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S

CHAPTER	 1

Understanding	 Academic	 Language
Proficiency	for	English	Language	Learners

You	May	Wonder:

• What	 must	 a	 teacher	 of	 English	 language	 learners
understand	about	academic	language	proficiency?

• What	is	the	framework	for	developing	academic	language
through	inquiry-based	instruction?

ince	1979,	 the	population	of	English	 language	 learners	 in	United	States
schools	 has	 nearly	 doubled	 (Federal	 Interagency	 Forum	 on	 Child	 and

Family	Statistics	2005),	representing	nearly	10	percent	of	students	nationally
(NCELA	2011).	Expectations	are	that	the	number	of	ELLs	in	U.S.	classrooms
will	continue	to	increase	(Passel	2007).

Because	of	the	No	Child	Left	Behind	(NCLB)	legislation	of	2001,	a	focus
on	the	mathematics	and	reading	achievement	of	subgroups	such	as	ELLs	was
brought	 to	 light.	 As	 a	 result,	 realities	 of	 the	 current	 education	 of	 such
populations	 became	 a	 critical	 conversation	 among	 educators	 across	 the
country.	More	than	ever	before,	districts,	schools,	and	teachers	began	to	focus
attention	and	resources	on	meeting	the	needs	of	English	language	learners.	In
2011,	President	Barack	Obama	released	 the	blueprint	 for	 the	reauthorization
of	the	Elementary	and	Secondary	Education	Act.	Part	of	the	blueprint	focused
on	 the	 need	 to	 improve	 the	 education	 of	 English	 language	 learners,	 stating
that	education	should	“[f	]ocus	on	developing	promising	practices	and	scaling
up	effective	practices	 for	 improving	 the	 instruction	of	English	Learners	 and
for	 preparing	 and	 developing	 effective	 teachers	 of	 English	 Learners”	 (U.S.
Department	of	Education	2010,	41).

The	teachers	who	are	featured	in	this	book	hold	many	beliefs	about	how	to
provide	the	language	acquisition	and	development	modifications	that	English
language	 learners	 need	 in	 order	 to	 achieve	 second-language	 literacy	 and
academic	English	language	proficiency.	The	foundations	for	their	beliefs	and
practices	emanate	from	a	strong	theory	and	research	base	in	second-language
learning	 and	 ELD	 instruction.	 As	 effective	 teachers,	 they	 view	 it	 as	 their
responsibility	“to	choose	the	best	of	what	others	have	experimented	with	and
adapt	those	insights”	to	their	own	situations	(Brown	1994,	15).	A	reality	that
they	must	 grapple	 with	 is	 the	 complexity	 inherent	 in	 the	 English	 language



learners	 they	 encounter	 in	 their	 classrooms	 and	 the	 challenge	 they	 face	 as
teachers	 to	 ensure	 that	 these	 ELLs	 develop	 English	 academic-language
proficiency.	 For	 educators	 to	 grasp	 the	 complexity	 of	 educating	 English
language	 learners,	 they	must	 focus	 intensely	 on	 language	 development	 and
academic	 learning	 in	 a	 second	 language	 through	 the	 lens	 of	 best	 practices
illuminated	by	research—the	best	of	what	the	field	knows	at	any	given	time.
This	 chapter	 will	 discuss	 the	 predominant	 theoretical	 foundations	 and
research	 that	 all	 teachers	 of	English	 language	 learners	must	 understand	 and
rely	 upon	 for	 their	 instructional	 decisions.	 The	 theoretical	 framework	 that
stems	from	this	research	has	served	as	the	basis	for	our	work	in	inquiry-based
teaching	and	learning.

English	Language	Learners	Are	Complex
The	 English	 language	 learners	 who	 attend	 our	 schools	 are	 culturally,

linguistically,	and	academically	diverse.	Speaking	more	 than	400	 languages,
the	 racial/ethnic	 composition	 of	 the	 2.7	 million	 limited-English	 speaking
students	 in	 the	 United	 States	 in	 2005	was	 70	 percent	 Hispanic,	 13	 percent
Asian/Pacific	 Islander,	 12	 percent	 non-Hispanic	 white,	 and	 4	 percent	 non-
Hispanic	black.	Over	a	third	of	the	limited-English	speaking	students	resided
in	poverty	(35	percent),	in	comparison	to	a	poverty	rate	of	19	percent	among
public	 school	 students	 who	 were	 not	 limited-English	 speakers	 (Federal
Interagency	Forum	on	Child	and	Family	Statistics	2005;	NCES	2006;	Passel
2007).

English	 language	 learners	 come	 to	 U.S.	 schools	 with	 many	 and	 varied
resources	 for	 academic	 achievement,	 including	 linguistic	 resources	 in	 their
native	languages.	At	the	same	time,	ELLs	also	represent	a	wide	range	of	need
in	 English	 language	 development,	 English	 literacy,	 and	 subject-matter
knowledge	 in	 English	 in	 order	 to	 become	 academically	 successful	 in
American	schools.	The	diversity	within	 the	ELL	student	population	presents
significant	features	that	impact	their	instruction	and	achievement.

Migration	 patterns	 among	 immigrant	 families	 result	 in	 English	 language
learners	entering	our	schools	at	different	ages	and	grade	levels.	Since	research
indicates	that	certain	aspects	of	second	language	and	literacy	development	are
related	to	general	cognitive	maturity	(August	and	Shanahan	2006;	Genesee	et
al.2006),	 age	 of	 entry	 and	 academic	 history	 are	 factors	 for	 teachers’
instructional	 planning.	 Older	 English	 language	 learners	 acquire	 academic
language	 proficiency	 in	 English	 more	 rapidly	 because	 cognitive	 academic
language	 proficiency	 is	 more	 developed	 in	 their	 first	 language	 (Cummins
1981),	 and	 they	may	 be	 learning	 a	 language	 that	 is	 very	 similar	 to	 the	 one
they	 already	 know	 (Lightbown	 and	 Spada	 2006).	 For	 example,	 a	 recent



synthesis	of	the	research	on	English	language	learners	finds	that	phonological
awareness	 skills	 and	 awareness	 of	 shared	 cognates	 in	 both	 languages	 are
found	 to	 be	 a	 more	 well-developed	 resource	 for	 older	 second-language
learners	 (Genesee	 et	 al.	 2006).	 However,	 similar	 levels	 of	 awareness	 and
development	are	not	as	likely	for	primary-age	English	language	learners.	But,
Lightbown	and	Spada	(2006)	call	attention	to	a	prepubescent	critical	period
in	 language	 learning	 in	 which	 younger	 language	 learners	 are	 favored	 by
certain	 innate	 capacities,	 time	 to	 devote	 to	 language	 learning,	 and	 a	 greater
acceptance	of	trial	and	error	in	language	use.

Variations	 in	 educational	 background	 also	 pose	 particular	 issues	 for
classroom	 teachers	 (Garcia	 and	Curry-Rodriguez	2000;	Olsen	and	 Jaramillo
1999).	 Some	 ELLs	 enter	 U.S.	 schools	 with	 strong	 academic	 preparation	 in
their	countries	of	origin.	 In	addition	 to	strong	academic	skills,	 students	who
have	been	successful	in	their	native	countries	may	bring	well-developed	study
skills	 and	 confidence	 in	 their	 abilities	 as	 learners.	 Other	 English	 language
learners	enter	 school	with	 limited	or	 interrupted	 formal	 schooling,	 requiring
additional	 time	 to	 become	 accustomed	 to	 school	 routines	 and	 expectations.
These	 students	 find	 themselves	 in	 “catch-up”	 situations	 in	which	 they	 start
behind	 their	native	English-speaking	peers	 in	 language	development	as	well
as	academic	development.

In	addition	to	the	implications	of	the	amount	and	quality	of	schooling	in	an
English	 language	 learner’s	 native	 country,	 researchers	 have	 similarly
identified	 the	 amount	 and	 quality	 of	 schooling	 in	 the	 United	 States	 as	 a
critical	 factor	 for	 instruction	 and	 achievement	 (Genesee	 et	 al	 2006).	 Some
English	 language	 learners	 are	 native-born	 U.S.	 citizens	 even	 though	 they
enroll	 in	 school	 with	 limited-English	 proficiency.	 Because	 of	 detrimental
factors	 in	 schooling—inappropriate	 curriculum	 and	 pedagogy,	 inconsistent
instructional	programs,	high	transiency	rates,	and	unprepared	teachers—many
native-born	ELLs	lag	in	both	linguistic	and	academic	progress.	These	students
can	become	long-term	English	learners	trapped	by	the	failure	of	schools	and
districts	 to	 respond	 to	 their	unique	needs	(Olsen	and	Jaramillo	1999;	Valdes
2001).

Sociocultural	variables	associated	with	family,	expectations,	and	economic
circumstances	 contribute	 critical	 factors	 for	 the	 teaching	 and	 learning	 of
English	 language	 learners.	For	 example,	 research	 shows	 that	 family	 literacy
experiences	 and	 opportunities,	 including	 parent	 education,	 are	 generally
associated	 with	 superior	 literacy	 outcomes	 (August	 and	 Shanahan	 2006).
However,	 the	 literature	 also	 finds	 that	 schools	 often	 underestimate	 and
underutilize	parents’	interest,	motivation,	and	potential	contributions.

Communities	 are	 often	 conflicted	 by	 attitudes	 toward	 immigrants	 and



poverty,	resulting	in	misinformation,	the	inequitable	distribution	of	resources,
and	 lowered	 expectations	 for	 ELL	 achievement.	 How	 students	 feel	 about
themselves	as	learners	and	schooling	in	general	are	influenced	by	the	attitudes
of	 their	 teachers	and	 their	schools.	Social	dynamics	and	power	relationships
associated	with	identity,	ethnic	group	affiliation,	and	learner	beliefs	influence
how	 students	 approach	 language	 learning	 (Lightbown	 and	 Spada	 2006).
Decades	of	research	has	documented	the	breakdown	of	quality	and	equitable
instruction	 for	 ELLs	 (Cummins	 1986,	 1996,	 2000;	 Freeman	 and	 Freeman
1998;	 García	 and	 Curry-Rodriguez	 2000;	 Housman	 and	 Martinez	 2002;
Klesmer	 1994;	 Olsen	 and	 Jaramillo	 1999;	 Valdés	 2001).	 Reports	 about	 the
high	 dropout	 rate	 among	 English	 language	 learners	 and	 the	 growing
achievement	gap	between	white	and	Asian	students	and	Latino	and	African-
American	students	clearly	point	to	the	disconnect	between	schooling	and	their
needs	 (Freeman,	 Freeman,	 and	 Mercuri	 2002;	 Fry	 2007).	 These	 statistics
highlight	the	need	for	concerted	efforts	from	all	sectors	of	the	community	to
meet	myriad	linguistic	and	academic	needs.

Because	 English	 language	 learners	 make	 up	 a	 student	 population	 with	 a
wide	 range	 of	 abilities	 and	 needs,	 teachers	 must	 view	 these	 students	 as
complex	 learners	 requiring	 a	 complex	 linguistic,	 cultural,	 cognitive,	 and
academic	 instructional	 response.	 The	 caution	 for	 teachers	 is	 not	 to	 reduce
their	English	language	learners’	instructional	needs	to	any	single	component,
but	 to	 expand	 their	 teaching	 to	meet	 a	 compendium	 of	multiple	 and	 varied
needs	 in	 order	 to	 help	 students	 achieve	 academic	 language	 proficiency	 in
English.

The	Complexity	of	Academic	Language	Proficiency
Academic	 language	 proficiency	 refers	 to	 the	 ability	 to	 successfully	 use

language	 for	 reading	 and	 writing	 and	 for	 accessing	 information	 in	 content
areas.	Current	 legislation	and	policy	 favoring	English-immersion	 instruction
is	 based	on	 a	 flawed	 assumption	 that	 students	 learning	English	 as	 a	 second
language	will	 become	 fully	 fluent	 quickly,	 in	 a	matter	 of	 one	 to	 two	years.
Such	 perceptions	 demonstrate	 a	 lack	 of	 understanding	 of	 the	 challenge
inherent	 in	 the	 complexity	 of	 developing	 academic	 language	 proficiency.
Communicative	 competencies	 such	 as	 using	 complete	 sentences,	 expanded
vocabulary,	and	conditional	tenses	are	requisite	skills	for	academic	language
proficiency.	 Native	 English	 speakers	 naturally	 take	 these	 language
competencies	 for	 granted.	 English	 language	 learners	 must	 acquire	 these
assumed	 competencies	 prior	 to	 or	 at	 the	 same	 time	 as	 they	master	 English
language	arts	and	content-area	standards.	They	must	also	apply	their	limited
language	 competencies	 to	 learn	 challenging	 grade-level	 content	 with	 equal
success	as	their	native	English-speaking	peers.	In	most	cases,	it	takes	English



language	learners	as	long	as	five	to	seven	years	to	develop	the	same	level	of
depth	 and	 breadth	 of	 language	 and	 academic	 skills	 as	 their	 native	 English-
speaking	peers	(Collier	and	Thomas	1999;	Cummins	1989).

Much	of	what	we	understand	about	what	it	means	to	become	proficient	in	a
second	 language	 comes	 from	 the	 extensive	 work	 of	 Jim	 Cummins	 (1981,
1986,	1989,	1994a,	1994b,	1996,	2000,	2001,	2003,	2005).	Cummins	(2005,
7–9)	 describes	 language	 proficiency	 in	 terms	 of	 three	 dimensions:
conversational	 fluency,	 discrete	 language	 skills,	 and	 academic	 language
proficiency.	 He	 views	 the	 development	 of	 these	 dimensions	 as	 a	 dynamic,
interconnected	process:

They	 [the	 three	 dimensions]	 develop	 concurrently,	 and	 at
various	stages	of	development	will	correlate	with	one	another.
However,	they	also	behave	differently	from	one	another—with
respect	 to	 when	 they	 reach	 a	 developmental	 plateau,	 to	 the
kinds	 of	 experiences	 and	 instruction	 that	 promote	 each
dimension,	 to	 the	 communicative	 contexts	 in	which	 they	 are
likely	 to	be	exhibited,	 and	 to	 the	components	of	 language	on
which	they	rely.

Conversational	English	Fluency
Conversational	 fluency	 is	 the	 ability	 to	 have	 a	 meaningful	 conversation

with	a	native	 speaker	 in	a	 social	 setting.	 It	 is	often	viewed	simplistically	as
interpersonal	 casual	 talk	 (e.g.,	 talking	with	 a	 friend,	 playing	 a	 game	 in	 the
schoolyard,	 or	 sharing	 what	 you	 did	 over	 the	 weekend)	 embedded	 in
meaningful	 and	 immediate	contexts.	 In	English	conversation,	 extralinguistic
cues	 like	 facial	 expressions,	 gestures,	 and	 intonation	 along	 with	 authentic
social	 purposes	 help	 second-language	 learners	 understand	 what	 is	 being
communicated.	 Participants	 actively	 negotiate	 meaning	 directly	 through
feedback	 to	one	another	 (Genesee	and	Riches	2006).	General	consensus	has
held	that	relatively	high	levels	of	conversational	fluency,	or	social	language,
can	 be	 acquired	 in	 one	 to	 two	years.	However,	 recent	 synthesis	 of	 research
examining	 rates	 of	 language	 development	 indicates	 that	 ELLs	 on	 average
require	 several	 years	 to	 develop	 oral-English	 proficiency	 (Saunders	 and
O’Brien	2006).	Additionally,	findings	indicate	that	ELLs	tend	to	make	more
rapid	progress	from	lower	to	middle	levels	of	proficiency	(e.g.,	from	level	1
to	level	3),	and	slower	progress	as	they	move	to	higher	levels.

Nevertheless,	when	considering	the	ability	to	engage	in	a	conversation	in	a
second	language,	we	must	challenge	ourselves	 to	understand	the	complexity
of	 social	 discourse.	 In	 order	 to	 communicate	 their	 experiences,	 needs,
opinions,	and	emotions,	conversational	fluency	must	develop	in	sophistication



and	 complexity	 as	 ELLs	 acquire	 greater	 communicative	 competence	 and
achieve	 greater	 cognitive	 maturity.	 Conversational	 fluency	 continues	 to
develop	as	students	work	toward	academic	language	proficiency.

Discrete	Language	Skills
Cummins	 describes	 discrete	 language	 skills	 as	 “specific	 phonological,

literacy,	and	grammatical	knowledge	that	students	acquire	as	a	result	of	direct
instruction	and	both	formal	and	informal	practice”	primarily	through	literacy
instruction	 (2005,	 7).	 Discrete	 language	 skills	 such	 as	 sound/symbol
correspondence	can	be	 learned	by	English	 language	 learners	 relatively	early
in	English	 language	acquisition	as	ELLs	are	developing	their	conversational
fluency.	A	characteristic	of	these	skills	is	that	they	can	be	learned	in	isolation
from	 the	 development	 of	 more	 sophisticated	 aspects	 of	 vocabulary
understanding	and	 the	comprehension	of	 text.	For	example,	 an	ELL	student
can	be	considered	a	“fluent”	reader	(decoder)	but	have	limited	understanding
of	what	was	read.

Academic	Language	Proficiency
The	most	complex	element	of	the	three	dimensions	referenced	by	Cummins

is	academic	language	proficiency.	Cummins	explains	that	academic	language
proficiency	“includes	knowledge	of	the	less-frequent	vocabulary	of	English	as
well	as	the	ability	to	interpret	and	produce	increasingly	complex	written	(and
oral)	 language”	 (2005,	 8–9).	 Guerrero	 helps	 further	 illuminate	 our
understanding	of	academic	language	proficiency	when	he	states:	“[A]cademic
language	 proficiency	 is	 more	 than	 mere	 lexical	 representations	 associated
with	 different	 aspects	 of	 the	 curriculum.	 It	 is	 an	 internalization	 and
automatization	 of	 dealing	 with	 cognitively	 complex	 decontextualized
language	 at	 the	 level	 of	 discourse.	 This	 discourse	 is	 subject	 to	 pragmatic
conventions,	 that	are	embellished	with	kinesic	nuances,	specific	subject-area
characteristics,	 and	 sociocultural	 references.	 Academic	 language,	 in	 any
language,	requires	time	to	develop	and	theoretically	has	no	finite	boundaries”
(1997,	68).

The	level	of	proficiency	needed	to	successfully	read	social	studies	texts	for
conceptual	understanding,	to	discuss	character	motive,	to	solve	mathematical
word	problems,	or	to	report	conclusions	based	on	a	scientific	experiment	can
take	five	to	seven	years	to	develop	(Collier	1987,	Hakuta	2001).	As	English
language	 learners	 acquire	 and	 develop	 English,	 they	 accumulate	 certain
language	competencies.	They	become	increasingly	less	dependent	on	explicit
instruction	 to	 handle	 complex	 tasks.	 They	 are	 increasingly	 better	 able	 to
combine	a	variety	of	extralinguistic	clues	(e.g.,	kinesic	nuances,	such	as	body



language	 and	 facial	 expressions,	 jargon,	 and	 culture)	 in	 addition	 to	 the
language	itself,	 to	think	critically,	 to	apply	previous	learning,	and	to	express
complex	 thinking	 using	 complex	 language	 (Guerrero	 1997).	 However,
attaining	 academic	 language	 proficiency	 is	 never	 complete;	 it	 is	 a	 lifelong
process.

Defining	Proficiency
The	term	proficiency	is	used	today	in	many	contexts,	especially	within	the

No	 Child	 Left	 Behind	 (NCLB)	 environment.	 Most	 state-level	 English-
proficiency	 assessments	 focus	 only	 on	 oral	 language	 and	 discrete	 language
skills	 and	 not	 on	 the	 application	 of	 these	 skills	 to	 academic	 contexts.
Certainly,	 students	 should	 not	 be	 considered	 proficient	 until	 they	 can
competently	 use	 the	 language	with	 some	 consistency	 in	 academic	 contexts.
English-language	 proficiency	 and	 proficiency	 with	 academic	 content
standards,	 such	 as	 the	English	 language	 arts	 standards,	 tend	 to	 be	 confused
with	each	other	because	of	 the	common	term	proficiency.	The	 two	concepts
are	not	the	same.

Evidence	suggests	 that	 the	academic	uses	of	 language	are	associated	with
higher	 levels	 of	 oral	 language	 proficiency	 and	 with	 literacy	 achievement
(Saunders	 and	 O’Brien	 2006).	 When	 planning	 instruction	 for	 English
language	 learners,	 teachers	 must	 understand	 language	 proficiency	 as
multifaceted	 and	 recognize	 academic	 language	 proficiency	 as	 the	 ultimate
goal.	The	pursuit	of	 this	goal	 is	 the	only	way	for	ELLs	 to	 reach	 the	highest
levels	of	English	literacy.	Teachers	must	understand	that	the	varied	elements
of	 language	 proficiency	 do	 indeed	 “develop	 concurrently,	 and	 at	 various
stages	of	development	will	 correlate	with	one	another”	 (Cummins	2003,	4).
Even	 though	 the	competencies	 that	constitute	being	proficient	 in	a	 language
develop	concurrently,	 they	do	not	develop	independently	of	one	another	and
are	essential	elements	that	must	be	addressed	in	ELL	instruction.

The	Importance	of	the	Primary	Language
There	is	much	consensus	about	the	important	role	of	the	mother	tongue,	or

primary	language,	in	ELL	achievement	(August	and	Hakuta	1997;	Cummins
2000;	Dutro	 2001;	 Fillmore	 and	Snow	2000;	 Fitzgerald	 et	 al.2000;	Gersten
and	Baker	2000;	Goldenberg	2008;	Gutiérrez	2001;	Tharp	1997).	The	primary
language	 is	 a	 valuable	 resource	 that	 should	 be	 included	 in	 instructional
planning.	Pedagogy	that	is	guided	by	an	instructional	philosophy	that	includes
this	 principle	 can	 support	 English-literacy	 development	 along	with	 the	 oral
and	academic	English	language	development	of	all	English	language	learners.

The	 relationship	between	 the	primary	 language	and	academic	proficiency



has	 been	 most	 recently	 corroborated	 by	 the	 findings	 of	 two	 major
comprehensive	 syntheses	 of	 the	 research	 on	 English	 language	 learners’
literacy	development	and	academic	achievement	(August	and	Shanahan	2006;
Genesee	et	al.2006).	Both	reports	concurred	that:

• Language-minority	 students	who	 are	 literate	 in	 their	 first	 language	 are
likely	to	be	advantaged	in	the	acquisition	of	English	literacy

• Language-minority	 students	 (elementary	 and	 secondary)	 instructed	 in
their	 native	 language	 as	well	 as	 English	 perform	 on	 average	 better	 on
English	 reading	 measures	 than	 language-minority	 students	 instructed
only	in	English

• Students	with	high	levels	of	bilingual	proficiency	exhibit	elevated	levels
of	 academic	 and	 cognitive	 functioning	 in	 comparison	 to	 students	 with
less	well-developed	bilingual	skills

• The	 educational	 success	 of	 ELLs	 is	 positively	 related	 to	 sustained
instruction	through	the	student’s	first	language

A	 student’s	 primary	 language	 is	 not	 only	 the	most	 important	medium	 for
literacy	in	their	native	language	but	it	can	also	support	their	English	literacy
and	 their	oral	 and	academic	English	 language	acquisition.	English	 language
learners’	 understanding	 of	 concepts	 established	 in	 their	 primary	 language
facilitates	 their	 understanding	 of	 these	 same	 concepts	 in	English	 (Cummins
1981).	The	 common	underlying	proficiency	between	 languages	 ensures	 that
once	 knowledge	 and	 abilities	 are	 developed	 in	 one	 language,	 they	 are
potentially	 available	 for	 the	 development	 of	 another.	 For	 example,	 once	 a
child	has	 learned	 to	 read	 in	his	 or	her	primary	 language,	 the	 child	 then	has
many	components	of	 reading	available	 to	help	him	or	her	 learn	 to	 read	 in	a
second	language.

English	 language	 learners’	 primary	 language	 is	 an	 essential	 and
foundational	 element	 in	 their	 education.	 Teachers	 must	 treat	 the	 primary
language	 as	 a	 resource	 that	 will	 assist	 students	 in	 reaching	 the	 highest-
possible	 levels	 of	 English	 literacy	 and	 academic	 language	 proficiency.	 The
challenge	 facing	 teachers	 of	 ELLs	 is	 to	 understand	 the	 role	 of	 the	 primary
language	and	to	optimize	this	role	as	a	resource	in	ELL	instruction	regardless
of	program	mandates.	While	full	primary	language	development	is	relegated
to	bilingual	program	models,	Gersten	and	Baker	 cite	 the	potential	 and	need
for	a	“strategic”	use	of	the	mother	tongue	in	English-only	immersion	program
settings	(2000,	13).

Teachers	who	 recognize	 the	 primary	 language	 as	 an	 asset	 employ	 varied
strategies	regardless	of	their	instructional	program.	If	they	are	able,	they	use
the	primary	language	to	frontload	important	concepts	for	teaching	content	in



English	 and	 use	 the	 primary	 language	 to	 clarify	when	 needed.	They	 design
lessons	 that	emphasize	 the	similarities	 in	cognates	and	contrast	structures	of
the	 primary	 language	 to	 teach	 English-language	 structures.	 They	 maintain
clear,	 distinct,	 and	 meaning-enriched	 contexts	 for	 each	 language	 during
instruction,	 and	 they	 facilitate	 cross-cultural	 interactions	 by	 organizing
instruction	to	help	students	understand	and	respect	themselves	and	their	own
culture	as	well	as	the	cultures	of	the	broader	society.	In	the	absence	of	a	full
primary-language	literacy-development	pathway	in	either	a	dual	language	or
transitional	 bilingual	 program,	 a	 student’s	 primary	 language	 must	 still	 be
treated	as	a	resource	that	contributes	to	their	academic	success.

Developing	Second-Language	Proficiency
Throughout	 the	 5E	 inquiry-based	model	 presented	 in	 this	 book,	 teachers

provide	students	with	opportunities	to	learn	from	previous	knowledge	and	use
their	primary	language	in	early	stages	of	the	learning	process	as	a	vehicle	for
learning	English	as	well	as	learning	science	content.

Educators	who	serve	English	language	learners	have	further	shared	a	basic
understanding	that	a	second	language	is	acquired	in	much	the	same	way	as	the
first	 language	 is	 acquired	 (Fillmore	 and	 Snow	 2000).	 In	 second-language
acquisition,	the	beginning	English	language	learner	receives	English-language
input	 from	 the	 language	 resources	 within	 the	 classroom	 environment,
including	 teachers,	classmates,	objects,	visuals,	and	 texts.	As	 the	 input	 from
the	new	language	becomes	comprehensible—that	is,	meaningful—the	English
language	 learner	 demonstrates	 understanding	 by	 gesturing	 and	 by	 uttering
one-or	 two-word	 responses.	 In	 the	 initial	 stages	 of	 the	 5E	 inquiry-based
model,	Engage	and	Explore,	 students	 are	presented	 content	 in	 a	meaningful
and	highly	engaging	manner.	The	level	of	input	is	high	for	ELLs	because	the
content	 is	 visible.	 They	 are	 experiencing	 and	 engaging	 directly	 with	 the
content.	This	helps	students	in	the	language-learning	process	when	they	reach
the	Explain	 stage	of	 the	5Es.	At	 this	point,	 they	are	explicitly	presented	 the
language	of	science	that	explains	their	learning.

As	the	second	language	continues	to	develop,	the	English	language	learner
expresses	understanding	and	meets	his	or	her	social	and	academic	needs	in	a
progression	 from	 simple	 vocabulary	 embedded	 within	 simple	 phrases	 and
sentences	 to	 more	 grammatically	 complex	 sentences	 using	 expanded	 and
descriptive	vocabulary	within	extended	discourse.

However,	 this	basic	understanding	belies	our	 evolving	understanding	 that
learning	a	second	language	is	much	more	complex	than	we	have	understood,
and	 therefore,	 the	 complexity	 of	 acquiring	 a	 second	 language	 requires
attention	to	multiple	essential	factors	and	conditions.	Brown	reminds	us	of	the



rich	and	varied	foundations	of	language	learning	and	teaching	when	he	states
that	 its	 cumulative	history	 “has	 taught	us	 to	 appreciate	 the	value	of	 ‘doing’
language	interactively,	of	the	emotional	(as	well	as	cognitive)	side	of	learning,
of	absorbing	 language	automatically	and	of	consciously	analyzing	 it,	and	of
pointing	 learners	 to	 the	 real	 world	 out	 there	 where	 they	 will	 use	 English
communicatively”	(2007,	34).	Science	provides	students	with	these	language-
rich	 experiences.	Attention	 to	 language	 development	while	 “doing”	 science
enhances	the	language-learning	process.

Theoretical	Perspectives	on	Learning	a	Second
Language
There	are	several	key	perspectives	on	learning	a	second	language	that	merit

attention	because	of	their	significance	for	ensuring	the	development	of	social
and	 academic	 language	 proficiency.	 These	 include	 sociocognitive,
functionalist,	and	sociocultural	perspectives.

A	Sociocognitive	Lens
The	 Natural	 Approach	 to	 teaching	 and	 learning	 a	 second	 language	 was

given	 prominence	 by	 the	 research	 of	 Stephen	 Krashen	 in	 the	 early	 1980s.
Krashen’s	work	has	 left	a	 legacy	of	essential	elements	 for	English	 language
development.	According	 to	Krashen	 (1982)	 and	 his	 colleague	Tracy	Terrell
(1981),	 the	 conditions	 that	 foster	 the	 acquisition	 of	 a	 second	 language	 in
classrooms	are	based	on	the	understanding	of	a	receptive	period	of	language
that	 precedes	 language	 production	 within	 a	 supportive,	 risk-free	 and
language-rich	environment.	Krashen’s	Monitor	Model	is	the	theory	of	second-
language	 acquisition	 that	 is	 the	 most	 familiar	 to	 practitioners.	 Figure	 1.1
provides	a	summary	of	the	Monitor	Model	hypotheses	(1994).
Figure	1.1	Krashen’s	Monitor	Model

Five	Hypotheses	of	the	Monitor	Model

Acquisition-
Learning
Hypothesis

Language	acquisition	is	the	informal,	unconscious
awareness	of	correct	and	appropriate	usage	through
modeling	and	practice,	not	the	overt	correction	that	is	part
of	the	conscious	drill	and	practice	of	formal	language
learning.

Natural
Order
Hypothesis

There	is	a	universal	order	(represented	as	levels	or	stages)
to	learning	a	second	language	that	is	similar	to	that	of	a	first
language.



Monitor
Hypothesis

As	an	individual	learns	and	internalizes	rules	of	the	second
language,	an	internal	monitor	edits	errors	before	or	after	an
utterance.

Input
Hypothesis

Language	is	acquired	when	input	is	received	that	is
comprehensible	and	just	beyond	the	current	level	of
competence.

Affective
Filter
Hypothesis

An	environment	that	reduces	anxiety,	increases	motivation,
and	promotes	self-confidence	establishes	a	low	affective
filter	that	enhances	language	acquisition.

As	 a	 result	 of	 Krashen’s	 influence,	 instructional	 approaches	 to	 language
acquisition	 have	 been	 imprinted	with	 core	 features	 that	 support	 a	 nurturing
language-learning	 environment,	 value	 language	models,	 encourage	 gestures
as	 legitimate	 demonstrations	 of	 language	 comprehension,	 use	 visuals	 and
realia	 to	 support	 meaning,	 organize	 resources	 around	 themes	 or	 thematic
topics,	and	promote	real-life,	or	authentic,	purposes	for	using	language.

Since	 the	1980s,	 the	work	of	 Jim	Cummins	has	 contributed	greatly	 to	 an
understanding	of	the	multidimensionality	of	language	and	its	implications	for
second-language	instruction.	As	has	been	discussed	previously	in	this	chapter,
Cummins’s	early	research	(1981,	1994b)	emphasized	the	social	and	academic
dimensions	of	language	and	their	relationship	to	contexts	of	language	use	and
second-language	 development.	 Cummins	 distinguished	 social	 language	 as
basic	 interpersonal	 communication	 skills	 (BICS)	 in	 contrast	 to	 academic
language,	 which	 he	 identified	 in	 early	 writings	 as	 cognitive	 academic
language	 proficiency	 (CALP).	 He	 plotted	 language	 characteristics	 along
continuums	of	cognitive	demand	and	embedded	context	 to	demonstrate	how
increasing	 the	meaning	of	 language	 through	 context	 (i.e.,	 concrete,	 tangible
representations)	 can	 support	 students’	 understanding	 of	 more	 abstract,	 or
cognitively	demanding,	language.

Cummins’s	 research	 has	 impacted	 effective	 second-language	 practice	 by
helping	 educators	 understand	what	must	 be	 added	 to	 instruction	 to	make	 it
comprehensible	 to	 English	 language	 learners	 and	 by	 demonstrating	 how
instruction	 can	 be	 differentiated	 for	 their	 social	 and	 academic	 language
proficiency.	 As	 an	 outgrowth	 of	 his	 work,	 we	 understand	 that	 the
development	of	language	and	the	mastery	of	content	for	English	learners	are
most	effective	when	students	are	challenged	cognitively	while	provided	with
the	contextual	and	linguistic	scaffolds	required	by	the	curriculum.



The	 work	 of	 Cummins	 and	 Krashen	 has	 provided	 a	 basis	 for	 the
differentiation	 of	 teacher	 talk,	 language-development	 strategies,	 and
instructional	 resources	 according	 to	 language-proficiency	 levels	 as	 well	 as
what	 the	 grade-level	 content	 demands.	 The	 academic	 discipline	 of	 science
provides	rich	content	for	language	learning.	Though	the	content	is	challenging
and	 involves	 complex	 concepts,	 its	 real-world	 relevance	 makes	 it	 ripe	 for
language	 development.	 Through	 an	 inquiry-based	 model,	 students	 get	 the
opportunity	to	experience	science	in	the	classroom.

A	Functionalist	Lens
Another	 theory	 that	 is	 essential	 to	 our	 understanding	 of	 second-language

development	 is	 provided	 by	 Halliday’s	 (1978)	 focus	 on	 the	 functions,	 or
purposes,	 of	 language,	 which	 provide	 impetus	 for	 students’	 communicative
competence.	 Communicative	 competence	 depends	 on	 the	 integration	 of
acquired	language	knowledge	with	the	proficient	use	of	forms	appropriate	to
functions.	 English	 language	 learners	 must	 be	 able	 to	 employ	 “a	 dynamic
system	 of	 linguistic	 choices…to	 accomplish	 a	 wide	 variety	 of	 social,
academic,	 and	political	 goals	 in	 and	out	 of	 school”	 (Gebhard,	Harman,	 and
Seger	2007,	421).

Building	 on	 the	 functionalist	 perspective,	 Dutro	 and	Moran	 (2003)	 have
demonstrated	 that	effective	approaches	 to	second-language	 instruction	begin
with	 instructional	 planning	 that	 includes	 a	 careful	 analysis	 of	 the	 specific
language	 forms,	 or	 structures,	 and	 vocabulary	 related	 to	 the	 function,	 or
purposes,	 for	 using	 the	 new	 language.	 We	 use	 language	 to	 accomplish
something	 in	 formal	 or	 informal	 settings	 and	 for	 social	 and	 academic
purposes.	 Functions	 are	 the	 basis	 for	 the	 cognitive	 tasks	 that	 drive	 us	 to
connect	 thought	 and	 language.	 The	 instructional	 design	 must	 include
strategies	for	introducing	and	reinforcing	the	newly	acquired	language	as	well
as	provide	opportunities	for	practice	and	for	developing	fluency.

A	Sociocultural	Lens
There	are	a	number	of	researchers	who	emphasize	the	importance	of	social

interaction	 as	 a	 catalyst	 for	 the	 complex	 dynamic	 of	 learning	 a	 second
language	 (Brown	 1994;	 Ellis	 1994;	 Gibbons	 1991;	 Skutnabb-Kangas	 and
Cummins	1988;	Van	Lier	1996).	These	researchers	help	us	understand	that	it
is	not	 enough	 for	 children	 to	be	 immersed	 in	 language	 input	with	 access	 to
good	language	models.	To	develop	language	competence,	children	also	need
to	 use	 language	 in	 interaction	with	 other	 children	 and	 adults.	 For	 students’
acquisition	of	English,	Swain	(1993,	1995a)	emphasizes	the	need	to	optimize
opportunities	for	language	interaction	contextualized	within	problem-solving



activities	 or	 collaborative	 projects.	McGroarty	 (1993)	 supports	 group	 work
for	 second-language	 learning,	 finding	 that	when	 a	 group	of	 students	 talk	 as
they	work,	language	input	is	increased;	that	the	dynamic	of	the	task	provides
a	 compelling	 purpose	 for	 using	 the	 language,	 thus	 increasing	 language	 use
(output);	 and	 that	 understanding	 increases	 as	 the	 input	 and	 output	 are
contextualized	within	a	meaningful	group	task.

In	her	work	on	scaffolding	language	and	learning,	Pauline	Gibbons	(1991,
2002)	 emphasizes	 a	 sociocultural	 perspective	 for	 second-language	 teaching
and	 learning	 that	 draws	 on	 the	 work	 of	 Vygotsky	 (1978,	 1986).	 Gibbons
offers	 a	 model	 that	 foregrounds	 the	 collaborative	 nature	 of	 learning	 and
language	development	between	individuals,	the	interrelatedness	of	the	role	of
teacher	 and	 learner,	 and	 the	 active	 roles	 of	 both	 in	 the	 learning	 process
(2002).	Vygotskian	theory	points	to	the	significance	of	interaction	in	learning
and	 views	 dialogue	 as	 constructing	 the	 resources	 for	 thinking.	 For	 second-
language	learners,	 it	 is	 through	discourse	 in	classroom-based	social	contexts
that	 much	 linguistic	 and	 conceptual	 learning	 can	 occur.	 Hudelson	 (1994)
posits	 that	 interactive	 strategies	 recognize	 and	 promote	 the	 acquisition	 of	 a
culture	of	literacy.	Moreover,	to	read	with	meaning	requires	an	understanding
of	 words	 and	 grammatical	 forms,	 which	 are	 quite	 different	 from	 those
encountered	in	everyday	chat	about	concrete	experiences	or	from	the	sort	of
language	that	children	may	use	while	they	are	engaged	in	hands-on	activities.
Consequently,	 explicit	 attention	must	 be	 given	 to	 instructional	 tasks	 within
group	structures	 that	promote	 the	conceptualization	and	articulation	of	 ideas
and	 concepts	 through	 questioning,	 responding,	 hypothesizing,	 analyzing,	 or
summarizing	 for	 second-language	 learners.	 Within	 the	 dynamic	 of	 an
apprenticeship	with	more	 capable	 language	 speakers—	whether	 teachers	 or
peers—understanding	and	knowledge	are	jointly	constructed.

Gibbons	 warns	 against	 viewing	 language	 learning	 as	 merely	 a
psychologically	driven,	or	mentalist,	process.	Language	learning	is	a	socially
embedded	 process,	 and	 because	 of	 this,	 teachers	 need	 to	 choose	 particular
kinds	of	 support,	or	 scaffolding,	 that	challenge	English	 language	 learners	 to
acquire	language	just	beyond	their	present	levels.

Theoretical	Connections
The	 educational	 implications	 of	 the	 varied	 theories	 and	 research	 on

language	 learning	presented	 in	 this	 chapter	promote	 the	 shaping	of	 an	ELD
instructional	framework	that	focuses	on	the	dynamic	of	student	talk,	cognitive
engagement,	 and	 the	 influence	 of	 social	 interaction	 as	 essential	 and
interrelated	 elements	 for	 the	 acquisition	 and	 development	 of	 a	 second
language.	 The	 instructional	 strategies	 and	 practices	 shared	 throughout	 this



book	 hold	 true	 to	 what	 we	 refer	 to	 as	 a	 Talk,	 Thought,	 and	 Interaction
approach	to	English	language	development.

Talk
When	 we	 refer	 to	 talk	 in	 ELD	 instruction,	 we	 focus	 on	 practices	 that

promote	 academic	 language	 proficiency.	 These	 practices	 include	 an
understanding	 of	 the	 vocabulary,	 functions	 (i.e.,	 the	 purpose	 for	 using
language)	 and	 forms	 (i.e.,	 the	 manner	 in	 which	 words	 are	 put	 together	 in
phrases	 and	 sentences	 that	 express	 what	 one	 knows)	 that	 comprise	 each
content	 area’s	 language	 (Zwiers	 2008).	 Although	 disciplines	 share	 some
functions	of	language	use,	for	example	describing	and	inferring,	the	purpose
of	talk	in	a	given	discipline	is	that	it	has	linguistic	properties	that	distinguish
it	 from	 the	 language	 of	 other	 disciplines.	 Through	 talk,	 teachers	model	 the
language	 of	 thinking	 like	 a	 scientist;	 provide	 hands-on,	 manipulative	 tasks
rich	 with	 academic-language	 input;	 and	 sustain	 opportunities	 for	 facilitated
shared	language	output.

Thought
Cognitive	 engagement	 is	 a	 valued	 element	 of	 any	 notion	 we	 have	 as

educators	 about	 effective	 instruction.	 Because	 language	 facilitates	 and
illustrates	 thinking,	cognitive	engagement	 is	widely	viewed	as	a	catalyst	 for
language	 learning	 in	 second-language	 theory	 and	 practice	 (Balderrama	 and
Diaz-Rico	 2006).	 In	 English	 language	 development,	 cognitive	 engagement
occurs	when	students	are	thinking	about	a	language,	using	language	to	think,
and	 using	 both	 language	 and	 thinking	 to	 learn	 new	 language.	 A	 cognitive
emphasis	for	ELD	instruction	exposes	the	relationship	between	thinking	and
language	 in	 interactive	social	contexts.	Because	students	are	using	 language
to	 negotiate	 meaning	 for	 the	 completion	 of	 a	 task,	 their	 thinking	 about
language	 and	 their	 use	 of	 language	 can	 be	 extended	 and	 reinforced	 with
strategies	and	 tools	 for	 language	 learning.	Teachers	must	make	 instructional
decisions	 that	 ensure	 that	 students	 engage	 in	 rich	 cognitive	 tasks	 and	 share
their	language	and	thinking.	Within	our	framework,	thinking	and	doing	while
acquiring	 language	 is	 a	 critical	 aspect	 for	 the	 second-language	development
of	English	language	learners.

Interaction
The	 axiom	 “No	 one	 knows	 alone”	 can	 be	 appropriately	 transformed	 into

“No	 one	 knows	 language	 alone”	 when	 considering	 the	 second-language
development	of	ELLs.	An	 inherent	 feature	of	ELD	 teaching	and	 learning	 is
the	 dialogic	 and	 mediated	 exchange	 between	 models	 and	 users	 of	 the



language.	Social	interaction,	including	exchanges	between	the	teacher	and	the
student(s)	 and	 exchanges	 between	 students,	 plays	 a	 pivotal	 role	 in	 second-
language	development.	Teachers	should	continuously	monitor	their	students’
understanding	 and	 performance	 in	 a	 mediated	 interplay	 of	 modeling,
demonstration,	 and	 feedback	 until	 the	 student	 has	 internalized	 the	 new
learning	 and	 can	 apply	 it	 with	 self-regulation	 Tasks	 that	 promote	 peer
interaction	provide	English	language	learners	with	authentic	and	intrinsically
interesting	 opportunities	 for	 exposure	 to	 language	 beyond	 that	 provided	 by
the	 teacher	 or	 other	 adults	 (Enright	 1991),	 contributing	 to	 a	 less	 anxiety-
producing	setting	for	acquisition	(Johnson	1994).

The	 Talk,	 Thought,	 and	 Interaction	 Sociocultural	 Framework	 is
summarized	in	Figure	1.2.
Figure	1.2	The	Talk,	Thought,	and	Interaction	Sociocultural	Framework

Inquiry-Based	Learning
In	our	work,	we	marry	the	framework	of	Talk,	Thought,	and	Interaction	 to

an	inquiry-based	learning	model.	We	have	found	that	 inquiry-based	learning
provides	students	with	optimal	opportunities	to	develop	content	and	academic
language	effectively	and	deeply.	 Inquiry-based	approaches	allow	students	 to
get	their	minds	around	something,	to	look	closely	at	it	and	think	deeply	about
their	 learning.	They	have	 time	to	explore	concepts	ranging	from	concrete	 to
abstract	in	order	to	understand	the	learning	process	and	apply	their	learning	in



new	contexts.	Though	inquiry-based	teaching	and	learning	can	be	employed
across	 the	 curriculum,	 the	 focus	 of	 this	 resource	 is	 on	 the	 development	 of
academic	 language	 through	 science.	 Approaching	 the	 learning	 of	 science
through	a	 framework	of	 thought,	 talk,	 and	 interaction	 embedded	 in	 inquiry-
based	 science,	 students	 engage	 in	 self-discovery	 and	develop	high	 levels	 of
content	 knowledge	 and	 academic	 language	 development.	More	 specifically,
we	follow	a	5E	inquiry-based	planning	and	implementation	model.

Engage
The	 5E	 model	 begins	 with	 Engage.	 Students	 are	 exposed	 to	 a	 topic,

concept,	 or	 idea	 in	 a	way	 that	 stirs	 curiosity	 and	 captures	 their	 attention	 in
order	 to	get	 their	minds	around	 the	 learning	at	hand.	The	activities	 teachers
use	for	Engage	 can	 include	displaying	a	picture,	performing	an	experiment,
posing	a	question,	presenting	a	video	clip,	and	more.	The	idea	is	for	students
to	make	connections	to	their	prior	knowledge	and	begin	to	question	what	they
know.

At	this	stage,	students	are	encouraged	to	share	their	thinking	at	their	level
of	English	proficiency	and	to	use	their	primary	language	as	necessary.	If	the
purpose	 of	Engage	 is	 for	 students	 to	 generate	 prior	 knowledge	 and	 engage
them	 in	 the	 thinking	 around	 science,	 students	 should	 be	 encouraged	 to	 use
either	 English	 or	 their	 primary	 language.	 It	 is	 the	 teacher	 who	 serves	 as	 a
model	of	language	for	students	at	this	stage.	Students	are	exposed	to	academic
language	 when	 the	 teacher	 uses	 it	 to	 pose	 questions	 and	 introduce	 science
content.	 This	 stage	 provides	 high	 levels	 of	 “comprehensible	 input”	 through
the	careful	attention	to	academic	language	on	the	part	of	the	teacher,	and	the
opportunity	 to	 look,	 feel,	 touch,	 and	 think	 “science.”	 The	 integration	 of
language	and	content	at	 this	point	comes	from	the	personal	experiences	and
prior	 knowledge	 the	 student	 brings	 to	 the	 learning	 environment.	 It	 meets
students	where	 they	 are.	 It	 is	 a	 great	 opportunity	 for	 teachers	 to	 informally
assess	students’	 language	and	make	better	 instructional	decisions	about	how
to	support	ELLs	throughout	the	remaining	stages	of	the	5E	model.

Explore
Exploration	 continues	 the	 inquiry	 process	 through	 hands-on	 learning.	 At

this	 stage,	 students	 are	 involved	 in	 observation,	 data	 collection,	 making
predictions,	and	hypothesizing	around	what	they	understand	and	are	seeking
to	 understand.	 During	 Explore,	 teachers	 give	 students	 an	 opportunity	 to
investigate	 through	 experiments,	 observations,	 and	 shared	 inquiry.	 The
teacher	serves	as	a	guide	for	 the	 inquiry	process.	Through	modeling,	asking
probing	 questions,	 and	 providing	 feedback	 and	 suggestions,	 students	 are



asked	to	deepen	their	thinking.

At	this	stage,	comprehensible	input	remains	high	as	teachers	elicit	students’
thinking	 and	 language	 while	 they	 are	 engaged	 in	 hands-on	 experiences.
Through	the	level	of	questions	posed	by	the	teacher,	students	are	asked	to	use
English	 at	 higher	 levels.	The	deeper	 they	 are	 asked	 to	 think,	 the	 higher	 the
level	of	language	they	will	naturally	use	in	their	thinking,	in	their	writing,	and
in	 their	 speaking.	 Once	 again,	 as	 students	 use	 language	 to	 engage	 in	 the
thinking	 and	 doing	 of	 science,	 teachers	 can	 informally	 assess	 students’
language	and	content	knowledge.

Explain
By	this	point,	students	have	had	opportunities	to	think	deeply	and	question

key	 content	 and	 concepts.	 They	 have	 not	 been	 asked	 to	 produce	 specific
academic	 language	 or	 content.	 It	 is	 in	 the	Explain	 stage	 that	 teachers	 will
clearly	support	students	in	understanding	the	content	and	language	objectives
of	the	lesson	at	hand.	Through	the	use	of	read-alouds,	demonstrations,	direct
teaching,	modeling,	and	guided	or	shared	reading	of	curricular	texts,	teachers
guide	 students	 to	 find	 the	 answers	 to	 their	 questions.	 Teachers	 can	 offer
alternative	points	of	view	and	explanations.	At	this	stage,	misconceptions	are
clarified	 and	 new	 questions	 are	 generated.	 Students	 will	 be	 further	 guided
through	explicit	vocabulary	 instruction	of	key	academic	 terms	and	concepts
as	questions	are	answered	and	information	is	shared.

At	this	stage,	there	are	also	opportunities	for	explicit	language	instruction.
As	students	are	asked	to	explain	their	learning	orally	or	in	written	form	(e.g.,
diagrams,	 charts,	 drawings,	 text),	 they	 may	 require	 explicit	 instruction	 and
support	 in	 the	 functions	 and	 forms	 of	 language	 needed	 to	 explain	 their
thinking.	The	 teacher	will	 provide	 forms	 of	 language	 for	 students	 to	 use	 to
express	their	thinking.	These	language	frames	will	be	developed	based	on	the
level	of	English	language	development	that	the	students	exhibited	during	the
Engage	 and	 Explore	 portions	 of	 the	 lesson,	 and	 what	 the	 teacher	 already
knows	and	understands	about	his	or	her	students	as	English	language	learners.
This	careful	attention	to	the	varying	levels	of	second-language	acquisition	in
order	 to	 provide	 the	 appropriate	 frames	 is	 critical	 in	 facilitating	 ongoing
language	development.

Extend
In	referring	to	this	fourth	phase	of	the	5Es,	the	words	extend,	expand,	and

elaborate	 are	 often	 used	 interchangeably.	 What	 they	 share	 is	 the
understanding	 that	 students	 need	 an	 opportunity	 to	 put	 their	 learning	 into
practice—to	engage	once	again	in	an	exploration	that	allows	them	to	use	what



they	have	learned	in	a	new	context.	Students	get	the	opportunity	to	carry	out	a
new	 project	 that	 involves	 the	 thinking	 and	 language	 processes	 they	 have
developed	 to	 this	 point.	 Too	 often,	 students	 are	 heavily	 guided	 in	 their
learning	 but	 are	 not	 provided	 enough	 opportunities	 to	 apply	 their	 learning.
Without	the	chance	to	transfer	their	knowledge	to	new	contexts,	they	may	not
come	away	with	a	deep	level	of	understanding	for	long-term	retention.

At	this	stage,	students	get	opportunities	to	use	the	language	that	they	have
learned	and	developed	in	meaningful	ways.	Teachers	will	hear	students	using
their	newly	 learned	vocabulary,	 functions,	and	forms	 in	natural	ways.	When
students	 practice	 language	 in	meaningful,	 enjoyable	 contexts,	 they	 increase
their	academic	language.	This	is	also	an	opportunity	for	teachers	to	informally
assess	students’	newly	developed	language.

Evaluate
With	any	lesson,	students	need	an	opportunity	to	reflect	on	their	 learning.

Thinking	about	the	content	and	language	developed	as	part	of	the	5E	learning
cycle	 helps	 students	 internalize	 their	 learning	 and	 work	 toward	 developing
metacognition.	Evaluate	can	take	the	form	of	more	formal	assignments,	such
as	 final	 presentations,	 creative	 projects,	 written	 reflections,	 or	 formal
assessments	such	as	exams.	However,	Evaluate	can	also	involve	a	quick	end-
of-lesson	 task	 in	 which	 students	 are	 asked	 to	 stop	 and	 think	 about	 their
learning	and	share	it	through	an	exit	card	(e.g.,	writing	down	one	thing	they
learned	and	one	question	they	have)	or	in	a	discussion	around	their	learning.
What	makes	the	Evaluate	stage	of	the	5E	model	powerful	is	the	time	students
are	 given	 to	 think	 about	 their	 learning.	 Often,	 in	 content-area	 instruction,
students	can	feel	overwhelmed	by	the	amount	of	information	presented.	This
allows	them	to	process	their	learning	before	starting	the	5E	model	again	and
continuing	to	build	content	knowledge	and	language	development.

Sheltered	Instruction
Any	 attention	 given	 to	 ELL	 instructional	 accommodations	 for	 academic

content	references	an	approach	called	sheltered	instruction.	Sheltered	English
instruction—also	 known	 as	 SDAIE,	 or	 Specially	 Designed	 Academic
Instruction	 in	 English—refers	 to	 specifically	 accommodated	 curriculum
content	for	English	language	learners	who	are	expected	to	master	grade-level
content	 in	 English.	 (The	 terms	 sheltered	 instruction	 and	 SDAIE	 are	 used
interchangeably	in	this	resource.)	SDAIE	should	be	distinguished	from	ELD
in	two	major	aspects:	ELD	instruction	focuses	on	language	using	the	content
themes	 as	 a	 medium.	 A	 SDAIE	 approach	 focuses	 on	 the	 development	 of
content	 knowledge	 and	 skills	 using	 language	 strategies	 as	 support.	 ELD



instruction	 targets	 needs	 along	 a	 continuum	 of	 English	 proficiency,	 while
SDAIE	 targets	 grade-level	 content	 objectives.	 Sheltered	 instruction	 focuses
on	utilizing	 strategies	 that	will	 enable	ELLs	 to	 access	 content	 concepts	 and
the	academic	language	of	the	content	area	being	taught,	which	can	be	quite	a
considerable	 load	 for	 an	 English	 learner.	 Content	 acquisition	 and	 the
development	 of	 academic	 language	 proficiency	 are	 integral	 components	 in
SDAIE	 instruction.	 A	 key	 construct	 for	 sheltered	 instruction	 is	 that	 the
content	 is	not	diminished	or	watered	down.	The	content	 is	specially	tailored
through	 strategies	 that	 adjust	 the	 cognitive	 and	 linguistic	 load	 for	ELLs	but
not	 the	 cognitive-level	 or	 grade-level	 appropriateness	 of	 the	 content
(Northcutt	 and	 Watson	 1986;	 Echevarria,	 Vogt,	 and	 Short	 2004;	 Schifini
1985).

The	framework	for	sheltered	instruction	is	consistent	with	the	research	base
for	 academic	 language	 proficiency	 that	 has	 been	 presented	 in	 this	 chapter.
Through	highly	supported,	or	scaffolded,	instruction,	grade-level	content	can
be	 accommodated	 for	 English	 language	 learners’	 linguistic,	 social,	 and
academic	needs.

Making	Sense	of	It	All
On	any	given	day,	teachers	of	English	language	learners	must	respond	to	a

wide	array	of	issues	and	needs	to	plan	and	deliver	effective	instruction	across
literacy,	 language	development,	and	content	curriculum.	A	reality	 they	must
grapple	 with	 is	 the	 complexity	 of	 their	 English	 language	 learners	 and	 the
challenge	they	face	to	ensure	that	ELLs	develop	English	academic	language
proficiency.

Genesee	 and	 Riches	 (2006)	 caution	 educators	 to	 realize	 that	 teaching
English	 language	 learners	 requires	more	 than	employing	specific	 techniques
or	 methods.	 Gándara,	 Maxwell-Jolly,	 and	 Driscoll	 (2005)	 presented	 the
alarming	 discovery	 that	 the	 prevalent	 instructional	 approaches	 for	 English
language	development	are	weakened	by	inconsistent	delivery	of	theoretically
driven,	 research-based	practices	 and	 teachers’	general	 lack	of	understanding
of	second-language	 learning.	Teachers	of	ELLs	must	be	highly	cognizant	of
the	beliefs	and	attitudes	that	underscore	the	instructional	principles	they	use	to
guide	the	planning	and	delivery	of	their	instruction.

The	research	base	is	clearer	now	than	ever	before	about	the	value	of	ELD
instruction	 for	 the	 academic	 achievement	 of	 English	 language	 learners.	 A
comprehensive	 framework	 informed	 by	 theory	 and	 research	 on	 best
instructional	practices	can	help	make	sense	of	 the	complexity	and	challenge
of	developing	second-language	proficiency.



Tips	for	Thinking	About	Academic	Language
Proficiency	Within	Inquiry-Based	Science
When	thinking	about	academic	language	proficiency	within	 inquiry-based

science,	consider	the	following:

• View	the	strengths	and	needs	of	ELLs	as	complex.

• Identify	 the	 interrelated	 dimensions	 of	 academic	 language	 proficiency:
conversational	 language,	 discrete	 language	 skills,	 and	 academic
language.

• Recognize	 that	 the	 primary	 language	 is	 a	 valuable	 resource	 for	 ELL
students.

• Understand	 the	 basic	 elements	 of	 second-language	 development:
comprehensible	 input,	 comprehensible	 output,	 social	 interaction,
cognitive	engagement,	and	focus	on	form.

Reflect	on	Wonderings
1. How	do	the	components	of	Talk,	Thought,	and	Interaction	 interrelate

in	academic	language	development?

2. Which	 of	 the	 theoretical	 concepts	 is	 the	 most	 relevant	 for	 your
teaching?



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

You’ve Just Finished your Free Sample 
 

Enjoyed the preview? 
 

Buy:  http://www.ebooks2go.com

https://www.ebooks2go.com/science-for-english-language-learners-developing-academic-language-through-inquiry-based-instruction

	Cover
	Title
	Copyright
	Table Of Contents
	Foreword
	Acknowledgements
	Preface
	Chapter 1: Understanding Academic Language Proficiency for English Language Learners
	Chapter 2: Developing Academic Language: A Framework for Decision Making
	Chapter 3: Assessing English Language Learners Within Inquiry-Based Science
	Chapter 4: Activating Language Through Engage
	Chapter 5: Mediating Language Through Explore
	Chapter 6: Explicit Language Instruction Through Explain
	Chapter 7: Academic Language Performance Through Extend
	Chapter 8: Communicating Content Knowledge Through Evaluate
	Afterword
	References Cited
	Back Cover



