below. 
 
Thank you for your time! 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
April L. Walters 
 
SURVEY LINK: http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/LVX9KVM  
Any questions, feel free to contact: 
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Maggie Bryan-Peterson, Director, Grants Administration/Research Services Office 
 Phone: 673-3528; email: petersmb@fredonia.edu 
Dr. Karen E. Lillie, Assistant Professor, SUNY Fredonia 
 Phone: 673-4656; email: karen.lillie@fredonia.edu  
April Walters, graduate student, SUNY Fredonia 
 Phone: 673-3443; email: april.walters@fredonia.edu 
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Appendix C  

Teacher Survey 
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Appendix D 

Consent Form for Phase II Participants 
 

Thank you for participating in my online survey and indicating that you may be willing to be 
observed and/or interviewed for my research study. As you may recall, my name is April Walters 
and I am a student at SUNY Fredonia, working toward my MSEd in TESOL. I am very excited 
to be approaching the second phase of my research, in which I will be observing and/or 
interviewing teachers like you, who have ELLs in their classrooms. 
I’d like to remind you that the purpose of my research study is to determine whether or not 
various teacher preparation and professional development programs help teachers to work 
effectively with English language learners (ELLs) or students receiving instruction in English as 
a second language (ESL).  
Phase I of the study consisted of the online survey that you completed, designed to gather 
information about teachers like you. 
In Phase II of the study, I would like to observe you, at your place of work, to examine the 
teaching strategies and methods you use when working with ELLs. You would be observed three 
times for approximately 40 minutes each time. After this last observation, I would like to 
interview you. Interviews may be audio-recorded and may be conducted individually, or in focus 
groups with other teachers who are participating in the study, depending on your preference. 
Observations would be scheduled in February and March, 2012 and interviews would hopefully 
take place in April, 2012.  
There are no risks to participants involved in this study. Information gathered during this study 
will not be disclosed to anyone apart from me and my faculty advisor, Dr. Lillie. Any of your 
identifiable information (e.g., names, school name) will be coded and will not be revealed to 
ensure confidentiality.  
 
Any personal or work-related information also will be stored securely and will be destroyed or 
deleted after completion of the study. 
I, ______________________________, do hereby consent to participate in the second phase of 
this research study. I acknowledge that I am 18 years of age or older. I understand that 
participation is voluntary; therefore I have the right to withdraw at any time and with no penalty. 
I understand that all information gathered through the interview and observations will be coded, 
securely kept, and remain confidential.  
_______________________________________________                _______________________ 
        Signature of participant       Date 
 
Any questions, feel free to contact: 
 
Maggie Bryan-Peterson, Director, Grants Administration/Research Services Office 
 Phone: 673-3528; email: petersmb@fredonia.edu 
Dr. Karen E. Lillie, Assistant Professor, SUNY Fredonia 
 Phone: 673-4656; email: karen.lillie@fredonia.edu  
April Walters, graduate student, SUNY Fredonia 
 Phone : 673-3443 ; email : april.walters@fredonia.edu  
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Appendix E 

Semi-Structured Interview Questions 

1.) What type of teacher training/teaching degree did you receive prior to your teaching career?  

2.) Beyond college/pre-service training, have you participated in training or professional 
development for teaching ELLs?   

 
 2a.) What was the program?   
  Please explain in detail… was it ongoing or just one session?   
   
 2b.) Are you familiar with SIOP/SI?  
 
3.) Did you feel the training was useful/has it influenced the way you teach ELLs? 
 Did you get a lot out of it or did you feel you already knew some of the information? 
 Did it seem like the ideas were just good teaching/best practices for teaching in general? 
  

 
4.) In what ways (if any) do you adapt your teaching methods or materials when working with 

ELLs? 
 Can you give an example?  
 
5.) Do you feel comfortable teaching ELLs or would you like more training in this area? 
 4b.) Explain.  
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Appendix F 

Individual and Average Scores on SIOP Rubric Items 1-10 for Teachers by Observation Date   

  SIOP Rubric Item 

Observation  Teacher 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

    
Ob. 1: 3/8/12 Veronica 4 2 4 2 2 2 3 2 4 2

Ob. 2: 3/13/12 Veronica 3 0 4 3 1 2 4 2 4 2

Ob. 3: 3/15/12  Veronica 3 2 4 2 N 2 4 3 0 4

Averages Veronica 3.33 1.33 4 2.33 1.5 2 3.67 2.33 2.67 2.67

    
Ob. 1: 3/12/12 Sally 4 4 4 4 N 4 2 4 4 3

Ob. 2: 3/14/12 Sally 2 2 4 4 N 4 2 3 4 4

Ob. 3: 3/14/12 Sally 4 4 4 4 N 4 N 4 4 4

Averages Sally 3.33 3.33 4 4 N 4 2 3.67 4 3.67

    
Ob. 1: 3/28/12 Holly 3 2 4 2 4 3 N 4 4 4

Ob. 2: 3/28/12 Holly 4 3 4 2 4 3 2 4 4 2

Ob. 3: 3/29/12 Holly 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 4

Averages Holly 3.67 3 4 2.33 4 3.33 3 4 3.67 3.33

    
Ob. 1: 3/28/12 Debbie 2 2 4 4 4 4 N 3 4 4

Ob. 2: 3/29/12 Debbie 2 2 4 4 N 4 4 4 4 4

Ob. 3: 4/3/12 Debbie 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Averages Debbie 2.67 2.67 4 4 4 4 4 3.67 4 4

    
Ob. 1: 3/13/12 Mary 4 2 4 2 4 3 3 3 4 4

Ob. 2: 4/17/12  Mary 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Averages Mary 4 2 4 3 4 3.5 3.5 3.5 4 4

    
Ob. 1: 4/18/12 Sandra 4 4 4 3 N 4 3 4 4 4

Ob. 2: 4/20/12 Sandra 4 4 4 4 N 4 0 3 4 2

Averages Sandra 4 4 4 3.5 N 4 1.5 3.5 4 3

 Note. Refer to the SIOP Evaluation Rubric (Appendix A) for item descriptions and scoring explanations. 
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Appendix G 

Individual and Average Scores on SIOP Rubric Items 11-20 for Teachers by Observation Date 

  SIOP Rubric Item 
Observation  Teacher 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

     
Ob. 1: 3/8/12 Veronica 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 4 N 2

Ob. 2: 3/13/12 Veronica 1 4 2 1 4 3 2 2 2 2
Ob. 3: 3/15/12  Veronica 2 1 2 2 4 2 2 2 N N

Averages Veronica 1.67 2.67 2 1.67 3.33 2.33 2 2.67 2 2
     

Ob. 1: 3/12/12 Sally 4 4 4 4 0 3 4 3 0 4
Ob. 2: 3/14/12 Sally 4 4 3 3 2 2 4 3 2 3
Ob. 3: 3/14/12 Sally 4 4 4 4 0 4 4 4 0 4

Averages Sally 4 4 3.67 3.67 0.67 3 4 3.33 0.67 3.67
     

Ob. 1: 3/28/12 Holly 3 3 3 3 0 2 4 3 N 3
Ob. 2: 3/28/12 Holly 4 2 4 2 0 3 4 2 N 3
Ob. 3: 3/29/12 Holly 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 N 3

Averages Holly 3.67 3 3.67 3 1.33 2.67 3.67 3 N 3
     

Ob. 1: 3/28/12 Debbie 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 N 4
Ob. 2: 3/29/12 Debbie 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 N 4

Ob. 3: 4/3/12 Debbie 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 N 3
Averages Debbie 4 4 4 4 4 3.67 4 4 N 3.67

     
Ob. 1: 3/13/12 Mary 4 4 3 3 3 2 4 3 2 4

Ob. 2: 4/17/12  Mary 4 3 3 4 2 2 4 4 2 4

Averages Mary 4 3.5 3 3.5 2.5 2 4 3.5 2 4
     

Ob. 1: 4/18/12 Sandra 4 4 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 2
Ob. 2: 4/20/12 Sandra 4 4 4 4 0 3 3 4 4 2

Averages Sandra 4 4 3.5 4 1.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 4 2
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Note. Refer to the SIOP Evaluation Rubric for item descriptions and scoring explanations. 

 

 

 

Appendix H 

Individual and Average Scores on SIOP Rubric Items 21-30 for Teachers by Observation Date   

  SIOP Rubric Item 
Observation  Teacher 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

 
Ob. 1: 3/8/12 Veronica 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 4 3
Ob. 2: 3/13/12 Veronica 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 3 2 1
Ob. 3: 3/15/12  Veronica 2 4 2 4 4 2 2 4 3 2

Averages Veronica 2.33 3 2.33 2 2.67 2 2 3 3 2

     
Ob. 1: 3/12/12 Sally 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4
Ob. 2: 3/14/12 Sally 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3
Ob. 3: 3/14/12 Sally 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4

Averages Sally 4 4 4 4 4 3.67 3.67 4 4 3.67
     

Ob. 1: 3/28/12 Holly 3 2 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 4
Ob. 2: 3/28/12 Holly 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4
Ob. 3: 3/29/12 Holly 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4

Averages Holly 3.33 3 4 4 4 3 3 3.67 4 4
     

Ob. 1: 3/28/12 Debbie 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4
Ob. 2: 3/29/12 Debbie 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Ob. 3: 4/3/12 Debbie 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Averages Debbie 4 4 4 4 3.67 4 4 4 4 4
     

Ob. 1: 3/13/12 Mary 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4
Ob. 2: 4/17/12  Mary 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4

Averages Mary 3.5 4 4 4 3.5 4 4 3 4 4
     

Ob. 1: 4/18/12 Sandra 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4
Ob. 2: 4/20/12 Sandra 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4

Averages Sandra 4 4 4 4 3.5 2.5 4 4 4 4
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Appendix I 

Themes among Teacher Responses to Interview Questions 
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Appendix J 
 

Human Subjects Review Memo 
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Appendix K 
 

Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI) Certificate of Completion 

 




