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Abstract 

Background: English language learners (ELLs) are dramatically increasing in U.S. schools: by 

2025, 25% of public school students will be ELLs (NEA, 2018). In one teacher education 

program in the Southeastern U.S., all students earning teacher certification must complete a 

course in second language methodology. This study seeks to understand whether these pre-

service teachers are learning to be linguistically responsive teachers (LRT). Lucas and Villegas 

(2013) define LRT as knowing the diverse backgrounds of ELLs and being able to plan and 

deliver instruction that supports these students’ language demands. Purpose: The purpose of 

this study is to use an established theoretical framework of indicators of LRT to explore the 

evidence of these indicators in the coursework of pre-service teachers (PSTs). There are four 

research questions: 1) Are theoretical indicators of LRT identified in the lesson plans of PSTs; 

2) To what extent are these indicators evidenced in PST lesson plans; 3) Are there differences in 

the extent of the indicators of LRT in PSTs preparing to teach in different content areas; and 4) 

For those PSTs who demonstrated the highest level indicators of LRT in their different content 

area lesson plans, do they exhibit LRT practices? Methods: This study employed an 

exploratory sequential mixed-method research strategy. The work of 42 PSTs seeking 

certification in early childhood-6th grade (EC-6) and Grade 4-8 subjects, representing three 

content areas, was analyzed. All PSTs were enrolled in an asynchronous course: Second 

Language Methodology. Data sources included PST lesson plans and videotaped teaching. 

Qualitative data identified the theoretical indicators of LRT in PST lesson plans, and these were 

then compared with videoed teaching practices through document analysis using NVivo. 

Quantitative data tested the extent and differences of indicators across different content areas 

through SPSS descriptive statistics and One-way ANOVA. Results: PST demonstrated the 
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highest level for LRT in indicator 3.2: they adapted course content to all levels of student 

proficiency. The lowest level of LRT were in indicator 4.5 and indicator 2.1: PSTs provided the 

fewest opportunities for students to clarify key concepts in their first language and there were 

fewer meaningful activities that integrated lesson concepts and language practices. Chi-square 

found significant associations between PST content areas and indicators 4.3 and 4.4, p < .05. 

One-way ANOVA found statistically significant differences between science and humanities 

PSTs in LRT domain 4, p < .05. All PSTs demonstrated better LRT in lesson plans than in their 

teaching practices. Conclusion: Overall, the science PSTs demonstrated the highest level of 

LRT, while the humanities PSTs demonstrated the lowest level of LRT. Content area may be a 

potential factor in implementing LRT. Findings suggest that all content area PSTs should 

enhance LRT through implementing a repertoire of strategies for scaffolding instruction for 

ELLs (domain 4). Specifically, PSTs need to provide more verbal, procedural, and instructional 

scaffolds (indicator 4.3), and more grouping configurations to support language and content 

objectives (indicator 4.4) for ELLs. As novices, PSTs need to improve the relationship between 

what they plan and what they teach. 
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Chapter I 

Introduction 

Problem Statement 

Contextual Background  

 According to the latest U.S. government report, by 2025, 25% of public school 

students will be English language learners (NEA, 2018) and this number will be steadily 

increasing in America. In Texas, over 15.5% of public school students are English 

language learners (NCES, 2018). However, 32 states, including Texas, reported lacking 

enough teachers who can teach English language learners (ED, 2016). In the mainstream 

classroom, English language learners are often considered as marginalized students due to 

teaching inequality and injustice (Liggett, 2010; Lucas & Villegas, 2011; Verplaetse, 1998; 

Walker et al., 2004). According to the scholarly literature, mainstream classroom teachers 

are not sufficiently skilled to teach English Language learners (Lucas & Villegas, 2011). 

Based on the report of National Center for Education Statistics (2018), since Houston is 

one of the most diverse cities in the U.S., more and more English language learners will 

attend schools. As a result of this trend, teachers need to be more aware of the needs of 

English language learners. 

 Linguistically responsive teaching has been proposed as a way to address the 

academic needs of English language learners (Lucas & Villegas, 2013). Lucas and Villegas 

(2013) define linguistically responsive teaching as knowing the diverse backgrounds of 

English language learners and being able to plan and deliver instruction that supports these 

students’ language demands. In order to meet the needs specifically English language 

learners’ language demands, teachers should be linguistically responsive. At this point, 
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preparing linguistically responsive teachers is an urgent problem in providing equal 

learning opportunities and improving the quality of education for all students, especially 

English language learners (August at al., 2009; Lucas & Villegas, 2013). 

Unfortunately, most mainstream classroom teachers are insufficiently prepared in 

linguistically responsive teaching, and are therefore less capable in helping English 

language learners with diverse backgrounds to become successful (August et al., 2009; 

Coady el., 2011; Constantino, 1994; Lucas & Villegas, 2011). Some researchers pointed 

out the possible reasons of why mainstream classroom teachers are insufficiently prepared 

and not linguistically responsive for English language learners. For instance, August, et al. 

(2009) and Warrington et al. (2019) stated that in the mainstream classroom, many teachers 

are white females. They unconsciously use their “white privilege” to position the language 

ability of minority students as having a learning disability problem that needs to be fixed. 

Minority students who cannot speak properly in oral English are sometimes misidentified 

as having a learning disability (August et al., 2009; Counts et al., 2018). They are 

disproportionately referred to special education by their white teachers. However, these 

students do not necessarily have a learning disability. They actually have strengths in their 

ability to speak languages other than English, or they may be good at reading, writing, or 

math in their first language. If the teachers have linguistically responsive awareness, they 

can provide appropriate instructions as intervention. This would improve the oral English 

or overall English language proficiency of the student. Therefore, it is unfair to marginalize 

students who speak more than one language with deficit perspective instruction. Teachers 

should recognize the diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds of their students as 

strengths. Specifically, identifying students’ strengths of bi-/multi-lingual can facilitate 
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their learning of Englsih as second language through the connections to the same congnates 

from their first language (Linan-Thopson et al., 2018), while misidentifying them as having 

English learning disabilities would hinder their ability to achieve academic success (Counts 

et al., 2018; Dudley-Marling & Lucas, 2009). The misidentification of over- or under-

identifying students’ learning abilities can lead to teaching inequality of teachers.  

Houston teachers may lack awareness of the needs of English language learners, 

and the majority of teachers feel insufficiently prepared for teaching English language 

learners. As Lucas & Villegas (2013) proposed that above, in order to resove this problem, 

it is necessary to implement more teacher preparation in linguistically responsive teaching. 

Since linguistically responsive teaching is defined as knowing the diverse backgrounds of 

English language learners and being able to plan and deliver instruction that supports these 

students’ language demands (Lucas & Villegas, 2013), implementing linguistically 

responsive teaching strategies is an very important anti-deficit perspective instruction. LRT 

can help teachers recognize students’ potentialities as the method to change the negative 

stereotypes of underperforming urban school students and improve student learning 

(Warrington, et al., 2019). Therefore, it is urgent to prepare linguistically responsive 

teachers for teaching students with linguistically and culturally diverse backgrounds, 

especially English language learners and bilingual students in mainstream classrooms. 

Rationale  

As early as in 2002, the National Center for Educational Statistics indicated that 

most U.S. public school teachers felt unprepared or less-prepared because they lacked 

sufficient preparation for teaching English language learners. Recently, Miranda et al. 

(2019) also claimed that teachers are still feel unprepared to teach English language 
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learners, especially with learning disabilities. It is not surprising that the majority of 

teachers feel insufficiently prepared for teaching English language learners, because they 

often lack resources and their teacher preparation may not have included specific strategies 

for supporting second language development. Franco-Fuenmayor et al. (2015) claimed that 

the teachers’ professional development activities during teacher preparation are not 

providing adequate information and knowledge related to second language development. 

More specifically, teachers reported that they were lacking knowledge of second language 

acquisition and second language methodology. This is an obstacle for teaching English 

language learners.    

Language and culture are closely related and many scholars proposed that culturally 

responsive teaching is the way to effectively teach culturally and linguistically diverse 

students (Gay, 2002; Ladson-Billings, 2004). However, less is known about linguistically 

responsive teaching for English language learners with diverse language backgrounds as 

compared to culturally responsive teaching in existing studies. Although language is 

considered as a part of culture, implementing culturally responsive teaching is still not 

enough for meeting the language needs for English language learners. Lucas et al. (2008) 

proposed the goal to spotlight the language-related issues that were lost in the larger scope 

of culturally responsive teaching. Different from culturally responsive teaching, 

linguistically responsive teaching emphasizes language teaching instead of a broad view of 

culture. Lucas et al. (2008) claimed that teacher education should prepare linguistically 

responsive teachers to incorporate orientation, pedagogical knowledge, and skills in their 

teaching. The linguistically responsive teaching consists of 1) understanding English 

language learners’ needs and backgrounds, 2) identifying students’ language demands 
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associated with learning tasks, and 3) scaffolding instruction for English language learners 

with diverse backgrounds. Gaias et al. (2019) also mentioned that no one teacher is 

expected to be the “culturally responsive teacher”: all teachers need to be sensitive to 

student differences. In the same way, no one teacher should be responsive for supporting 

English Language Learners, all teachers should be responsive for teaching English 

language learners across various content areas. In a diverse city like Houston, all teachers 

need to be prepared for students’ linguistic differences. 

Purpose of the Study  

The purpose of this study is to explore the indicators and levels of linguistically 

responsive teaching in early childhood-6th grade (EC-6) and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers 

who are seeking teacher licenses and required to take the Second Language Methodology 

course in the teacher education program. As was mentioned above, it is urgent to prepare 

linguistically responsive teachers who are able to teach English language learners in 

different content areas. In order to prepare linguistically responsive teachers, Lucas and 

Villegas (2011) and Lucas, et al. (2008) developed a framework aligning with the 

standards of Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) - National 

Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). There are four indicators of 

linguistically responsive teachers’ pedagogical knowledge and skills in this framework: 1) 

learning students’ linguistic and academic backgrounds in English and their heritage 

languages, 2) understanding and applying second language methodology in teaching, 3) 

identifying language demands associated with students’ learning tasks across different 

content areas, and 4) scaffolding instruction as the effective teaching strategies to meet 

English language learners’ needs. This study seeks to these four indicators and develop a 
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coding scheme with examples to identify EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers’ 

linguistically responsive teaching expertise. 

Different EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers are likely to demonstrate 

different levels of linguistically responsive teaching expertise. It is expected that artifacts 

from preservice teacher coursework, such as lesson plans and practice-teaching videos, 

may demonstrate good knowledge about students’ diverse academic and linguistic 

background, while some preservice teacher coursework may show poor understanding of 

English language learners’ diverse backgrounds. 

Research Questions 

To meet the purpose of the study, four research questions are framed in this study:  

1) Are theoretical indicators of LRT identified in the lesson plans of EC-6 and 

Grade 4-8 preservice teachers (PSTs)? 

2) To what extent are these indicators evidenced in EC-6 and Grade 4-8 PST lesson 

plans?  

3) Are there differences in the extent of the indicators of LRT in EC-6 and Grade 4-

8 PSTs preparing to teach in math, science, and humanities (ELA and social studies)?  

4) For those EC-6 and Grade 4-8 PSTs who demonstrated the highest level 

indicators of LRT in their different content area lesson plans, do they exhibit LRT 

practices?  

Significance of the Study  

The promising contribution of this study is the potential development of an 

instrument with explicit indicators to measure linguistically responsive teaching across 

different content areas. With the increase in diversity in society, these findings can help 
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teacher education program to develop knowledge and skills for future teachers who will be 

teaching locally, nationally, and internationally. The implication of the findings for theory 

and practices that such an instrument would explain is as follows. 

Implications of the Findings for Theory 

This study contributed to three categories of theory for shaping future teaching 

practices: 1) teacher education program theory, 2) second language methodology, and 3) 

educational policy. First, explicit indicators of linguistically responsive teachers can be 

included into teacher education curriculum design. Such a curriculum can better prepare 

teachers with knowledge and skills for linguistically responsive teaching for their future 

English language learner students. Second, the findings of this study can contribute to the 

second language methodology theory, especially the indicators on understanding and 

implementing principles of second language learning.  

Lastly, linguistically responsive teaching, as an orientation toward education (Lucas 

& Villegas, 2013) means teachers have an inclination to advocate for diversity, equity, and 

sensitivity in mainstream classrooms, which should influence educational policy on 

teaching English language learners. The findings of this study can inspire preservice 

teachers so that they will be empowered to become advocates. For example, linguistically 

responsive teachers would apply for funding and more educational resources in order to 

advocate for English language learners to receive equal learning opportunities as their 

English mono-lingual peers (Lucas & Villegas, 2013; Ruohotie-Lyhty & Moate, 2016). 

Moreover, the evidenced indicators of linguistically responsive teaching can be a reference 

for making educational policy in teaching English language learners. 
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The unique contribution of this study is in examining the explicit indicators and 

levels of EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers’ linguistically responsive teaching 

through an exploratory sequential mixed-method study. While many research studies have 

employed qualitative methods in understanding culturally responsive teaching in their 

teaching practices, however, little is known about linguistically responsive teaching 

(Linan-Thompson et al., 2018; Lucas & Villegas, 2013). Gay (2002) defined culturally 

responsive teaching as incorporating different cultural characteristics, experiences, and 

perspectives to understand students with diverse backgrounds and provide effective 

teaching to them. Lucas and Villegas (2013) defined linguistically responsive teaching 

more specifically, focusing on how teachers know the diverse backgrounds of English 

language learners and plan and deliver instruction that supports these students’ language 

demands. The difference between culturally responsive teaching and linguistically 

responsive teaching is that the latter focuses more on language issues. For example, 

linguistically responsive teachers may use language flexiblity to support content 

knowledge learning for students, such as connecting to cognates of the students’ first 

language and English, analyzing metalinguistic and grammar in text, and reviewing the key 

vocabulary in content areas teaching. This study will spotlight the linguistically responsive 

teaching that is often lost in culturally responsive teaching. Additionally, the explicit and 

systemic indicators of linguistically responsive teaching are needed as a theoretical 

guideline for a teacher education program. 

Implications of the Findings for Practice 

There are three aspects of implication for practice. First, this study can inform 

faculty members about indicators that can help them prepare preservice teachers or 
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teaching English language learners with culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds. 

For example, the findings about linguistically responsive teaching can help instructors 

develop teaching strategies and to design curriculum that enhances preservice teachers’ 

specific knowledge and skills. Second, the findings can be used as a tool for second 

language methodology course evaluation. This can indicate the strengths and weaknesses 

of a teacher education course, and guide future directions in course development. Lastly, 

the findings of this study can inform educators, policymakers, and education administrators 

about the ways that teaching can help English language learners to be academically and 

socially successful. The ultimate goal is to improve the linguistic and academic 

achievement of English language learners through effective linguistically responsive 

teaching.  

Summary 

This chapter gave an overview of the status quo of English language learners’ 

needs and teacher preparation programs. It proposed that there is an urgent need to prepare 

more effective linguistically responsive teachers for teaching English language learners. To 

address the four research questions, this study will explore the indicators and levels of 

pedagogical knowledge and skills in EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers’ linguistically 

responsive teaching. It will also differentiate the indicator levels between EC-6 and Grade 

4-8 preservice teachers’ linguistically teaching practices and their lesson plans. The three 

different content areas (e.g., EC-6 and Grade 4-8 Math, EC-6 and Grade 4-8 Science, EC-6 

and Grade 4-8 Humanities including English Language Arts and Social Studies) of 

preservice teachers’ linguistically responsive teaching indicator frequency levels will be 

further categorized and compared. The significance of this study will contribute to the 
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theory of 1) teacher education program, 2) second language methodology, and 3) 

educational policy. The significance of this study will contribute to the practices in 1) 

teacher preparation program, 2) course evaluation, and 3) meeting stakeholders’ needs. 
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Chapter II  

Literature Review 

For this literature review, this study addresses the critical issues and research 

findings of existing research related to linguistically responsive teaching, then follows with 

a theoretical framework for new research, and points out gaps in current studies. This 

review focuses on several key words related to linguistically responsive teaching, 

searching terms such as teacher preparation, linguistically responsive teaching, preservice 

teachers, second language methodology, preservice teachers’ coursework of lesson plan 

and videoed teaching. The search engines of ERIC (EBSCOhost) and Web of Science 

academic were applied to collect relevant resources for this literature review.  

Critical Issues and Research Findings 

Teacher Preparation for Teaching English Language Learners 

 Teacher preparation for English language learners is still at an early stage (Coady 

et al., 2011; Lucas et al., 2008), less-prepared practices may result in in-service teachers 

who may be reluctant to have English language learners in their mainstream classrooms 

(Walker et al., 2004; Gaias et al.,  2019). Walker et al. (2004) presented that statistically 

84% of teachers are uninterested in having English language learners in their classroom, 

and 47% of them either refused or were not willing to provide accommodations for English 

language learners in the U.S.. The reason for this is because they think it is the 

responsibility of bilingual/English as a second language teachers, rather than themselves as 

the mainstream teachers (Constantino, 1994). Some other factors are limited resources and 

insufficient teaching strategies for teaching English language learners (Miranda et al., 

2019). This produces teaching inequality and injustice for English language learners as 
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they receive limited learning opportunities from their teachers (Liggett, 2010; Lucas & 

Villegas, 2011; Verplaetse, 1998). What teachers need to do in order to keep up with all 

the changes in a diverse society is to be aware of the English language learners’ needs and 

provide appropriate teaching to meet their language demands (Lucas et al., 2008). Lucas 

and Villegas (2013) argued that linguistically responsive teaching makes a difference and it 

is worth preparing teachers to have linguistically responsive teaching knowledge and skills. 

Darling-Hammond (2000) argued that teacher preparation is strongly associated with 

students’ achievement: the better prepared the teacher is for teaching, the more the students 

can learn from the class. Thus, it is important to prepare enough teachers who can work 

effectively with English language learners. This applies not just to bilingual/English as a 

second language teachers, but should also include all mainstream classroom teachers. For 

instance, math teachers should understand the background and struggles of English 

language learners. They should pre-teach some key terms in English, and help English 

language learners better understand instructions in order to resolve math questions (Linan-

Thompson et al., 2018; Turkan & de Jong, 2018).  

 Coady et al. (2011) created a theory-based model for teacher preparation that 

focuses on teaching English language learners. They summarized three domains of 

qualified teachers’ characteristics that are associated with knowledge and experiences for 

teaching English language learners in the mainstream classroom. The three domains 

include: 1) teacher background and experiences; 2) teacher knowledge of teaching and 

learning processes of English language learners; 3) teacher knowledge of English language 

learners as learners, which indicates what knowledge the inservice teachers are supposed to 

have, and what the preservice teachers should learn (Figure 1). These three dimensions 
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have some overlap. For example, if the teacher is bilingual, they may transfer their second 

language learning experience when teaching students who are English language learners. 

Teachers who reflect on their challenges in learning a second language gain effective 

teaching strategies for helping English language learners overcome language learning 

struggles. Coady et al. (2011) also mentioned that qualified teachers should have 

knowledge and understanding of English language learners, especially of their learning 

processes. This is related to one of the indicators on knowing linguistic and academic 

backgrounds of English language learners in this study. 

 

Figure 1. Characteristics of quality teachers of English language learners (Coady et al., 

2011, p.226) 

 Turkan & de Jong (2018) indicated that in a teacher education program, the math 

preservice teachers determined to remove all discipline-specific vocabulary from math 

problems during content area teaching to best accommodate English language learners. 

Unfortunately, this strategy is contradictory to linguistically responsive teaching by 

reviewing key words of content areas and instructional scaffolds to meet English language 

learners’ language demands. This showed that preservice teachers are still unprepared for 
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teaching English language learners, especially in how to address students’ academic needs 

in language. Turkan & de Jong (2018) also claimed that a lot of English language learners 

still have not been supported in their language demands. Some scholars argued that the No 

Child Left Behind Act of 2001 was a mandatory rule of including English language 

learners into standardized test score takers, which resulted in these students have to 

immersed in English mainstream classrooms to increase their test scores (Cadiero-Kaplan 

& Rodríguez, 2008). García et al., (2010) stated that this helped to explain why teachers 

did not receive preparation for how to teach English language learners and address their 

academic needs, especially in language demands. Reviewing the empirical literature of 

preparing mainstream teachers for English language learners, one of the most important 

findings was to prepare linguistically responsive teachers who have some knowledge of 

second language methodology (Villegas et al., 2018). 

Linguistically Responsive Teaching 

Lucas and Villegas (2013) define linguistically responsive teaching as knowing the 

diverse backgrounds of ELLs and being able to plan and deliver instruction that supports 

these students’ language demands. Numerous research studies have shown that the 

instructors’ awareness of teaching language is very important in preparing teachers to work 

with English language learners (August & Shanahan, 2006; Snow, 2002; Snow & Kang, 

2006; Wright et al., 2015). There are many indicators of linguistically responsive teaching: 

these are explored and evidenced in this study. Specifically, the teacher should be aware of 

the second language speakers’ academic and vernacular vocabulary development (Farnia & 

Geva, 2011), phonological and morphological awareness (Kieffer & Lesaux, 2012), trans-

languaging and across linguistic transfer (Lewis et al., 2012; Melby-Lervåg, & Lervåg, 
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2011), bilingual classroom intervention (Durán et al., 2016), and language assessment for 

English language learners (Guzman-Orth et al., 2017). This linguistic knowledge will 

allow the teacher to better understand the English language learners’ struggles and help 

them improve in learning. 

Lucas and Villegas (2013) emphasized that language-related learning issues are 

important in teaching English language learners. For instance, the key vocabulary in 

content knowledge, connection to the English language learners’ first language and their 

own backgrounds, and grammar and linguistic knowledge such as shared cognates between 

the English language learners’ first language and English. Lucas and Villegas (2013) 

defined linguistically responsive teaching as knowing the diverse backgrounds of English 

language learners and being able to plan and deliver instruction that supports the students’ 

language demands. Lucas and Villegas (2011; 2013) and Lucas, et al. (2008) claimed that 

teacher education should prepare linguistically responsive teachers for teaching English 

language learners with culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds. The pedagogical 

knowledge and skills of linguistically responsive teachers are associated to 1) 

understanding English language learners’ needs and backgrounds, 2) identifying students’ 

language demands associated with learning tasks, 3) awareness of students’ language 

demands across different content areas, and 4) applying scaffolding instruction for English 

language learners with diverse backgrounds. This study will explore the indicators and 

levels of pedagogical knowledge and skills in preservice teachers’ linguistically responsive 

teaching. It will also explore any differences across different content area preservice 

teachers. 
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Some researchers argue that culturally responsive teaching is more important than 

the ability to speak a second language (Skutnabb-Kangas & Heugh, 2012; Norton, 2000). 

For instance, an English as a second language teacher who doesn’t have to speak a second 

language can still teach English language learners with cultural responsiveness and a 

trusting relationship. The teacher can better understand English language learners through 

talk about the heritage culture (Farver et al., 2013), family (Sénéchal, & LeFevre, 2014), 

ethnicity (Norton, 2000), sociocultural experiences (Bayley et al, 1996), and values that 

have impacts on their identities (Shin, 2013). However, language-related issues are 

neglected in larger conversations on culturally responsive teaching (Lucas and Villegas, 

2011; 2013; Lucas, et al., 2008). The consequences of this neglect leads to teachers who 

can not make sure that English language learners understand instruction or specific 

meaning of the vocabulary, even if the teachers know that the English language learners 

have different cultural and language backgrounds. 

 Some scholars claimed that teachers need integrated knowledge and skills that 

combine both language awareness and cultural responsiveness in order to improve English 

language learners’ academic achievement (Coady et al., 2011; Lucas & Grinberg, 2008; 

Téllez & Waxman, 2005; TESOL, 2010). Coady, et al. (2011) proposes a three-

dimensional model of quality teachers for English language learners, which include 

cultural and linguistic responsiveness for preparing teachers in working effectively with 

English language learners. Linan-Thompson et al. (2018) proposed four elements of 

culturally and linguistically responsive practice. It consists of 1) consistently using 

evidence-based systematic instruction for English language learners, 2) converging 

culturally responsive pedagogy with instructional practice, 3) building trustworthy 
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relationships between teachers and students by respecting students’ values, beliefs, cultures 

and traditions, and lastly 4) applying flexible language practices in language use of both 

languages, metalinguistic work, leveraging students’ heritage language, connecting to 

cognates of two languages, and vocabulary development. 

 Although most of the research emphasizes culturally responsive teaching for 

students with linguistically and culturally diverse backgrounds in the mainstream 

classroom, culturally responsive teaching is still not enough for resolving the language-

related issues in teaching. This study seeks to bridge the gap and spotlight linguistically 

responsive teaching that is insufficiently emphasized, even in culturally responsive 

teaching. Therefore, this study focused on specific linguistically responsive teaching 

knowledge and skills for teaching English language learners with diverse backgrounds. 

EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice Teachers  

In university-based teacher education programs like the one being studied, EC-6 

and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers refer to preservice teachers who will teach in elementary 

schools (early childhood to grade 6) and middle schools (grades 4-8). State licensure 

requirements allow these preservice teachers to teach English language arts, math, science, 

social studies, music, art, health and physical education at elementary schools. This is what 

the teacher certificate called EC-6 generalist for teaching elementary level students. At the 

middle school level, the teachers will be differentiated by their different preparation paths, 

with more of a focus on content-area/subject-area knowledge. For instance, there could be 

English language arts teachers, math teachers, science teachers, and social studies teachers. 

In this study, the participants were EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers who teach 1) 

math, 2) science, 3) humanities including social studies and English language arts.  
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Scholarly literature claims that preservice teachers should understand the needs and 

challenges of students with diverse backgrounds, especially English language learners. 

These needs and challenges include: 1) the problems and development of English language 

learners and emergent bilingual children (Snow, & Kang, 2006), 2) home and heritage 

language environment (Farver et al., 2013; Sénéchal, & LeFevre, 2014), 3) second 

language speakers’ vernacular vocabulary and academic vocabulary development (Farnia, 

& Geva, 2011), 4) phonological and morphological awareness and second language 

acquisition in (Kieffer, & Lesaux, 2012), and 5) trans-languaging and cross-linguistic 

transfer (Lewis et al., 2012; Melby-Lervåg, & Lervåg, 2011) in order to help linguistically 

diverse background English language learners become successful. All of these ideas will 

help preservice teachers avoid teaching inequity, disproportionate identification, and 

referrals of English language learners to special education. It can also help preservice 

teachers feel prepared in teaching English language learners with different subjects. 

In a teacher education program, the preservice teacher will receive guided and 

supervised training to prepare for their role in the future classroom. Since society is 

becoming more and more diverse, the trends of future classrooms will include more 

culturally and linguistically diverse students, especially English language learners. In order 

to prepare for teaching in future classrooms, this situation necessitates that preservice 

teachers know how to become linguistically responsive to English language learners. 

During the teacher preparation period, the preservice teachers are gradually transformed 

and formed their teaching roles by different cultural, social, political, historical contexts 

and discourses factors (Smagorinsky, et al., 2004). Eventually, their teacher roles critically 
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reflect the value, nature, attitude, and beliefs about teaching and learning in diverse social 

life (Gee & Hayes, 2001).  

Second Language Methodology  

 Second Language Methodology is the title of the course being studied: this 

methodology is specifically included as one of the LRT domains, PSTs’ knowledge and 

ability to apply key principles of second language learning. English language learners are 

students who need help with the English language demands of the classroom. In order to 

understand English language learners needs for second language acquisition, and to help 

them in developing English as a second language learning, mainstream classroom teachers 

need complex knowledge and many skills for teaching (Baecher et al., 2013; Hutchinson, 

2013; Villegas et al., 2018; Zhang & Stephens, 2013). If there is a lack of knowledge of 

second language acquisition and methodology, mainstream classroom teachers are likely to 

1) inappropriately refer English language learners to special education (Miranda et al., 

2019), 2) fail to share content knowledge in a language that English language learners 

understand (Darling-Hammond, 2000), and 3) fail to provide equal learning opportunities 

to support all learners in English (Klingner & Vaughn, 2004). Counts, et al (2018) 

reviewed both overrepresentation and underrepresentation of English language learners in 

special education. Both overrepresentation or underrepresentation are related to biases, 

including race and ethnicity. These factors have caused “learning inequality” and “teaching 

disproportionality” on English language learners with linguistically diverse backgrounds. 

The teacher education program should prepare teachers who have the pedagogical 

knowledge and skills in linguistically responsive teaching that can properly help English 

language learners in learning. This will help avoid usage of inappropriate curriculum and 
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instructions when teaching different subjects to English language learners. For example, 

the second language methodology course will be effective in preparing teachers to obtain 

pedagogical knowledge and skills on how to be linguistically responsive. This will also 

prepare them for teaching English language learners, including English as a second 

language learners and bilingual students. 

 Klingner and Vaughn (2004) claimed that many teachers believe that students 

cannot learn academic English until they become proficient in the communicative language 

of English. However, English language learners’ English as a second language acquisition 

is developed simultaneously with their content knowledge learning.  

 Teachers need to know that second language acquisition consists of five stages: 

1) a silent period for English language learners to observe native English speakers’ 

conversation until they are ready to speak, 2) the early production of English language 

learners to use simple words or language fragment to express meaning, 3) speech 

emergence with the capability to use short phrases and sentences of approximately 3,000 

words, 4) intermediate language proficiency with the capability to form longer and 

complicated sentences of approximately 6,000 words, as well as the capability to request 

clarification, and 5) advanced language proficiency to apply content area vocabulary and 

academic English (Klingner & Vaughn, 2004). This knowledge of second language 

acquisition can help prepare teachers to implement second language methodology in 

linguistically responsive teaching (Villegas et al., 2018). 

 Constantino (1994) described the goals of second language methodology include 

preparing teachers for: 1) understanding various factors (e.g., heritage language, family, 

socioeconomic status, cultural background) that impact second language learning, 2) 
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identifying English language learners accurately, 3) defining and providing examples of 

English language in different areas (e.g., phonological awareness, morphological 

awareness, and orthographic awareness), 4) explaining and apply the common second 

language theories properly, 5) naming different second language acquisition teaching 

models, 6) designing valid and reliable assessment tools for assessing English language 

learners’ English proficiency, 7) implementing effective teaching activities to help English 

language learners to develop their listening, speaking, reading and writing skills, and 8) 

applying appropriate scaffolding instructions and provide guidance to English language 

learners related to different content areas (e.g., math, science, social studies, English 

language arts) (pp. 37-57). All of the above objectives of second language methodology 

can be the sources to identify indicators of understanding and applying second language 

principles in linguistically responsive teaching (Achinstein et al., 2004).  

Evidence of LRT in Preservice Teachers’ Coursework  

 This research analyzed preservice teachers’ major assignments from an 

asynchronous course. Asynchronous learning can be carried out while students are offline, 

allowing for a more flexible and self-paced learning rather than sitting in the classroom. 

This research focused on lesson plans and videoed teaching submitted to a required online 

teacher education class. 

 Lesson Plan. Jacobs et al. (2008) claimed that the lesson plan is an effective 

assessment tool to evaluate the teacher’s teaching practices and professional development. 

The analysis of lesson plan can provide summative evidence of the effectiveness of 

teaching practices, pedagogical knowledge, and skills in the teacher education program. 

Spooner et al. (2007) find that an effective lesson plan provides teachers’ teaching goals, 
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objectives, and the ability to accomplish it. The lesson plan reflects teachers’ knowledge in 

preparing what the students will learn and the expectation of students’ learning 

achievement. For example, by analyzing preservice teachers’ lesson plans, findings can 

suggest whether the preservice teacher intended to organize meaningful activities with 

language practice opportunities as one of the indicators of linguistically responsive 

teaching. Based on this literature review, this study will use the lesson plan as one of the 

data sources to investigate preservice teachers’ pedagogical knowledge and skills in their 

linguistically responsive teaching specifically. 

Videoed Teaching. Coffey (2014) proposed that videoed teaching and videoed 

lectures can be an effective teaching tool for teachers to reflect on their teaching practices 

and improve their teaching skills in the future. In relation to this study, analysis of 

preservice teachers’ videoed teaching can yield useful information about how well they 

implement linguistically responsive teaching as reflected by their lesson plan. This also can 

help to identify the indicators of linguistically responsive teaching. Millard (2000) agreed 

that videoed teaching can help teachers to identify their problems and facilitate 

professional development. Mooney et al. (2003) mentioned that implementing videoed 

teaching can highlight the problems of the teacher. This can help the teacher capture their 

weakness, such as weak subject knowledge and unfamiliarity with academic words and 

terms. Videoed teaching is also a good database for recorded evidence to see whether 

certain teaching objectives are covered or not. The findings indicate that videoed teaching 

provides the potential to create promising teaching opportunities for preservice teachers 

(Osmanoglu, 2016). As it was mentioned above, this study will leverage videoed teaching 
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to explore and collect data of preservice teachers’ linguistically responsive teaching 

indicators. 

Theoretical Framework 

 Based on literature review, this study found that the theory of linguistically 

responsive teaching that is proposed by Lucas and Villegas (2011; 2013) and Lucas, et al. 

(2008) can be used as guidance to answer some important research questions. Additional 

scholarly literature of Moore (2018) provided specific indicators of linguistically 

responsive teaching by unpacking four domains. The indicators give descriptions of how 

linguistically responsive teachers 1) know the backgrounds of their students, 2) understand 

and can apply principles of second language learning, 3) identify language demands of 

classroom tasks, 4) use scaffolding for effective instruction. 

To address the four research questions in this study, a comprehensive theoretical 

framework is employed. It is based on the description of teachers’ expertise of 

linguistically responsive teaching, with Teacher of English to Speakers of Other Languages 

(TESOL) - National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) 

standards alignment (Lucas & Villegas, 2011; Lucas et al., 2008) (see Appendix A). This 

study adapted the second aspect of linguistically responsive teaching expertise framework, 

known as the pedagogical knowledge and skills of linguistically responsive teachers. This 

theoretical framework also integrates the pedagogical knowledge and skills of 

linguistically responsive teaching with SIOP features (Moore, 2018 adapted from Lucas 

and Villegas, 2013, and Echevarria et al., 2008) (see Appendix B). 

To answer the first research question: “Are theoretical indicators of LRT identified 

in the work of PSTs?”, this study will initially adopt four domains of pedagogical 
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knowledge and skills in linguistically responsive teaching as the coding scheme, and then 

unpack these domains using 21 explicit indicator examples. These four elements come 

from Lucas and Villegas (2011) and Lucas, et al (2008)’s model, as well as the model of 

Moore (2018) adapted from Lucas & Villegas (2013) and Echevarria, et al. (2008). They 

consist of 1) learning about the linguistic and academic backgrounds of English language 

learners in English and their heritage languages, 2) understanding and applying the key 

principles of second language methodology, 3) identifying the language demands of 

English language learners’ tasks related to different content areas, and 4) applying the 

scaffolding instruction to English language learners. The unpacked 21 explicit indicator 

examples (Moore, 2018 adapted from Lucas and Villegas, 2013, and Echevarria et al., 

2008) are: 1) concepts of English language learners’ age and background levels, 2) 

connection between past and new learning experiences, 3) activities of integrated language 

practice opportunities, 4) appropriate speech for meeting English language learners’ 

proficiency levels, 5) interaction and encouragement for English language learners, 6) 

adequate wait time for students, 7) activities for practicing content knowledge, 8) activities 

for applying all language skills, 9) vocabulary review, 10) prompt feedback, 11) clearly 

defined language objectives, 12) adaptation to different content areas, 13) key terms related 

to different content areas, 14) language objectives, 15) meaningful supplementary 

materials, 16) various techniques, 17) scaffolding verbal and procedural instructions, 18) 

grouping configurations, 19) clarifying concepts in L1, 20) hands on materials, and  21) 

key content review (see Appendix B). 

To respond to the second research question: “To what extent are these indicators 

evidenced in PST work samples?”, this study will continue to apply the above theoretical 
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framework. According to the theoretical framework, the level of preservice teachers’ 

linguistically responsive teaching can be evaluated by evidence of indicators. These 

evident indicators will also help to address the third research questions on further 

comparisons among subgroups.  

To answer the third research question: “Are there differences in the extent of the 

indicators of LRT in PSTs preparing to teach in different content areas?”, this study will 

compare different LRT knowledge and skills in from preservice teachers prepared in 

different content areas. This study focuses on 1) EC-6 and Grade 4-8 math, 2) EC-6 and 

Grade 4-8 science, and 3) EC-6 and Grade 4-8 humanities including English language arts 

and social studies. Based on the same theoretical framework, the findings indicated that 

preservice teachers should understand and apply the second language acquisition theory to 

support English language learners’ language development and content area knowledge 

achievement (Lucas & Villegas, 2011; Lucas et al., 2008).  

 To address the fourth research question: “For those EC-6 and Grade 4-8 PSTs 

who demonstrated the highest level indicators of LRT in their different content area lesson 

plans, do they exhibit LRT practices?”, this study will apply the same coding scheme and 

indicator dictionary as research question one and two in order to find evidence of 

indicators in videoed teaching. After that, the identified indicators in videoed teaching will 

be compared with indicators found in lesson plans, with the purpose to see how well the 

LRT shown in lesson plans is then exhibited in the teaching practices of preservice 

teachers. The same theoretical framework will be adapted from “The expertise including 

orientations and pedagogical knowledge and skills of linguistically responsive teachers 

with TESOL (Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages) - NCATE (National 
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Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education) P-12 teacher education standards 

alignment” (Lucas & Villegas, 2013; Lucas, et al., 2008), and “Knowledge and skills of 

linguistically responsive teachers with SIOP features” (Moore, 2018 adapted from Lucas & 

Villegas, 2013 and Echevarria, et al., 2008). 

Gaps in Existing Research 

 This study will bridge four gaps in the existing research, specifically 1) limited 

research using the method of exploratory sequential mixed-method rather than qualitative 

methods to analyze linguistically responsive teaching, 2) fewer studies focusing on EC-6 

and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers instead of inservice teachers, 3) a neglected language-

specific dimension of linguistically responsive teaching in the bigger are of culturally 

responsive teaching, and 4) a lack of data sources on asynchronous coursework instead of 

face-to-face coursework. These gaps are tied together within this study’s four research 

questions and will be explained in the findings. 

Exploratory Sequential Mixed-Method vs. Qualitative Method 

The majority of studies on linguistically responsive teaching uses qualitative 

methods to analyze the teaching experience and performance. However, the explicit 

indicators of linguistically responsive teaching and their levels are only useful if there are 

systematic measurements with specific coding schemes. To address this lack of 

knowledge, this study will firstly explore the specific indicators as the qualitative data 

analysis. Then it will quantify the indicator frequency levels with evidence, and apply 

SPSS descriptive statistics and One-way ANOVA to analyze the quantitative data. To 

integrate these two datasets, this study will report a valid and reliable data analysis to 
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answer the question about the differences of indicators and levels in EC-6 and Grade 4-8 

preservice teachers’ linguistically responsive teaching across different content areas. 

EC-6 and Grade 4-8 Preservice Teachers vs. Inservice Teachers  

Although previous studies provided comprehensive and thorough theoretical 

findings, most of the studies still focus on inservice teachers who are working with English 

language learners in a real classroom instead of preservice teachers. Less is known about 

preservice teachers’ experience and teaching knowledge with English language learners. 

This study will provide clarity on this topic and focus on preservice teachers since it is 

valuable in understanding teacher preparation with explicit indicators of linguistically 

responsive teaching.  

Linguistically Responsive Teaching vs. Culturally Responsive Teaching 

Most studies focus on either culturally responsive teaching, culturally relevant 

pedagogy, or culturally and linguistically responsive teaching. There has been little focus 

on linguistically responsive teaching instead of culturally responsive teaching in a more 

broad way (Gay, 2002; Ladson-Billings, 2004). To address this lack of knowledge, this 

study will focus on language and literacy relevant teaching responsiveness, also known as 

linguistically responsive teaching. 

Some research has analyzed preservice teachers’ knowledge of teaching English 

language learners. However, less research has been done on pre-service teachers’ teaching 

for English language learners who are in disaggregated groups of different content area, 

specifically in the three groups of 1) EC-6 and Grade 4-8 math, 2) EC-6 and Grade 4-8 

science, and 3) EC-6 and Grade 4-8 humanities including English language arts and social 

studies. Different content areas may have different language demands for English language 
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learners, which requires preservice teachers to be aware of these language demands during 

teaching. This study will further bridge the gap of preservice teachers' linguistically 

responsive teaching within subgroups of different content areas.  

Asynchronous Coursework vs. Face-to-Face Coursework  

Although some research recruited preservice teachers as participants, most of the 

data was collected from their face-to-face coursework (Wade, 1994; Warrington et al., 

2019), such as 1) the classroom observation of teacher preparation courses, 2) school field 

experiences, and 3) semi-structured interviews. Some teacher education programs believe 

that the asynchronous courses can provide more self-paced learning opportunities for 

preservice teachers. Unfortunately, few studies collected data from the asynchronous 

courses as opposed to face-to-face courses in the teacher preparation program. The reason 

for thinking that preservice teachers would perform differently if they were in face-to-face 

classes is that they can receive prompt feedback from instructors and adjust their teaching 

pedagogy the right away. However, this feedback and adjustment might not always be 

consistent if preservice teachers leave the physical classroom. Asynchronous coursework 

can provide more consistent and self-paced learning opportunities for preservice teachers 

to develop their teaching practices. To provide more adequate information to this field, this 

study will incorporate asynchronous coursework as data sources, and analyze the data from 

preservice teachers’ lesson plans and videoed teaching.   

Summary 

This chapter critically reviewed the preservice teachers’ linguistically responsive 

teaching for English language learners in literature. It summarized the critical issues and 

research findings, which includes 1) teacher preparation for teaching English language 
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learners, 2) linguistically responsive teaching, 3) EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers, 

4) second language methodology and acquisition, and 5) asynchronous coursework 

including lesson plans and videoed teaching. After discussing the five relevant issues, this 

chapter provided a theoretical framework to tie the four research questions together. It is 

based on the expertise of linguistically responsive teachers, with Teacher of English to 

Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) - National Council for the Accreditation of 

Teacher Education (NCATE) standards alignment (Lucas & Villegas, 2011; Lucas, et al., 

2008) with an emphasis on the pedagogical knowledge and skills of linguistically 

responsive teachers with SIOP features (Moore, 2018 adapted from Lucas and Villegas, 

2013 and Echevarria, et al., 2008). This chapter also presented the four gaps in existing 

research, particularly when comparing 1) exploratory sequential mixed-method vs. 

qualitative method, 2) EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers vs. inservice teachers, 3) 

linguistically responsive teaching vs. culturally responsive teaching, and 4) asynchronous 

coursework vs. face-to-face coursework. To address the knowledge gaps in current 

research, this study will use an exploratory sequential mixed-method research design to 

provide unique findings.  
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Chapter III 

Methodology 

Research Design 

This study employed the exploratory sequential mixed-method design (Creswell, 

2015; Gall et al., 2015; Merriam & Tisdell, 2015) to address the linguistically responsive 

teaching. There are many different types of mixed methods in educational research of 

which the main three types are 1) convergent mixed-method design, 2) exploratory 

sequential mixed-method design, and 3) explanatory sequential mixed-method design. 

The second type of exploratory sequential mixed-method design usually collects 

qualitative data first, followed by with quantitative data. Based on the qualitative data 

gathered in the first stage, an instrument such as a coding scheme with different issues 

and themes was created for analyzing the quantitative data. This exploratory sequential 

mixed-method was the approach that I have chosen for this research topic. Generally 

speaking, this mixed-methods research design aimed to explain the results or a particular 

section of the findings in a deeper way. It used the qualitative way to explore the “what” 

questions, followed by the quantitative way to answer the “how” and “to what extent” 

questions.  

The research design of this study was divided into four stages. A pilot study was 

employed before the data collection as the first stage. The coursework of CUIN 4361 

Second Language Methodology from two STEM major preservice teachers and a 

humanity subject preservice teacher was examined (n = 3). This pilot study aimed to 

enhance the trustworthiness of the qualitative part and improve the validity and reliability 

of the quantitative part. The second stage was the formative stage to collect qualitative 
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data for insights into the explicit indicators of linguistically responsive teaching of EC-6 

and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers. The purpose of the third stage was to apply SPSS 

descriptive statistics to examine the different frequency levels of indicators with 

evidence, and One-way ANOVA to differentiate data across subgroups of different 

content areas specifically in 1) EC-6 and Grade 4-8 Math, 2) EC-6 and Grade 4-8 

Science, and 3) EC-6 and 4-8 Humanities including English Language Arts (ELA) and 4-

8 Social Studies. In the last stage, for those EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers who 

demonstrated the highest level indicators of linguistically responsive teaching in their 

different content area lesson plans, their videoed teaching was transcribed and coded. The 

coding from each preservice teachers’ videoed teaching was compared with their 

respective lesson plans for finding evidence of how they exhibit LRT practices. An 

overall research design with the research questions, theoretical framework, data sources, 

data collection procedures, and data analysis techniques can be found in Table 1. 
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Table 1  
Research Design and Methodology (Exploratory Sequential Mixed-Method Research) 
 
Research Questions Theoretical Framework Data Sources Data Collection 

Procedures 
Data Analysis 
Techniques 

1. Are theoretical indicators 
of LRT identified in the 
lesson plans of EC-6 and 
Grade 4-8 preservice 
teachers (PSTs)? 

● The expertise including 
orientations and 
pedagogical knowledge 
and skills of linguistically 
responsive teachers with 
TESOL (Teachers of 
English to Speakers of 
Other Languages) - 
NCATE (National 
Council for the 
Accreditation of Teacher 
Education) P-12 teacher 
education standards 
alignment (Lucas & 
Villegas, 2013; Lucas, et 
al., 2008). 
●Knowledge and skills of 
linguistically responsive 
teachers with SIOP 
features (Moore, 2018 
adapted from Lucas and 
Villegas, 2013 and 
Echevarria, et al., 2008) 

Coursework of 
CUIN 4361 
Second 
Language 
Methodology: 
PSTs’ Lesson 
plans (n = 42), 
and three 
highest-level 
LRT videoed 
Teachings on 
Youtube or 
Google Drive 
across different 
content areas. 
(n = 3) 

● Blackboard archival 
data of CUIN 4361 
Second Language 
Methodology 
asynchronous coursework 
from preservice teachers 
in 2019 Spring (n = 31) 
and Fall semester (n = 
32). A stratified random 
sample with 42 preservice 
teachers will be selected 
(n = 42). 
● Categorize subgroup 
data across three different 
content areas: 1) EC-6 and 
4-8 Math (n = 14),  
2) EC-6 and 4-8 Science 
(n = 14),  
3) EC-6 and 4-8 
Humanities including 
English Language Arts 
(ELA) and  
4-8 Social Studies (n = 
14).  

● NVivo qualitative 
data analysis of 21 
indicators and 4 
domains of LRT with a 
coding scheme.             
● SPSS descriptive 
statistics analysis of 
indicator frequency 
levels.                              

2. To what extent are these 
indicators evidenced in EC-
6 and Grade 4-8 PST lesson 
plans? 

3. Are there differences in 
the extent of the indicators 
of LRT in EC-6 and Grade 
4-8 PSTs preparing to teach 
in different content areas 
(math, science, and 
humanities)? 

Categorizing and 
comparing the three 
subgroups data across 
different content areas 
groups with SPSS One-
way ANOVA. 

4. For those EC-6 and Grade 
4-8 PSTs who demonstrated 
the highest level indicators 
of LRT in their different 
content area lesson plans, do 
they exhibit LRT practices? 

● NVivo qualitative 
data analysis with 
coding scheme              
● SPSS descriptive 
statistics of highest level 
of indicators in different 
three content areas. 

Note. Format from Dr. H. Jerome Freiberg, University of Houston. Used by permission.
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Participants 

Sampling Strategies  

 This study utilized a stratified random sample as the sampling strategy (Patton, 

2002). In particular, this sampling strategy was an effective and convenient way to identify 

and select the information-rich subjects of limited resources. The sampling was consistent 

with the research purpose and assumption. Meanwhile, this sampling was naturally 

occurring as EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers who enrolled in the CUIN 4361 

Second Language Methodology course of teacher preparation program at a Hispanic-

serving university in Texas. These preservice teachers had plans to teach different content 

area courses at elementary schools or middle schools, such as EC-6 and Grade 4-8 Math, 

EC-6 and Grade 4-8 Science, EC-6 and Grade 4-8 Humanities including English Language 

Arts (ELA) and Social Studies. Fourteen of them had plans to teach each of the three 

different content area subjects: 1) EC-6 and 4-8 Math, 2) EC-6 and 4-8 Science, 3) EC-6 

and 4-8 Humanities including English Language Arts (ELA) and Social Studies. These 

participants were between the ages of 16 to 25. 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria  

 This study randomly included a total of 42 EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice 

teachers who enrolled in the CUIN 4361 Second Language Methodology course in the 

Spring 2019 (n = 31) and Fall 2019 (n = 32) semester. This was an asynchronous course 

delivered through the Blackboard online system. All the course objectives, instruction, 

coursework, and assignments were stored in Blackboard. Preservice teachers submitted 

their assignments electronically and email exchanges and discussion through Blackboard 

were the main form of communication for this asynchronous course. 
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 This course was for teacher certification seeking preservice teachers at an 

undergraduate level and graduate level. However, the participants for this study were all 

undergraduates (n = 42). This course aimed to help different content area preservice 

teachers to be prepared to teach English language learners with the appropriate second 

language methodology. In this course, preservice teachers were able to comprehend how 

language acquisition impacts content area knowledge learning. It also provided the 

opportunity for preservice teachers to reflect on how their teaching practices can help 

English language learners to learn. After finishing this course, they should have been 

aware of linguistically responsiveness more so than other preservice teachers in the teacher 

education program.  

This inclusion and exclusion criteria met the purpose of sampling to maximize the 

representative probability of the population on all characteristics.  

Sample Size and Demographics  

The coursework from EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers who enrolled in the 

CUIN 4361 Second Language Methodology course in the Spring 2019 and Fall 2019 

semester were included (n = 42).  

These preservice teachers were from a tier-one research-intensive university 

located in the city of Houston, which was the fourth largest city and one of the most 

diverse cities in the U.S.. Therefore, its students come from different backgrounds, races, 

ethnicity, language, and culture. For example, the various ethnic groups including White, 

Black, Hispanic, and Asian-American. The diverse language proficiency levels impacted 

by students’ heritage language, such as Spanish, Vietnamese, Chinese, etc. However, due 

to the university selected, most of the participants were bilingual English-Spanish 
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speakers. Demographics including ethnicity, gender, and age of the current sample were 

reported in Chapter IV results.  

Data Collection  

Instruments and Measures  

This study employed document analysis with a coding scheme as the instruments. 

The document analysis was conducted in EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers’ two 

types of coursework of CUIN 4361 Second Language Methodology. It consisted of 1) 

lesson plan, and 2) videoed teaching on Youtube or Google Drive with their planned 

lesson. 

Based on the document analysis, a coding scheme with different issues and 

themes was created to identify the indicators of EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers’ 

linguistically responsive teaching. The indicators of coding scheme were adapted from 1) 

the expertise including orientations and pedagogical knowledge and skills of 

linguistically responsive teachers with TESOL (Teachers of English to Speakers of Other 

Languages) - NCATE (National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education) P-

12 teacher education standards alignment (Lucas & Villegas, 2013; Lucas, et al., 2008), 

and 2) knowledge and skills of linguistically responsive teachers with SIOP features 

(Moore, 2018 adapted from Lucas & Villegas, 2013 and Echevarria, et al., 2008). 

The measures applied a coding scheme to examine the different frequency levels 

of indicators with evidence, which identified EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers’ 

linguistically responsive teaching performance and how well they were aware of 

linguistically responsiveness in their lesson plans and videoed teaching practices.   

Coding Scheme 
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The coding scheme with the unpacked explicit indicators of linguistically 

responsive teaching can be found in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
Coding Scheme of Linguistically Responsive Teaching (Moore, 2018 adapted from Lucas & Villegas, 2011; Lucas, et al., 2008; and 
Echevarria, et al., 2008.) 
 

Indicators of Pedagogical 
Knowledge and Skills in 
Preservice Teachers’ 
Linguistically Responsive 
Teaching 

Definition TESOL-NCATE P-12 Teacher Education 
Standards (2009) 

Explicit Indicator Examples (n = 21) 

1. A repertoire of strategies 
for learning about the 
linguistic and academic 
backgrounds of ELLs in 
English and their native 
languages 

Understanding of the 
importance of 
knowing about the 
backgrounds and 
experiences of ELLs, and 
knowledge 
of strategies for learning 
about them. 

● Standard 4.c. Candidates know and can use a 
variety of performance-based assessment tools and 
techniques to inform 
instruction... 
 

1.1 Content concepts appropriate for age 
and educational background level of 
students 
1.2 Links explicitly made between past 
learning and new concepts 

2. An understanding of and 
ability to apply key 
principles of second 
language learning 

Knowledge of key 
psycholinguistic, 
sociolinguistic, and 
sociocultural 
processes involved in 
learning a second language, 
and of ways to use 
that knowledge to inform 
instruction. 

● Standard 1.b. Candidates 
understand and apply theories and research in 
language acquisition and development to support 
their ELLs’ English language and literacy learning 
and content-area achievement. 
 

2.1 Meaningful activities integrate lesson 
concepts with language practice 
opportunities 
2.2 Speech appropriate for students’ 
proficiency levels 
2.3 Frequent opportunities for interaction 
& discussion, which encourage elaborated 
responses 
2.4 Sufficient wait time for student 
responses 
2.5 Activities provided for students to 
apply content & language knowledge 
2.6 Activities integrate all language skills 
(reading, writing, listening, and speaking) 
2.7 Review of key vocabulary 
2.8 Regular feedback provided to students 
on their work 
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3. Ability to identify the 
language demands of 
classroom tasks 

Skills for determining the 
linguistic 
features of academic subjects 
and activities likely to pose 
challenges for 
ELLs, including identifying 
key 
vocabulary, understanding 
syntactic and semantic 
features of academic 
language, and the linguistic 
expectations for successful 
completion of tasks. 

● Standard 1.a. Candidates 
demonstrate understanding of language as a system, 
including phonology, morphology, syntax, 
pragmatics, and semantics... 

3.1 Language objectives clearly defined 
3.2 Adaptation of content to all levels of 
student proficiency 
3.3 Key vocabulary related to content 
areas (e.g., math, science, social studies, 
humanities including English language arts 
and social studies etc.) emphasized 
3.4 Language objectives supported by 
lesson delivery 

4. A repertoire of strategies 
for scaffolding instruction 
for ELLs 

Ability to apply temporary 
supports to provide ELLs 
with access to learning 
English and content taught in 
English, including using 
extra linguistic 
supports such as visuals and 
hands-on activities; 
supplementing written and 
oral text with study guides, 
translation, and redundancy 
in 
instruction; and providing 
clear and explicit 
instructions. 

● Standard 3.a. Candidates know, understand, and 
apply concepts, research, and best practices to plan 
classroom instruction in a supportive learning 
environment for ELLs. They plan for multilevel 
classrooms with learners from diverse back-grounds 
using standards-based ESL and content curriculum. 
● Standard 3.b. Candidates know, manage, and 
implement a variety of standards-based teaching 
strategies and techniques...Candidates 
support ELLs’ access to the core curriculum by 
teaching language through academic content. 

4.1 Supplementary materials used, making 
the lesson clear and meaningful 
4.2 Variety of techniques to make content 
clear 
4.3 Verbal, procedural, and instructional 
scaffolds 
4.4 Grouping configurations support 
language and content objectives 
4.5 Opportunities for students to clarify 
key concepts in first language 
4.6 Hands on materials and/or 
manipulatives 
4.7 Review of key content 
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Reliability and Validity of Instruments  

A pilot study of preservice teachers’ CUIN 4361 Second Language Methodology 

coursework (n = 3) was conducted to test out the coding scheme with three randomly 

selected lesson plans. The coding scheme with an indicator dictionary was used to examine 

the different frequency levels of the indicators (Table 3).  

Inter-Rater Reliability. In order to ensure inter-rater consistency, this study 

employed a pilot study and included two raters. I was the primary coder, and a graduate 

research assistant was the secondary coder whom I recruited and trained. The dataset with 

42 PST lesson plans was coded using a coding scheme and indicator dictionary (Table 3), 

and the indicator frequency levels were counted by rater according to the definition of each 

indicator. The indicator was identified by evidence at different places or by different ways 

of explanation. For instance, there were three different ways of explanation observed that 

identified indicator 1.1, which is content concepts appropriate for age and educational 

background level of students. Firstly, a science PST said that “this lesson is a review of 7th 

grade content for the upcoming comprehensive STARR test”, which talked about students' 

age range of 11 to 13 years old as 7th graders. Secondly, this PST said, “all of my ELL 

students are from countries like Honduras, Mexico, and other central American countries”, 

which talked about students’ educational background in English language proficiency. 

Lastly, the same PST said that “my class is 4-5 beginning level, and the majority is 24-25 

are advanced-high”. This clearly pointed out the educational background of English 

language levels.  
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After finalizing the specific coding scheme and indicator dictionary for data 

collection, I randomly selected three lesson plans (n = 3) across different content area 

groups (math, science and humanities) as a pilot study. As the primary rater and coder, I 

coded all 42 lesson plans by myself first, so I can have clear justification for each indicator 

and coding. Afterwards, I trained the secondary coder. The secondary rater disagreed with 

some of my codes, thus we sat down and discussed it to reach alignment. I also went back 

and re-coded some of my problematic codes when the secondary coder persuaded me to 

change my mind. The secondary coder/rater served as verification that we have an 

agreement on coding. To verify inter-rater reliability, the secondary coder coded 30% of 

the randomly selected samples (e.g., 13 lesson plans). The Cohen’s Kappa coefficient 

statistic was run to determine that there was a strong agreement, K = .873, p < .05. As a 

result, my adjusted coding was used as the primary dataset for statistical analysis. 
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Table 3 
Coding Scheme and Indicator Dictionary for Indicator Frequency Levels Sample 
 

Indicators of 
Pedagogical 
Knowledge and Skills 
in Preservice 
Teachers’ 
Linguistically 
Responsive Teaching 

Explicit Indicator Indicator 
Dictionary/Definition 

Example Frequency 

1. A repertoire of 
strategies 
for learning about the 
linguistic and 
academic 
backgrounds of ELLs 
in 
English and their 
native 
languages 

1.1 Content 
concepts 
appropriate for age 
and educational 
background level of 
students 
  
  

Describe the students’ grade 
level and English language 
proficiency level. 
  
  
  

- I picked animals that are familiar in Central America as ALL of my ELL 
students are from countries like Hondorus, Mexico, and other central american 
countries.....Be conscientious of ELLs english proficiency. My class is 4-5 
beginning level, and the majority is 24-25 are advanced-high. 

 3 
  
  

1.2 Links explicitly 
made between past 
learning and new 
concepts 

Link to students’ previous 
knowledge, content, and 
English vocabulary. 

- I picked animals from these regions to make the content relative to students’ 
prior knowledge. 

 2 

2. An understanding 
of and 
ability to apply key 
principles of second 
language learning 
  

2.1 Meaningful 
activities integrate 
lesson concepts 
with language 
practice 
opportunities 

Activity integrates 
knowledge and English 
language to students’ own 
backgrounds. 
  

  
  
  

 0 
  
  

2.2 Speech 
appropriate for 
students’ 
proficiency levels 
  

Use appropriate levels of 
English or explain it in other 
ways to suit students’ 
different English 
proficiency. 
  

- Bilingual mentor teacher will help translate for spanish speakers...Be 
conscientious of ELLs english proficiency. My class is 4-5 beginning level, and 
the majority is 24-25 are advanced-high.....Teacher should be sure to speak 
clearly, not too quickly, and fluently so ELLs can hear the way words are 
pronounced correctly. Teacher should repeat questions, or re-word questions if 
needed. 

 3 
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2.3 Frequent 
opportunities for 
interaction & 
discussion, which 
encourage 
elaborated 
responses 

Provide opportunities for 
student discussion and peer 
support. 

- Students will work on a worksheet as an introduction to dichotomous keys 
with their partner at their table. (ELLs will work with their table or partner to 
promote student discourse. 

 3 

2.4 Sufficient wait 
time for student 
responses 

Teacher won’t answer the 
question before students’ 
response. 

- ELLs will have time to talk to their peers to increase social and academic 
language.”...Allow for plenty of student wait time. 

 2 

2.5 Activities 
provided for 
students to apply 
content & language 
knowledge 

Allow students to use and 
practice content and 
language knowledge. 

- Grade Jelly Bean activity-This is time for students to clarify any remaining 
misconceptions regarding dichotomous keys 

 1 

2.6 Activities 
integrate all 
language skills 
(reading, writing, 
listening, and 
speaking) 

Engage four language skills 
in the same activity. 

   0 

2.7 Review of key 
vocabulary 

Practice and refresh the 
memory of key words. 

- For ELLs this could be linguistically focused like “Yarisma, you pronounced 
‘dichotomous’ perfectly! Can you remind me what it means?” 

 1 

2.8 Regular 
feedback provided 
to students on their 
work 

Respond to student’s 
answer. 

- Wow Angel, you are using your dichotomous key very accurately!”....Make 
sure feedback is specific and academically focused. 

 3 

3. Ability to identify 
the 
language demands of 
classroom tasks 
  

3.1 Language 
objectives clearly 
defined 

Define language objectives. - Language objective: The English Language Learners will be able to use 
scientific vocabulary to examine and then identify the relationships between 
organisms with the provided dichotomous key. 

 1 
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3.2 Adaptation of 
content to all levels 
of student 
proficiency  

Adjust the content to suit 
students with different 
language levels 
  

- Vocabulary will be provided and discussed in depth for ELLs, even though 
traditional 5E models do not define vocabulary, I will differentiate this lesson 
for ELLs. 

 5 

3.3 Key vocabulary 
related to content 
areas (e.g., EC-6 
and Grade 4-8 
math, science, 
humanities 
including social 
studies and English 
language arts) 
emphasized 

Emphasize the keywords in 
content areas 
  

- Discuss how words often look the same in more than one language like 
organism - organismo. “organ” and “ism” 
Discuss taxonomy -- taxonomia and dichotomy and dichotomia with students. 
  

 1 

3.4 Language 
objectives 
supported by lesson 
deliver 

Lesson sequence supports 
the language objectives 
achievement 

-The teacher will discuss what a dichotomous key is and show examples to 
students...For ELLs this is where we will define and describe the vocabulary. 

 2 

4. A repertoire of 
strategies 
for scaffolding 
instruction 
for ELLs 
  

4.1 Supplementary 
materials used, 
making the lesson 
clear and 
meaningful 

Supportive teaching 
materials especially for 
ELLs. 
  

- Jelly Beans plastic bags, paper towels, Dichotomous Key printout (teacher 
made),Vocabulary Cheat sheet. 

  
 2 

4.2 Variety of 
techniques to make 
content clear 

Use technology, 
white/blackboard, teacher’s 
body language, drawing, 
and physical objects to 
explain the content. 

-Teacher laptopEX: Powerpoint, Google, Youtube, etc. ELMO projector 
machine, PowerPoint, Cell Phone to film 

 1 

4.3 Verbal, 
procedural, and 
instructional 
scaffolds 

Explain the procedures, 
review the instructions, and 
answer students’ questions. 

- This will be the time for student questions and for the teacher to clear up 
student misconceptions before scaffolding more intermediate level assignments. 

 2 

4.4 Grouping 
configurations 
support language 

Organize students in pairs 
and groups with certain 
criteria and reasons (eg. 

   0 
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and content 
objectives 
  

group ELL and native 
English speaker students to 
help each other). 

4.5 Opportunities 
for students to 
clarify key concepts 
in first language 

Allow students to discuss 
concepts or use other 
strategies in their first 
language. 

- The teacher will spend time on vocabulary and call attention to how the 
vocabulary words have similar root words in Spanish and English, as well as 
many other languages.” 

 3 

4.6 Hands on 
materials and/or 
manipulatives 

Let students use their hands 
to touch and move 
materials. 

-Each student will receive 10 “organisms” or jelly beans and a paper towel to 
sort their jelly 

 1 

4.7 Review of key 
content 

Reinforce the memory of 
ideas. 

- “Why do scientists use dichotomous keys to classify organisms?” - reiterate 
the main point of the lesson in different question formats. We want the students 
to know that scientists use dichotomous keys to better understand relationships 
between organisms and to help classify and name organisms. 
 

 2 
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Data Collection Procedures and Timeline  

The participants were identified through the university-based teacher preparation 

program and degree plan. Their coursework of CUIN 4361 Second Language 

Methodology on Blackboard were collected after institutional review board (IRB) 

approval. Preservice teachers’ names and their PeopleSoft ID were replaced by digital 

numbers in order to avoid biases on purposeful sample selection and data collection. All 

the data were secured in the principal investigator’s (PI) office and stored on a password-

protected hard drive, while the printed hard copies were locked in the PI’s office.  

Data were generated by the preservice teachers as regular work in the course, then 

were collected on Blackboard and reviewed as archive data by the PI over a 4-week 

period. The data were collected from two types of coursework, 1) a formal lesson plan 

and 2) videoed teaching of that lesson plan on Youtube or Google Drive with their 

planned lesson. 

Collected Data from Lesson Plan. The course required preservice teachers to 

follow the university-based lesson plan template (see Appendix C) including the lesson 

title, lesson description, teaching resources and tools, teaching procedures, plans for 

differentiated instructions, and assessment. The PSTs also created a separate modified 

lesson plan for English language learners. PSTs included prompts/questions that they 

planned to ask and other notes to themselves about rationales for what they were doing. 

Collected Data from Videoed Teaching. The course required preservice teachers 

to teach the planned lesson at their school site and submit the videorecording to 

Blackboard.  
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Data Analysis 

Data Analytic Approaches  

After coding different indicators of linguistically responsive teaching with a 

scheme, the researcher ran NVivo qualitative data analysis to identify the indicators and 

SPSS statistics to report different indicator frequency levels and differences among 

content area groups of linguistically responsive teaching. 

The latest version of NVivo 12.0 software was employed as the analytical approach 

for qualitative data. It helped to explore the emerging themes and identify the words and 

discovery concepts with text frequency queries. 

The latest version of 26.0 IBM SPSS software was employed as the analytical 

approach (Muijs, 2011; Spatz, 2017). The collected data was entered into a Microsoft 

Excel spreadsheet initially, then imported into SPSS. The data results from NVivo was also 

saved as an SPSS file (.sav) for further quantitative statistics analysis.  

Analytical Technique for Addressing Each Research Question  

To address the first research question: “Are theoretical indicators of linguistically 

responsive teaching identified in the work of preservice teachers?”, the NVivo qualitative 

data analysis software was employed. The coding scheme in Table 3 was used to code the 

data. The assumption was to identify 21 indicators of the pedagogical knowledge and skills 

of linguistically responsive teachers, then the descriptive analysis was performed using 

SPSS. Descriptive statistics such as means, medians, and standard deviations (SDs) were 

reported. The highest and lowest value of the means and standard deviations identified the 
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strongest and weakest pedagogical knowledge and skills in EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice 

teachers’ linguistically responsive teaching. 

To address the second research question: “To what extent are these indicators 

evidenced in preservice teacher work samples?”, descriptive analysis such as frequency 

distributions was employed. These indicator levels of pedagogical knowledge and skills in 

linguistically responsive teaching was demonstrated in two types of preservice teachers’ 

two types of coursework, lesson plan and videoed teaching (Table 4), respectively.  
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Table 4 

Assumption of Indicator Levels of Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills in EC-6 and Grade 4-8 Preservice Teachers’ Linguistically 
Responsive Teaching  
 
Indicators Lesson Plan Videoed Teaching 

1. A repertoire of strategies 
for learning about the 
linguistic and academic 
backgrounds of ELLs in 
English and their native 
languages 

1.1 Content concepts appropriate for age and 
educational background level of students 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

1.2 Links explicitly made between past 
learning and new concepts 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

2. An understanding of and 
ability to apply key 
principles of second 
language learning 

2.1 Meaningful activities integrate lesson 
concepts with language practice opportunities 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

2.2 Speech appropriate for students’ 
proficiency levels 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

2.3 Frequent opportunities for interaction & 
discussion, which encourage elaborated 
responses 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

2.4 Sufficient wait time for student responses (indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

2.5 Activities provided for students to apply 
content & language knowledge 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

2.6 Activities integrate all language skills 
(reading, writing, listening, and speaking) 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

2.7 Review of key vocabulary (indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 



���

 

�

2.8 Regular feedback provided to students on 
their work 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

3. Ability to identify the 
language demands of 
classroom tasks 

3.1 Language objectives clearly defined (indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

3.2 Adaptation of content to all levels of 
student proficiency 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

 3.3 Key vocabulary related to content areas 
(e.g., math, science humanities including 
social studies and English language arts, etc.) 
emphasized 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

 3.4 Language objectives supported by lesson 
delivery 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

4.A repertoire of strategies 
for scaffolding instruction 
for ELLs 

4.1 Supplementary materials used, making 
the lesson clear and meaningful 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

4.2 Variety of techniques to make content 
clear 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

4.3 Verbal, procedural, and instructional 
scaffolds 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

4.4 Grouping configurations support 
language and content objectives 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

4.5 Opportunities for students to clarify key 
concepts in first language 

(indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

4.6 Hands on materials and/or manipulatives (indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 

4.7 Review of key content (indicator frequency level) (indicator frequency level) 
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To address the third research question: “Are there differences in the extent of the 

indicators of linguistically responsive teaching in preservice teachers preparing to teach in 

different content areas (EC-6 and Grade 4-8 Math, EC-6 and Grade 4-8 Science, EC-6 and 

Grade 4-8 Humanities including English Language Arts (ELA) and 4-8 Social Studies)?”, 

the indicator levels were compared among the different subgroups of EC-6 and Grade 4-8 

preservice teachers with SPSS One-way ANOVA. Alpha level for all statistics was set 

at .5.  If p < .05, it means there was a significant difference in the number of identified 

indicators across preservice teachers in different content areas. For example, the 

assumption was that indicator 3.3 of key vocabulary related to content areas in preservice 

teachers’ linguistically responsive teaching was different across different content areas.  

 To address the fourth research question: “For those EC-6 and Grade 4-8 PSTs who 

demonstrated the highest level indicators of LRT in their different content area lesson 

plans, do they exhibit LRT practices?”,	transcription of videotaped lessons and coding 

were used to understand the teaching practices of the preservice teacher who demonstrated 

the highest level of indicators of linguistically responsive teaching in each content area. 

The indicator frequency levels of videoed teaching were calculated and compared with the 

lesson plans to find evidence of how they exhibit linguistically responsive teaching 

practices.  

Ethical Issues  

Before conducting the study, all research procedures were approved by the 

institutional review board (IRB). The IRB protocol application was submitted and 

evaluated.  
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 All of the preservice teachers’ coursework including their written work and 

audio-recording had not been shared with anyone else. The printed hard copies were 

stored and locked in the primary investigator’s office.  

This research was valuable to enhance knowledge through a theory-based 

methodology. Based on that, participants were randomly selected, fairly and without bias. 

All participants’ data is highly confidential and was secured to protect their privacy, and 

their names were replaced by digital numbers to avoid bias and identification. The 

preservice teacher’s permission was obtained prior to conducting this research by having 

them sign the electronic consent forms for this research. If some of the participants were 

under the age of 18, a parents’ signature on the consent form was needed. The consent 

form informed participants about the research purpose, potential benefits, minimized 

risks, withdrawal opportunities, and monitoring of well-being.  

Summary 

This chapter explained the methodology of the study. It employed an exploratory 

sequential mixed-method to collect data of EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers’ 

linguistically responsive teaching indicators. This study implemented a comprehensive 

theoretical framework from 1) The expertise including orientations and pedagogical 

knowledge and skills of linguistically responsive teachers with TESOL (Teachers of 

English to Speakers of Other Languages) - NCATE (National Council for the 

Accreditation of Teacher Education) P-12 teacher education standards alignment (Lucas 

& Villegas, 2013; Lucas, et al., 2008) and 2) Knowledge and skills of linguistically 

responsive teachers with SIOP features (Moore, 2018 adapted from Lucas & Villegas, 

2013 and Echevarria, et al., 2008). Based on that, a coding scheme was developed as 
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instruments to analyze the 28 indicators and different levels of preservice teachers’ 

linguistically responsive teaching. 

Data sources came from two types of preservice teachers' coursework of the 

asynchronous course of CUIN 4361 Second Language Methodology Spring 2019 and Fall 

2019 on the Blackboard online system. It consisted of 1) lesson plan, and 2) videoed 

teaching on Youtube or Google Drive with their planned lesson. The participants of this 

study were EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers (n = 42), and 14 preservice teachers 

from each of the three content areas: 1) EC-6 and 4-8 Math, 2) EC-6 and 4-8 Science, 3) 

EC-6 and 4-8 Humanities including English Language Arts (ELA) and Social Studies. 

IRB approval was received before the data collection.   

The participants of EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers were recruited with 

the stratified random sample strategy, and participated in this study with their consent. 

The participants were further divided into homogeneous subgroups of different content 

areas with stratified random sampling. It applied the instrument of linguistically 

responsive teaching expertise coding scheme for document analysis. The qualitative data 

of coursework was used to explore and identify the indicators with NVivo 12.0 software. 

The 26.0 IBM SPSS statistics was employed to analyze the quantitative data.  

  



���

 

�

Chapter IV 

Results 

�Demographics 

This study recruited 42 PSTs for analyzing their coursework (n = 42). The mean 

age of participants is 24 years old (M = 24.21), the youngest PST is 21 years old, and the 

oldest is 35 years old, while 97.6% of the PSTs are female, and 2.4% are male. For 

ethnicity groups, 42.9% are Hispanic, 35.7% are White, 9.5% are Asian, 9.5% are Black, 

and 2.4% are unknown.  

Research Question 1: Are Theoretical Indicators of LRT Identified in the Lesson 

Plans of EC-6 and Grade 4-8 Preservice Teachers (PSTs)?  

 Based on coding and SPSS descriptive statistics, the theoretical indicators of LRT 

could be identified in the lesson plans of EC-6 and Grade 4-8 PSTs. The evidence in each 

twenty-one explicit indicators and four domains were reported as follows.  

Twenty-One Explicit Indicators  

As Table 3 shows, the indicator dictionary and the definition of each indicator was 

used as a coding scheme for identifying the theoretical indicators of LRT. Specifically, 

indicator 1.1 is evident when PSTs plan to teach content concepts appropriate to students’ 

grade levels, age, educational background, and language proficiency level. For instance, a 

PST wrote this in his/her lesson plan, “I picked animals that are familiar in Central 

America as ALL of my ELL students are from countries like Hondorus, Mexico, and other 

central American countries.....Be conscientious of ELLs English proficiency. My class is 

4-5 beginning level, and the majority is 24-25 are advanced-high”. Table 5 reports the 

coding frequency for indicator 1.1. In 15 PSTs lesson plans, there was no evidence of 
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indicator 1.1 (frequency valid was 0), which means about 35.7% of the preservice teachers 

did not have any evidence of indicator 1.1 in their lesson plans. Evidence of indicator 1.1 

was seen at least once in 27 PSTs lesson plans. This means indicator 1.1 was identified in 

about 64.3% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 7.2% having the indicator identified 

more than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 5 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 1.1 Content Concepts Appropriate for Age and 
Educational Background Level of Students  
 

 
Frequen

cy 
Percen

t 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Val
id 

0 15 35.7 35.7 35.7 
1 24 57.1 57.1 92.9 
2 2 4.8 4.8 97.6 
3 1 2.4 2.4 100.0 
Tot
al 

42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 2. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 1.1 
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Indicator 1.2 is evident when PSTs plan to make a link to students’ previous 

knowledge, content, and English vocabulary for learning new concepts. Here is an 

example, a PST wrote this in his/her lesson plan, “I picked animals from these regions to 

make the content relative to students' prior knowledge.” Table 6 reports the coding 

frequency for indicator 1.2. In 11 PSTs lesson plans, there was no evidence of indicator 1.2 

(frequency valid was 0), which means about 26.2% of the preservice teachers did not have 

any evidence of indicator 1.2 in their lesson plans. Evidence of indicator 1.2 was seen at 

least once in 31 PSTs lesson plans. This means indicator 1.2 was identified in about 73.8% 

of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 21.4% having the indicator identified more than 

once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 6 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 1.2 Links Explicitly Made between Past Learning and 
New Concepts 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 11 26.2 26.2 26.2 
1 22 52.4 52.4 78.6 
2 9 21.4 21.4 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 3. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 1.2 

Indicator 2.1 is evident when PSTs plan to organize activities that integrate 

knowledge with language related to the students’ own backgrounds. For example, one PST 

wrote that they intended to be a teacher who “is presenting students with materials and 

guiding discussion, but not correcting students. Use students’ prior knowledge of 

vocabulary to label the diagram...ELLs will be provided with a word list that has the 

cognates in their L1 and pictures to accompany the definitions of each word”. Table 7 

reports the coding frequency for indicator 2.1. In 25 PSTs lesson plans, there was no 

evidence of indicator 2.1 (frequency valid was 0), which means about 59.5% of the 

preservice teachers did not have any evidence of indicator 2.1 in their lesson plans. 

Evidence of indicator 2.1 was seen at least once in 17 PSTs lesson plans. This means 

indicator 2.1 was identified in about 40.5% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 11.9% 

having the indicator identified more than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 7 
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Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 2.1 Meaningful Activities Integrate Lesson Concepts 
with Language Practice Opportunities 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 25 59.5 59.5 59.5 
1 12 28.6 28.6 88.1 
2 3 7.1 7.1 95.2 
3 2 4.8 4.8 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 4. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 2.1 

Indicator 2.2 is evident when PSTs plan to speak appropriate English to students to 

ensure they can understand at their language proficiency levels. For instance, a PST wrote 

that they intended to “use appropriate levels of English or explain it in other ways to suit 

students’ different English proficiency”. Table 8 reports the coding frequency for indicator 

2.2. In 7 PSTs lesson plans, there was no evidence of indicator 2.2 (frequency valid was 0), 

which means about 16.7% of the preservice teachers did not have any evidence of indicator 

2.2 in their lesson plans. Evidence of indicator 2.2 was seen at least once in 35 PSTs lesson 



�
�

 

�

plans. This means indicator 2.2 was identified in about 83.3% of the lesson plans (see 

Figure 23), with 19.1% having the indicator identified more than once (frequency valid 

was greater than 1). 

Table 8 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 2.2 Speech Appropriate for Students’ Proficiency 
Levels 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 7 16.7 16.7 16.7 
1 27 64.3 64.3 81.0 
2 7 16.7 16.7 97.6 
3 1 2.4 2.4 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 5. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 2.2 

Indicator 2.3 is evident when PSTs plan to provide frequent opportunities for 

student discussion and peer support. For example, one PST wrote that they intend to let 

“students will work on a worksheet as an introduction to dichotomous keys with their 
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partner at their table. (ELLs will work with their table or partner to promote student 

discourse.” Table 9 reports the coding frequency for indicator 2.3. In two PSTs lesson 

plans, there was no evidence of indicator 2.3 (frequency valid was 0), which means about 

4.8% of the preservice teachers did not have any evidence of indicator 2.3 in their lesson 

plans. Evidence of indicator 2.3 was seen at least once in 40 PSTs lesson plans. This means 

indicator 2.3 was identified in about 92.5% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 14.2% 

having the indicator identified more than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 9 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 2.3 Frequent Opportunities for Interaction and 
Discussion, which Encourage Elaborated Responses 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 2 4.8 4.8 4.8 
1 34 81.0 81.0 85.7 
2 3 7.1 7.1 92.9 
3 3 7.1 7.1 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 6. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 2.3 

Indicator 2.4 is evident when PSTs plan to give sufficient wait time for students to 

answer questions and would not answer the question before students’ response. More 

specifically, one PST wrote that they intended to let “ELLs will have time to talk to their 

peers to increase social and academic language....Allow for plenty of student wait time.” 

Table 10 reports the coding frequency for indicator 2.4. In eight PSTs lesson plans, there 

was no evidence of indicator 2.4 (frequency valid was 0), which means about 19.0% of the 

preservice teachers did not have any evidence of indicator 2.4 in their lesson plans. 

Evidence of indicator 2.4 was seen at least once in 34 PSTs lesson plans. This means 

indicator 2.4 was identified in about 81.0% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 23.9% 

having the indicator identified more than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 10 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 2.4 Sufficient wait time for student responses 
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Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 8 19.0 19.0 19.0 
1 24 57.1 57.1 76.2 
2 7 16.7 16.7 92.9 
3 2 4.8 4.8 97.6 
6 1 2.4 2.4 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 7. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 2.4 

Indicator 2.5 is evident when PSTs plan to allow students to use and practice 

content and language knowledge. For instance, one PST wrote that they intended to 

implement the “Grade Jelly Bean Activity-This is time for students to clarify any 

remaining misconceptions regarding dichotomous keys.” Table 11 reports the coding 

frequency for indicator 2.5. In two PSTs lesson plans, there was no evidence of indicator 

2.5 (frequency valid was 0), which means about 4.8% of the preservice teachers did not 

have any evidence of indicator 2.5 in their lesson plans. Evidence of indicator 2.5 was seen 

at least once in 40 PSTs lesson plans. This means indicator 2.5 was identified in about 
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95.2% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 11.9% having the indicator identified more 

than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 11 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 2.5 Activities Provided for Students to Apply Content 
and Language Knowledge 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 2 4.8 4.8 4.8 
1 35 83.3 83.3 88.1 
2 5 11.9 11.9 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 8. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 2.5 

Indicator 2.6 is evident when PSTs plan to integrate four language skills such as 

listening, speaking, reading, and writing in the same activity. More specifically, one PST 

wrote that they intended to ensure “students will be able to identify, describe, and predict 

how changes to food chains affect ecosystems in written English, oral English, or pictorial 
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response.” Table 12 reports the coding frequency for indicator 2.6. In 15 PSTs lesson 

plans, there was no evidence of indicator 2.6 (frequency valid was 0), which means about 

35.7% of the preservice teachers did not have any evidence of indicator 2.6 in their lesson 

plans. Evidence of indicator 2.6 was seen at least once in 27 PSTs lesson plans. This means 

indicator 2.6 was identified in about 64.3% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 7.1% 

having the indicator identified more than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 12 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator2.6 Activities Integrate All Language Skills (Reading, 
Writing, Listening, and Speaking) 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 15 35.7 35.7 35.7 
1 24 57.1 57.1 92.9 
2 3 7.1 7.1 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 9. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 2.6 
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Indicator 2.7 is evident when PSTs plan to practice, review, and refresh the 

memory of key vocabulary for students. For example, one PST was giving an example of 

what they planned to say in lesson plan, “for ELLs this could be linguistically focused like 

“Yarisma, you pronounced ‘dichotomous’ perfectly! Can you remind me what it means?”. 

Table 13 reports the coding frequency for indicator 2.7. In six PSTs lesson plans, there was 

no evidence of indicator 2.7 (frequency valid was 0), which means about 14.3% of the 

preservice teachers did not have any evidence of indicator 2.7 in their lesson plans. 

Evidence of indicator 2.7 was seen at least once in 36 PSTs lesson plans. This means 

indicator 2.7 was identified in about 85.7% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 14.3% 

having the indicator identified more than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 13 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator2.7 Review of Key Vocabulary 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 6 14.3 14.3 14.3 
1 30 71.4 71.4 85.7 
2 5 11.9 11.9 97.6 
3 1 2.4 2.4 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 10. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 2.7 

Indicator 2.8 is evident when PSTs plan to respond to student’s questions and give 

feedback on their work. More specifically, one PST wrote in their lesson plan that they 

would say: “Wow Angel, you are using your dichotomous key very accurately!”....Make 

sure feedback is specific and academically focused”. Table 14 reports the coding frequency 

for indicator 2.8. In 42 PSTs lesson plans, there was evidence of indicator 2.8 was seen at 

least once in all of them. This means indicator 2.8 was identified in about 100.0% of the 

lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 11.9% having the indicator identified more than once 

(frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 14 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator2.8 Regular Feedback Provided to Students on Their 
Work 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

1 35 83.3 83.3 83.3 
2 5 11.9 11.9 95.2 
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3 2 4.8 4.8 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 11. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 2.8 

Indicator 3.1 is evident when PSTs plan to define language objectives before or 

during teaching. More specifically, one PST wrote that they intended to explain “language 

objective: The English Language Learners will be able to use scientific vocabulary to 

examine and then identify the relationships between organisms with the provided 

dichotomous key”. Table 15 reports the coding frequency for indicator 3.1. In 15 PSTs 

lesson plans, there was no evidence of indicator 3.1 (frequency valid was 0), which means 

about 35.7% of the preservice teachers did not have any evidence of indicator 3.1 in their 

lesson plans. Evidence of indicator 3.1 was seen at least once in 27 PSTs lesson plans. This 

means indicator 3.1 was identified in about 64.3% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 

2.4% having the indicator identified more than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 
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Table 15 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 3.1 Language Objectives Clearly Defined 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 15 35.7 35.7 35.7 
1 26 61.9 61.9 97.6 
2 1 2.4 2.4 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 12. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 3.1 

Indicator 3.2 is evident when PSTs plan to adjust the content to adapt to students’ 

different language levels. More specifically, one PST wrote that they intended to adjust 

some instructions by including “vocabulary will be provided and discussed in depth for 

ELLs, even though traditional 5E models do not define vocabulary, I will differentiate this 

lesson for ELLs”. Table 16 reports the coding frequency for indicator 3.2. In only one 

PSTs lesson plan, there was no evidence of indicator 3.2 (frequency valid was 0), which 

means about 2.4% of the preservice teachers did not have any evidence of indicator 3.2 in 
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their lesson plans. Evidence of indicator 3.2 was seen at least once in 41 PSTs lesson plans. 

This means indicator 3.2 was identified in about 97.6% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), 

with 50.0% having the indicator identified more than once (frequency valid was greater 

than 1). 

Table 16 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 3.2 Adaptation of Content to All Levels of Student 
Proficiency 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 1 2.4 2.4 2.4 
1 20 47.6 47.6 50.0 
2 8 19.0 19.0 69.0 
3 7 16.7 16.7 85.7 
4 4 9.5 9.5 95.2 
5 2 4.8 4.8 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 



���

 

�

 

Figure 13. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 3.2 

 Indicator 3.3 is evident when PSTs plan to use key vocabulary related to the 

specific content area being taught. For example, one PST wrote that they intended to 

“discuss how words often look the same in more than one language like organism - 

organismo. “organ” and “ism”....Discuss taxonomy -- taxonomia and dichotomy and 

dichotomia with students.” In Table 17, 7.1% of lesson plans had no evidence of indicator 

3.3 (frequency valid was 0), 83.3% of lesson plans had one instance of indicator 3.3, and in 

9.5% of lesson plans the indicator was identified more than once (frequency valid was 

greater than 1). In other words, 92.9% of indicator 3.3 was identified from 42 PST lesson 

plans (see Figure 23). 

Table 17 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 3.3 Key Vocabulary Related to Content Areas 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

0 3 7.1 7.1 7.1 
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Vali
d 

1 35 83.3 83.3 90.5 
2 3 7.1 7.1 97.6 
3 1 2.4 2.4 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 14. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 3.3 

Indicator 3.4 is evident when PSTs plan to make lesson sequences that support the 

language objectives. For example, one PST wrote that they intended to have “lesson 

sequence supports the language objectives achievement”. Table 18 reports the coding 

frequency for indicator 3.4. In 15 PSTs lesson plans, there was no evidence of indicator 3.4 

(frequency valid was 0), which means about 35.7% of the preservice teachers did not have 

any evidence of indicator 3.4 in their lesson plans. Evidence of indicator 3.4 was seen at 

least once in 27 PSTs lesson plans. This means indicator 3.4 was identified in about 64.3% 

of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 4.8% having the indicator identified more than 

once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 
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Table 18 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 3.4 Language Objectives Supported by Lesson Delivery 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 15 35.7 35.7 35.7 
1 25 59.5 59.5 95.2 
2 2 4.8 4.8 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 15. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 3.4 

Indicator 4.1 is evident when PSTs plan to use supplementary materials especially 

for ELLs to ensure that they feel the lesson is both clear and meaningful. For example, one 

PST wrote that they planned to use “Jelly Beans plastic bags, paper towels, Dichotomous 

Key printout (teacher made), Vocabulary Cheat sheet”. Table 19 reports the coding 

frequency for indicator 4.1. In two PSTs lesson plans, there was no evidence of indicator 

4.1 (frequency valid was 0), which means about 4.8% of the preservice teachers did not 

have any evidence of indicator 4.1 in their lesson plans. Evidence of indicator 4.1 was seen 
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at least once in 40 PSTs lesson plans. This means indicator 4.1 was identified in about 

95.2% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 7.1% having the indicator identified more 

than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 19 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 4.1 Supplementary Materials Used, Making the Lesson 
Clear and Meaningful 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 2 4.8 4.8 4.8 
1 37 88.1 88.1 92.9 
2 3 7.1 7.1 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 16. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 4.1 

Indicator 4.2 is evident when PSTs plan to use a variety of techniques including 

technology, white/blackboard, teacher’s body language, drawing, and physical objects to 

explain the content. For example, one PST wrote that they intended to use the “teacher 
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laptop EX: PowerPoint, Google, YouTube, etc. ELMO projector machine, PowerPoint, 

Cell Phone to film”. Table 20 reports the coding frequency for indicator 4.2. In 42 PSTs 

lesson plans, there was evidence of indicator 4.2 seen at least once. This means indicator 

4.2 was identified in 100.0% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 9.5% having the 

indicator identified more than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 20 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 4.2 Variety of Techniques to Make Content Clear 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

1 38 90.5 90.5 90.5 
2 4 9.5 9.5 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 17. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 4.2 

Indicator 4.3 is evident when PSTs plan to explain the procedures, review the 

instructions, and answer students’ questions as the scaffolding instructions. For instance, 
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one PST wrote that their instructions “will be the time for student questions and for the 

teacher to clear up student misconceptions before scaffolding more intermediate level 

assignments”. Table 21 reports the coding frequency for indicator 4.3. In 42 PSTs lesson 

plans, there was evidence of indicator 4.3 seen at least once. This means indicator 4.3 was 

identified in 100.0% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 23.8% having the indicator 

identified more than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 21 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 4.3 Verbal, Procedural, and Instructional Scaffolds 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

1 32 76.2 76.2 76.2 
2 8 19.0 19.0 95.2 
3 2 4.8 4.8 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 18. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 4.3 
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Indicator 4.4 is evident when PSTs organize students in pairs and groups with 

certain criteria and reasons for helping each other to meet language objectives. More 

specifically, one PST wrote that they intended to have “ELL students will be paired with 

non-ELL students”. Table 22 reports the coding frequency for indicator 4.4. In 10 PSTs 

lesson plans, there was no evidence of indicator 4.4 (frequency valid was 0), which means 

about 23.8% of the preservice teachers did not have any evidence of indicator 4.4 in their 

lesson plans. Evidence of indicator 4.4 was seen at least once in 32 PSTs lesson plans. This 

means indicator 4.4 was identified in about 76.2% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 

21.4% having the indicator identified more than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 22 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 4.4 Grouping Configurations Support Language and 
Content Objectives 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 10 23.8 23.8 23.8 
1 23 54.8 54.8 78.6 
2 8 19.0 19.0 97.6 
3 1 2.4 2.4 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  
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Figure 19. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 4.4 

Indicator 4.5 is evident when PSTs allow students to discuss concepts or clarify key 

contents and instructions in their first language. More specifically, one PST wrote that they 

intended to “spend time on vocabulary and call attention to how the vocabulary words have 

similar root words in Spanish and English, as well as many other languages”. Table 23 

reports the coding frequency for indicator 4.5. In 28 PSTs lesson plans, there was no 

evidence of indicator 4.5 (frequency valid was 0), which means about 66.7% of the 

preservice teachers did not have any evidence of indicator 4.5 in their lesson plans. 

Evidence of indicator 4.5 was seen at least once in 14 PSTs lesson plans. This means 

indicator 4.5 was identified in about 33.3% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 16.7% 

having the indicator identified more than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 23 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 4.5 Opportunities for Students to Clarify Key Concepts 
in First Language 
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Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 28 66.7 66.7 66.7 
1 7 16.7 16.7 83.3 
2 5 11.9 11.9 95.2 
3 1 2.4 2.4 97.6 
4 1 2.4 2.4 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 20. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 4.5 

Indicator 4.6 is evident when PSTs let students use their hands to touch and move 

materials for practicing knowledge. For instance, one PST wrote that they intended to 

make “each student will receive 10 “organisms” or jelly beans and a paper towel to sort 

their jelly”. Table 24 reports the coding frequency for indicator 4.6. In only one PSTs 

lesson plan, there was no evidence of indicator 4.6 (frequency valid was 0), which means 

about 2.4% of the preservice teachers did not have any evidence of indicator 4.6 in their 

lesson plans. Evidence of indicator 4.6 was seen at least once in 41 PSTs lesson plans. This 
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means indicator 4.6 was identified in about 97.6% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 

14.3% having the indicator identified more than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 24 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 4.6 Hands on Materials and/or Manipulatives 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

0 1 2.4 2.4 2.4 
1 35 83.3 83.3 85.7 
2 5 11.9 11.9 97.6 
3 1 2.4 2.4 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

Figure 21. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 4.6 

Indicator 4.7 is evident when PSTs plan to reinforce the memory of ideas and 

review key content concepts. In one PST’s lesson plan, they were giving an example of 

what they planned to say: “why do scientists use dichotomous keys to classify 

organisms?”. They then explained that the purpose of this question was to “reiterate the 

main point of the lesson in different question formats. We want the students to know that 
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scientists use dichotomous keys to better understand relationships between organisms and 

to help classify and name organisms”. Table 25 reports the coding frequency for indicator 

4.7. In 42 PSTs lesson plans, there was evidence of indicator 4.7 seen at least once. This 

means indicator 4.7 was identified in 100.0% of the lesson plans (see Figure 23), with 

21.4% having the indicator identified more than once (frequency valid was greater than 1). 

Table 25 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 4.7 Review of Key Content 
 

 
Frequenc
y Percent 

Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Vali
d 

1 33 78.6 78.6 78.6 
2 9 21.4 21.4 100.0 
Total 42 100.0 100.0  

 

 

Figure 22. Histogram graph of normal distribution of indicator 4.7 
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Figure 23. Bar graph of frequency of 21 indicators of EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice 

teachers’ linguistically responsive teaching in their lesson plans�

Four Domains  

Each domain scores of LRT were calculated as the total indicator frequency of each 

of the four domains. For domain 1: a repertoire of strategies for learning about the 

linguistic and academic backgrounds of ELLs in English and their native languages, Table 

26 shows the percentage of different frequency levels, 11.6% of domain 1 was 

unidentified, 32.6% was identified once, and 53.5% was identified more than once for all 

42 PSTs. In other words, 86.1% of domain 1 was identified from PSTs’ lesson plans. The 

bar graph of Figure 24 shows the most frequent levels of domain 1 were identified one or 

two times. 

Table 26 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator Domain 1 A repertoire of strategies for learning about 
the linguistic and academic backgrounds of ELLs in English and their native language 
 

 
 

Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 0 5 11.6 11.9 11.9 
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1 14 32.6 33.3 45.2 
2 14 32.6 33.3 78.6 
3 8 18.6 19.0 97.6 
5 1 2.3 2.4 100.0 
Total 42 97.7 100.0  

Missing System 1 2.3   
Total 43 100.0    

 

 

Figure 24. Bar graph of the indicator frequency of domain 1 

For domain 2: an understanding of and ability to apply key principles of second 

language learning. Table 27 shows the percentage of different frequency levels, 100.0% of 

domain 2 was identified more than once for all 42 PSTs. The bar graph of Figure 25 shows 

the most frequent levels of domain 2 were identified eight or nine times. 

Table 27 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator Domain 2 An understanding of and ability to apply key 
principles of second language learning 
 

 
 

Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 
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Valid 3 1 2.3 2.4 2.4 
4 4 9.3 9.5 11.9 
5 2 4.7 4.8 16.7 
6 3 7.0 7.1 23.8 
7 7 16.3 16.7 40.5 
8 8 18.6 19.0 59.5 
9 8 18.6 19.0 78.6 
10 3 7.0 7.1 85.7 
11 2 4.7 4.8 90.5 
12 2 4.7 4.8 95.2 
13 1 2.3 2.4 97.6 
15 1 2.3 2.4 100.0 
Total 42 97.7 100.0  

Missing System 1 2.3   
Total 43 100.0    

 

 

Figure 25. Bar graph of the indicator frequency of domain 2 

For domain 3: ability to identify the language demands of classroom tasks, Table 

28 shows the percentage of different frequency levels. There are 100.0% of domain 3 was 

identified, 7.0% out of them was identified once, and 93.0% was identified more than once 
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for all 42 PSTs. The bar graph of Figure 26 shows the most frequent levels of domain 3 

were identified four times. 

Table 28 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator Domain 3 Ability to identify the language demands of 
classroom tasks 
 

 
 

Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 3 7.0 7.1 7.1 
2 8 18.6 19.0 26.2 
3 1 2.3 2.4 28.6 
4 10 23.3 23.8 52.4 
5 7 16.3 16.7 69.0 
6 7 16.3 16.7 85.7 
7 3 7.0 7.1 92.9 
8 2 4.7 4.8 97.6 
9 1 2.3 2.4 100.0 
Total 42 97.7 100.0  

Missing System 1 2.3   
Total 43 100.0    
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Figure 26. Bar graph of the indicator frequency of domain 3 

For domain 4: a repertoire of strategies for scaffolding instruction for ELLs, Table 

29 shows the percentage of different frequency levels. There are 100.0% of domain 4 was 

identified more than once for all 42 PSTs. The bar graph of Figure 27 shows the most 

frequent levels of domain 4 were identified six times. 

Table 29 

Frequency of PSTs’ LRT Indicator Domain 4 A repertoire of strategies for scaffolding 
instruction for ELLs 
 

 
 

Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 4 1 2.3 2.4 2.4 
5 4 9.3 9.5 11.9 
6 16 37.2 38.1 50.0 
7 4 9.3 9.5 59.5 
8 6 14.0 14.3 73.8 
9 5 11.6 11.9 85.7 
10 1 2.3 2.4 88.1 
11 4 9.3 9.5 97.6 
13 1 2.3 2.4 100.0 
Total 42 97.7 100.0  

Missing System 1 2.3   
Total 43 100.0    
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Figure 27. Bar graph of the indicator frequency of domain 4 

In summary, as it is shown in Figure 23, the indicators 2.8, 4.2, and 4.3 were fully 

identified in EC-6 and Grade 4-8 PSTs’ lesson plans, while only 33.3% of indicator 4.5 

was identified in EC-6 and Grade 4-8 PSTs’ lesson plans. For domain 2, 3, and 4, they 

were completely identified in EC-6 and Grade 4-8 PSTs’ lesson plans, while only 86.1% of 

domain 1 indicators was identified in EC-6 and Grade 4-8 PSTs’ lesson plans. 

Although theoretical indicators of LRT can be identified in each of the lesson plans, 

but different PSTs’ demonstrated different levels of knowledge and skills in their lesson 

plans. Teacher education program should have PSTs learn LRT throughout the teacher 

education curricula. Findings suggest that the course Second Language Acquisition may 

not be enough or that PSTs will need more opportunities to practice LRT in classrooms. 
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Research Question 2: To What Extent are These Indicators Evidenced in EC-6 and 

Grade 4-8 PST Lesson Plans?  

As it is shown in Table 30, EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers demonstrated 

the highest level of LRT indicator 3.2: adaptation of content to all levels of student 

proficiency (M = 1.98, SD = 1.259). However, they demonstrated the lowest level of LRT 

indicators 4.5: opportunities for students to clarify key concepts in first language (M = .57, 

SD = .966). PSTs also demonstrated the lowest level of indicator 2.1, which has less 

meaningful activities integrating lesson concepts with language practice opportunities was 

also demonstrated as the lowest level (M = .57, SD = .831). 

Since the distributions were skewed in most cases, the median for each indicator 

and domain were provided. For each indicator coded from 42 PSTs, the median is the 

average of the two middle values of indicator frequency. The median of indicator 3.2 is 

1.50, while the median of indicator 4.5 and 2.1 are .00. 
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Table 30 

Descriptive Statistics of Each Indicators of Preservice Teachers’ Linguistically Responsive Teaching 
 

 N 
Mini 
mum 

Maxi 
mum Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Skewness  
 
Median Statistic 

Std. 
Error 

Indicator3.2 Adaptation of content to all levels of student 
proficiency 

42    0 5 1.98 1.259 .894 .365 1.50 

Indicator4.3 Verbal, procedural, and instructional scaffolds 42 1 3 1.29 .554 1.847 .365 1.00 
Indicator2.8 Regular feedback provided to students on their 
work 

42 1 3 1.21 .520 2.458 .365 1.00 

Indicator4.7 Review of key content 42 1 2 1.21 .415 1.445 .365 1.00 
Indicator2.4 Sufficient wait time for student responses 42 0 6 1.19 1.065 2.401 .365 1.00 
Indicator2.3 Frequent opportunities for interaction & 
discussion, which encourage elaborated responses 

42 0 3 1.17 .621 1.802 .365 1.00 

Indicator4.6 Hands on materials and/or manipulatives 42 0 3 1.14 .472 1.936 .365 1.00 
Indicator4.2 Variety of techniques to make content clear 42 1 2 1.10 .297 2.861 .365 1.00 
Indicator2.5 Activities provided for students to apply content 
& language knowledge 

42 0 2 1.07 .407 .582 .365 1.00 

Indicator2.2 Speech appropriate for students’ proficiency 
levels 

42 0 3 1.05 .661 .483 .365 1.00 

Indicator3.3 Key vocabulary related to content areas (e.g., 
STEM and humanities, or math, science, social studies, 
English language arts, EC-6 generalist, etc.) emphasized 

42 0 3 1.05 .492 1.419 .365 1.00 

Indicator4.1 Supplementary materials used, making the lesson 
clear and meaningful 

42 0 2 1.02 .348 .390 .365 1.00 

Indicator2.7 Review of key vocabulary 42 0 3 1.02 .604 .688 .365 1.00 
Indicator4.4 Grouping configurations support language and 
content objectives 

42 0 3 1.00 .733 .391 .365 1.00 
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Indicator1.2 Links explicitly made between past learning and 
new concepts 

42 0 2 .95 .697 .064 .365 1.00 

Indicator1.1 Content concepts appropriate for age and 
educational background level of students 

42 0 3 .74 .665 .871 .365 1.00 

Indicator2.6 Activities integrate all language skills (reading, 
writing, listening, and speaking) 

42 0 2 .71 .596 .178 .365 1.00 

Indicator3.4 Language objectives supported by lesson 
delivery 

42 0 2 .69 .563 .042 .365 1.00 

Indicator3.1 Language objectives clearly defined 42 0 2 .67 .526 -.196 .365 1.00 
Indicator4.5 Opportunities for students to clarify key concepts 
in first language 

42 0 4 .57 .966 1.831 .365 .00 

Indicator2.1 Meaningful activities integrate lesson concepts 
with language practice opportunities 

42 0 3 .57 .831 1.505 .365 .00 

Valid N (listwise) 42        
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Table 31 

Descriptive Statistics of Overall Indicators and Each Domain of Preservice Teachers’ Linguistically Responsive Teaching 
 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 

 
Skewness 

 
 
 
Medi
an         

Statisti
c Std. Error 

Domain1 A repertoire of strategies for learning about 
the linguistic and academic backgrounds of ELLs in 
English and their native language 

42 0 5 1.69 1.070 .540 .365 2.00 

Domain2 An understanding of and ability to apply key 
principles of second language learning 

42 3 15 8.00 2.566 .327 .365 8.00 

Domain3 Ability to identify the language demands of 
classroom tasks 

42 1 9 4.40 2.049 .117 .365 4.00 

Domain4 A repertoire of strategies for scaffolding 
instruction for ELLs 

42 4 13 7.33 2.044 .891 .365 6.50 

Overrall Indicators 42 11 38 21.43 6.302 .483 .365 21.0
0 

Valid N (listwise) 42        
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In Table 31, EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers demonstrated the highest level 

of LRT domain 2: an understanding of and ability to apply key principles of second 

language learning with a median of 8.00 (M = 8.00, SD = 2.566). The lowest level of LRT 

domain is domain 1: A repertoire of strategies for learning about the linguistic and 

academic backgrounds of ELLs in English and their native languages, with a median of 

2.00 (M = 1.69, SD = 1.070). 

In summary, EC-6 and Grade 4-8 PSTs demonstrated highest level of LRT in 

adapting appropriate content to meet the needs of students who have different language 

proficiency levels. This means that PSTs were aware that differential instruction is 

necessary for ELLs. However, the PSTs were less successful in knowing how to provide 

specific and effective instruction to ELLs. According to the results, PSTs demonstrated the 

lowest level of LRT in providing opportunities to students to discuss content concepts in 

their first language and integrating less activities related to students’ own backgrounds. 

These findings reflect that PSTs knew it is important to use differentiated instruction to 

ELLs, but they did not know how to draw on students’ first language to benefit ELLs’ 

language learning and academic development. Additionally, result found that most PSTs 

did not know how to link activities to ELLs’ own backgrounds. For example, when one 

PST used “jelly beans” activity to teach “dichotomy”, they did not know jelly beans are 

very common to American children but unfamiliar to ELLs’s own background. At that 

point, ELLs may feel lost to connect “jelly beans” activity to content concepts. This is the 

problem for PSTs should learn and improve their LRT in teacher education program. 



���

 

�

Research Question 3: Are There Differences in the Extent of the Indicators of LRT in 

EC-6 and Grade 4-8 PSTs Preparing to Teach in Math, Science, and Humanities? 

 To address the third research question, the differences of indicators and domains 

across three content areas were compared respectively. At the indicator level, since the 

frequency distribution for each indicator is very skewed (see Figures 2 to 22), Chi-square 

test would be appropriate to test the association between content areas and each LRT 

indicator frequency.  

At the domain level, the frequency distribution is closer to normal (see Figures 49 

to 52), One-way ANOVA is appropriate to compare domain frequency across content 

areas.  

Association between Content Areas and LRT Indicators  

In this study, the ordinal variables of LRT indicators consist of three independent 

groups (math, humanities, and science). The frequency of indicators was collapsed into the 

other categorical variable, which consists of three independent groups: unidentified 

(frequency 0); identified once (frequency 1); identified more than once (frequency >1). 

The Chi-square test is used when there are two categorical variables and a determination if 

one variable is related to another is desired. Hence, a 3 (content area groups) by 3 

(identification levels) Chi-square test was performed for each indicator. The results showed 

that Chi-square tests were not statistically significant (p > .05) except for indicators 4.3 and 

4.4. This means three groups (math, humanities, and science) demonstrate equivalent LRT 

indicators except for LRT indicators 4.3 and 4.4 (Table 32 to 52). See the bar graphs in 

Figure 28 to 47 for a presentation of a clear view of different frequency levels of 

indicators. 
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As it is shown in Table 48, the Chi-square test tells us that there is statistically 

significant association between content area groups (math, humanities, and science) and 

frequency levels (unidentified, identified once, and identified more than once) of indicator 

4.3, χ (2) = 9.713, p = .008 (p < .05). This means that different content area groups (e.g., 

math, humanities, and science PSTs) are related to how to use verbal, procedural, and 

instructional scaffolds to teach ELLs in different ways. The Figure 43 also showed a bar 

graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 4.3 across content area groups. 

For indicator 4.4, Chi-square test (Table 49) also showed that a statistically 

significant association between content area groups and frequency levels, χ (4) = 11.562, p 

= .021 (p < .05). This means that different content area groups (e.g., math, humanities, and 

science PSTs) are also related to how to organize students and grouping configurations 

support language and content objectives for ELLs in different ways. Figure 44 also showed 

a bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 4.4 across content area groups. 

Chi-square test indicated that the rest of indicators were not statistically significant 

associated with content area groups (p > .05). (See Tables 32 to 47, Tables 50 to 52)  

Table 32 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator1.1 Content Concepts 
Appropriate for Age and Educational Background Level of Students 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator1.1 

Unidentified 
Identified 
once 

Identified 
more 
than once Total 

Math Count 4 9 1 14 
% within Content Areas 28.6% 64.3% 7.1% 100.0% 
% within Indicator  26.7% 37.5% 33.3% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 9 5 0 14 
% within Content Areas 64.3% 35.7% 0.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator  60.0% 20.8% 0.0% 33.3% 
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Science Count 2 10 2 14 
% within Content Areas 14.3% 71.4% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator  13.3% 41.7% 66.7% 33.3% 

Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 8.950, p = .062 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 28. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 1.1 across content area 

groups�

Table 33 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 1.2 Links Explicitly Made 
between Past Learning and New Concepts  
 

 

Content 
Area 

 Indicator 1.2  

Uniden
tified 

Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

 Math Count 2 8 4 14 
% within Content Areas 14.3% 57.1% 28.6% 100.0% 
% within Indicator  18.2% 36.4% 44.4% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 2 10 2 14 
% within Content Areas 14.3% 71.4% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 18.2% 45.5% 22.2% 33.3% 

Science Count 7 4 3 14 
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% within Content Areas 50.0% 28.6% 21.4% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 63.6% 18.2% 33.3% 33.3% 

Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 7.758, p = .101 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 29. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 1.2 across content area 

groups 

Table 34 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 2.1 Meaningful Activities 
Integrate Lesson Concepts with Language Practice Opportunities 
 

 

Content 
Area 

 Indicator 2.1  

Unident
ified 

Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

 Math Count 6 6 2 14 
% within Content Areas 42.9% 42.9% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator  24.0% 50.0% 40.0% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 9 5 0 14 
% within Content Areas 64.3% 35.7% 0.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 36.0% 41.7% 0.0% 33.3% 

Science Count 10 1 3 14 
% within Content Areas 71.4% 7.1% 21.4% 100.0% 
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% within Indicator 40.0% 8.3% 60.0% 33.3% 
Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 7.340, p = .119 (p > .05). 
  

 

Figure 30. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 2.1 across content area 

groups 

Table 35 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 2.2 Speech Appropriate for 
Students’ Proficiency Levels 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 2.2  

Unidentified 
Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 2 10 2 14 
% within Content Areas 14.3% 71.4% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 28.6% 37.0% 25.0% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 0 12 2 14 
% within Content Areas 0.0% 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 0.0% 44.4% 25.0% 33.3% 

Science Count 5 5 4 14 
% within Content Areas 35.7% 35.7% 28.6% 100.0% 
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% within Indicator 71.4% 18.5% 50.0% 33.3% 
Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 9.317, p = .054 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 31. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 2.2 across content area 

groups�

Table 36 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 2.3 Frequent Opportunities 
for Interaction and Discussion, which Encourage Elaborated Responses 
 

 

Content 
Area 

 Indicator 2.3  

Unidentif
ied 

Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

 Math Count 0 13 1 14 
% within Content Areas 0.0% 92.9% 7.1% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 0.0% 38.2% 16.7% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 0 13 1 14 
% within Content Areas 0.0% 92.9% 7.1% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 0.0% 38.2% 16.7% 33.3% 

Science Count 2 8 4 14 
% within Content Areas 14.3% 57.1% 28.6% 100.0% 
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% within Indicator 100.0% 23.5% 66.7% 33.3% 
Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 8.471, p = .076 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 32. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 2.3 across content area 

groups 

Table 37 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 2.4 Sufficient wait time for 
student responses 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 2.4  

Unidentified 
Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 2 7 5 14 
% within Content Areas 14.3% 50.0% 35.7% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 25.0% 29.2% 50.0% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 2 11 1 14 
% within Content Areas 14.3% 78.6% 7.1% 100.0% 



�
�

 

�

% within Indicator 25.0% 45.8% 10.0% 33.3% 
Science Count 4 6 4 14 

% within Content Areas 28.6% 42.9% 28.6% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 50.0% 25.0% 40.0% 33.3% 

Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 5.350, p = .253 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 33. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 2.4 across content area 

groups 

Table 38 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 2.5 Activities Provided for 
Students to Apply Content and Language Knowledge 
 

 

Content 
Area 

 Indicator 2.5  

Unide
ntified 

Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

 Math Count 1 11 2 14 
% within Content Areas 7.1% 78.6% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 50.0% 31.4% 40.0% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 0 13 1 14 
% within Content Areas 0.0% 92.9% 7.1% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 0.0% 37.1% 20.0% 33.3% 
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Science Count 1 11 2 14 
% within Content Areas 7.1% 78.6% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 50.0% 31.4% 40.0% 33.3% 

Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 1.629, p = .804 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 34. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 2.5 across content area 

groups 

Table 39 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 2.6 Activities Integrate All 
Language Skills (Reading, Writing, Listening, and Speaking) 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 2.6  

Unidentified 
Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 5 9 0 14 
% within Content Areas 35.7% 64.3% 0.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 33.3% 37.5% 0.0% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 5 9 0 14 
% within Content Areas 35.7% 64.3% 0.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 33.3% 37.5% 0.0% 33.3% 
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Science Count 5 6 3 14 
% within Content Areas 35.7% 42.9% 21.4% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 33.3% 25.0% 100.0% 33.3% 

Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 6.750 p = .150 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 35. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 2.6 across content area 

groups 

Table 40 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 2.7 Review of Key 
Vocabulary 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 2.7  

Unidentified 
Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 4 9 1 14 
% within Content Areas 28.6% 64.3% 7.1% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 66.7% 30.0% 16.7% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 0 12 2 14 
% within Content Areas 0.0% 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 0.0% 40.0% 33.3% 33.3% 

Science Count 2 9 3 14 
% within Content Areas 14.3% 64.3% 21.4% 100.0% 
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% within Indicator 33.3% 30.0% 50.0% 33.3% 
Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 5.600, p = .231 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 36. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 2.7 across content area 

groups�

Table 41 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 2.8 Regular Feedback 
Provided to Students on Their Work 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 2.8  

Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 11 3 14 
% within Content Areas 78.6% 21.4% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 31.4% 42.9% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 12 2 14 
% within Content Areas 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 34.3% 28.6% 33.3% 

Science Count 12 2 14 
% within Content Areas 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 
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% within Indicator 34.3% 28.6% 33.3% 
Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (2) = .343, p = .842 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 37. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 2.8 across content area 

groups 

Table 42 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 3.1 Language Objectives 
Clearly Defined 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 3.1  

Unidentified 
Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 5 8 1 14 
% within Content Areas 35.7% 57.1% 7.1% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 33.3% 30.8% 100.0% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 6 8 0 14 
% within Content Areas 42.9% 57.1% 0.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 40.0% 30.8% 0.0% 33.3% 

Science Count 4 10 0 14 
% within Content Areas 28.6% 71.4% 0.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 26.7% 38.5% 0.0% 33.3% 
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Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 2.708, p = .608 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 38. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 3.1 across content area 

groups 

Table 43 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 3.2 Adaptation of Content to 
All Levels of Student Proficiency 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 3.2  

Unidentified 
Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 0 8 6 14 
% within Content Areas 0.0% 57.1% 42.9% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 0.0% 40.0% 28.6% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 0 4 10 14 
% within Content Areas 0.0% 28.6% 71.4% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 0.0% 20.0% 47.6% 33.3% 

Science Count 1 8 5 14 
% within Content Areas 7.1% 57.1% 35.7% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 100.0% 40.0% 23.8% 33.3% 
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Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 5.600, p = .231 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 39. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 3.2 across content area 

groups 

Table 44 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 3.3 Key Vocabulary Related 
to Content Areas 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 3.3  

Unidentified 
Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 1 13 0 14 
% within Content Areas 7.1% 92.9% 0.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 33.3% 37.1% 0.0% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 1 12 1 14 
% within Content Areas 7.1% 85.7% 7.1% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 33.3% 34.3% 25.0% 33.3% 

Science Count 1 10 3 14 
% within Content Areas 7.1% 71.4% 21.4% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 33.3% 28.6% 75.0% 33.3% 

Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 3.900, p = .420 (p > .05).  
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Figure 40. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 3.3 across content area 

groups 

Table 45 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 3.4 Language Objectives 
Supported by Lesson Delivery 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 3.4  

Unidentified 
Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 5 8 1 14 
% within Content Areas 35.7% 57.1% 7.1% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 33.3% 32.0% 50.0% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 6 8 0 14 
% within Content Areas 42.9% 57.1% 0.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 40.0% 32.0% 0.0% 33.3% 

Science Count 4 9 1 14 
% within Content Areas 28.6% 64.3% 7.1% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 26.7% 36.0% 50.0% 33.3% 

Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 1.480, p = .830 (p > .05).  
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Figure 41. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 3.4 across content area 

groups 

Table 46 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 4.1 Supplementary Materials 
Used, Making the Lesson Clear and Meaningful 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 4.1  

Unidentified 
Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 0 13 1 14 
% within Content Areas 0.0% 92.9% 7.1% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 0.0% 35.1% 33.3% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 0 14 0 14 
% within Content Areas 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 0.0% 37.8% 0.0% 33.3% 

Science Count 2 10 2 14 
% within Content Areas 14.3% 71.4% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 100.0% 27.0% 66.7% 33.3% 

Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 6.703, p = .152 (p > .05).  
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Figure 42. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 4.1 across content area 

groups 

Table 47 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 4.2 Variety of Techniques to 
Make Content Clear 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 4.2  

Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 13 1 14 
% within Content Areas 92.9% 7.1% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 34.2% 25.0% 33.3% 
% of Total 31.0% 2.4% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 14 0 14 
% within Content Areas 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 36.8% 0.0% 33.3% 
% of Total 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 

Science Count 11 3 14 
% within Content Areas 78.6% 21.4% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 28.9% 75.0% 33.3% 
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Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 3.868, p = .145 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 43. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 4.2 across content area 

groups 

Table 48 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 4.3 Verbal, Procedural, and 
Instructional Scaffolds  
 
Content 
Area 

 
Indicator 4.3 

  
Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 7 7 14 
% within Content Areas 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 21.9% 70.0% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 14 0 14 
% within Content Areas 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 43.8% 0.0% 33.3% 

Science Count 11 3 14 
% within Content Areas 78.6% 21.4% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 34.4% 30.0% 33.3% 
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Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (2) = 9.713, p = .008, (p < .05).  
 

 

Figure 44. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 4.3 across content area 

groups 

Table 49 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 4.4 Grouping Configurations 
Support Language and Content Objectives 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 4.4  

Unidentified 
Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 3 9 2 14 
% within Content Areas 21.4% 64.3% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 30.0% 39.1% 22.2% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 4 10 0 14 
% within Content Areas 28.6% 71.4% 0.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 40.0% 43.5% 0.0% 33.3% 

Science Count 3 4 7 14 
% within Content Areas 21.4% 28.6% 50.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 30.0% 17.4% 77.8% 33.3% 

Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 11.562, p = .021 (p < .05).  
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Figure 45. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 4.4 across content area 

groups 

Table 50 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 4.5 Opportunities for 
Students to Clarify Key Concepts in First Language 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 4.5  

Unidentified 
Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 8 3 3 14 
% within Content Areas 57.1% 21.4% 21.4% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 28.6% 42.9% 42.9% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 11 3 0 14 
% within Content Areas 78.6% 21.4% 0.0% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 39.3% 42.9% 0.0% 33.3% 

Science Count 9 1 4 14 
% within Content Areas 64.3% 7.1% 28.6% 100.0% 
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% within Indicator 
objectives 

32.1% 14.3% 57.1% 33.3% 

Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 5.357, p = .253 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 46. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 4.5 across content area 

groups 

Table 51 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 4.6 Hands on Materials 
and/or Manipulatives 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 4.6  

Unidentified 
Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 1 11 2 14 
% within Content Areas 7.1% 78.6% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 100.0% 31.4% 33.3% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 0 12 2 14 
% within Content Areas 0.0% 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 0.0% 34.3% 33.3% 33.3% 

Science Count 0 12 2 14 
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% within Content Areas 0.0% 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 0.0% 34.3% 33.3% 33.3% 

Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (4) = 2.057, p = .725 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 47. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 4.6 across content area 

groups 

Table 52 

Crosstab Count and Chi-Square Test of PSTs’ LRT Indicator 4.7 Review of Key Content 
 
Content 
Area 

 Indicator 4.7  

Identified 
once 

Identified 
more than 
once Total 

Math Count 12 2 14 
% within Content Areas 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 36.4% 22.2% 33.3% 

Humanities Count 12 2 14 
% within Content Areas 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 36.4% 22.2% 33.3% 

Science Count 9 5 14 
% within Content Areas 64.3% 35.7% 100.0% 
% within Indicator 27.3% 55.6% 33.3% 
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Note. Chi-Square Test result is χ (2) = 2.545, p = .280 (p > .05).  
 

 

Figure 48. Bar graph of the different frequency levels of indicator 4.7 across content area 

groups 

Normality Test For Domain Frequencies 

First, assumption of normal distribution is checked before conducting ANOVA 

tests. The dependent variables of four domains and overall indicators of PSTs’ LRT can be 

shown to be normally distributed for each group as the independent variable using the 

Shapiro-Wilk test of normality, Histograms, Skewness and Kurtosis, and normal Q-Q plot. 

In Table 53, the Shapiro-Wilk of test of normality of overall indicates across three groups 

that we can reject the alternative hypothesis, p1 = .706, p2 = .090, p1 = .787, (p > .05), 

meaning that the data comes from the normal distribution. In Figure 48 to 52, they also 

show a normal distribution of overall indicators and four domains, so One-way ANOVA 

testing can be conducted for the content areas in LRT domains and overall indicators. 
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Table 53 

Tests of Normality of Overall Indicators  
 

 
1-Math,2-
Humanities, 
3-Science 

Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 
Overall 
Indicators 

1 .105 14 .200* .959 14 .706 
2 .137 14 .200* .893 14 .090 
3 .114 14 .200* .964 14 .787 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
 

 

Figure 49. Histogram graph of normal distribution of overall indicators of preservice 

teachers’ linguistically responsive teaching 
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Figure 50. Histogram graph of normal distribution of domain 1 of preservice teachers’ 

linguistically responsive teaching 

 

Figure 51. Histogram graph of normal distribution of domain 2 of preservice teachers’ 

linguistically responsive teaching 
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Figure 52. Histogram graph of normal distribution of domain 3 of preservice teachers’ 

linguistically responsive teaching 

 

Figure 53. Histogram graph of normal distribution of domain 4 of preservice teachers’ 

linguistically responsive teaching 

Differences among Content Areas in LRT Domains 
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One-way ANOVA found that there are no significant differences among content 

areas except in domain 4, F (2, 39) = 3.817, p = .031 (p< .05), meaning different content 

area PSTs demonstrate different strategies for scaffolding instruction for ELLs (Tables 54 

and 55). The post hoc test (Table 56) shows that the differences are specifically between 

humanities PSTs and science PSTs (p = .030, p < .05).  
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Table 54 

Descriptive Statistics of Four Domains  
 
 Content 

Areas 
 
N 

 
Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Std. 
Error 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

Domain1 A repertoire of strategies for learning about 
the linguistic and academic backgrounds of ELLs in 
English and their native language 

Math 14 1.93 .997 .267 0 3 
Humanities 14 1.36 .842 .225 0 3 
Science 14 1.79 1.311 .350 0 5 
Total 42 1.69 1.070 .165 0 5 

Domain2 An understanding of and ability to apply key 
principles of second language learning 

Math 14 8.29 2.998 .801 3 15 
Humanities 14 7.50 1.160 .310 5 9 
Science 14 8.21 3.167 .846 4 13 
Total 42 8.00 2.566 .396 3 15 

Domain3 Ability to identify the language demands of 
classroom tasks 

Math 14 4.29 2.199 .588 1 8 
Humanities 14 4.50 1.698 .454 2 7 
Science 14 4.43 2.344 .626 1 9 
Total 42 4.40 2.049 .316 1 9 

Domain4 A repertoire of strategies for scaffolding 
instruction for ELLs 

Math 14 7.64 1.781 .476 5 11 
Humanities 14 6.21 1.122 .300 5 9 

Science 14 8.14 2.568 .686 4 13 

Total 42 7.33 2.044 .315 4 13 
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Table 55 

One-Way ANOVA of Between-Subjects Effects of Four Domains 
 

 
 Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Domain1  Between 
Groups 

2.476 2 1.238 1.085 .348 

Within 
Groups 

44.500 39 1.141   

Total 46.976 41    
Domain2  Between 

Groups 
5.286 2 2.643 .389 .680 

Within 
Groups 

264.714 39 6.788   

Total 270.000 41    
Domain3  Between 

Groups 
.333 2 .167 .038 .963 

Within 
Groups 

171.786 39 4.405   

Total 172.119 41    
Domain4  Between 

Groups 
28.048 2 14.024 3.817 .031 

Within 
Groups 

143.286 39 3.674   

Total 171.333 41    
 

Table 56 

Post Hoc Test and Multiple Comparisons of Domain 4 A Repertoire of Strategies for 
Scaffolding Instruction for ELLs  
 

 

(I) 1-
Math,2-
Humanities
, 3-Science 

(J) 1-
Math,2-
Humanities
, 3-Science 

Mean 
Differenc
e (I-J) 

Std. 
Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Tukey 
HSD 

1 2 1.429 .724 .133 -.34 3.19 
3 -.500 .724 .771 -2.27 1.27 

2 1 -1.429 .724 .133 -3.19 .34 
3 -1.929* .724 .030 -3.69 -.16 

3 1 .500 .724 .771 -1.27 2.27 
2 1.929* .724 .030 .16 3.69 

Scheff
e 

1 2 1.429 .724 .157 -.42 3.27 
3 -.500 .724 .789 -2.34 1.34 
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2 1 -1.429 .724 .157 -3.27 .42 
3 -1.929* .724 .039 -3.77 -.08 

3 1 .500 .724 .789 -1.34 2.34 
2 1.929* .724 .039 .08 3.77 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.  

Differences among Content Areas in LRT Overall Indicators 

Overall, Table 57 shows that the science PSTs demonstrated the highest level of 

LRT (M = 22.57, SD = 7.988). However, as it is shown in Table 58, there are no significant 

differences among content areas in LRT overall indicators, F (2, 39) = .925, p = .405 

(p > .05). There is no need to conduct the post-hoc Tukey multiple comparisons. 

Table 57 

Descriptive Statistics of Overall Indicators of Content Area Groups of Preservice 
Teachers’ Linguistically Responsive Teaching  
 

Content Area 
Groups Mean 

Std. 
Devia
tion N 

1-Math 22.14 6.632 14 
2-Humanities 19.57 3.435 14 
3-Science 22.57 7.988 14 
Total 21.43 6.302 42 

 

 
Table 58 

One-Way ANOVA of Between-Subjects Effects of Overall Indicators of Content Area 
Groups of Preservice Teachers’ Linguistically Responsive Teaching  
  

Source 
Type III Sum 

of Squares Df Mean Square 
      

F           Sig. 
Corrected 
Model 

73.714a 2 36.857 .925 .405 

Intercept 19285.714 1 19285.714 483.827 .000 
Groups 73.714 2 36.857 .925 .405 
Error 1554.571 39 39.861   
Total 20914.000 42    
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Corrected 
Total 

1628.286 41    
 

 
To summarize the third research question, the findings of the Chi-square test show 

that there was a significant association between content areas and LRT indicators 4.3 and 

4.4. One-way ANOVA found that LRT domain 4 was significantly different among the 

three content area PSTs. However, there were no significant differences among content 

areas in overall indicators, which were calculated as the total of the 21 indicators’ 

frequency. 

This means that the content areas were related to how well PSTs demonstrated LRT 

scaffolding instructions including explanation of the procedures, reviewing the 

instructions, and answering students’ questions. Secondly, content areas were also 

associated with how well PSTs organized groups for supporting ELLs. For example, 

different content areas PSTs organized students in pairs or groups differently. Some 

content area PSTs randomly put students into a group or just assigned students to find 

someone who sits close as group members, while other content area PSTs purposely 

grouped ELLs and their English monolingual peers into a group to help each other to 

understand the teacher’s instructions. Thirdly, findings showed significantly differences 

among content areas in the strategies of instructional scaffolds for ELLs. This is evidence 

that different content area teachers have different abilities in applying specific supports and 

access to ELLs. As examples, some science PSTs used visual and hands-on activities while 

some humanities PSTs mainly delivered knowledge through lectures, and some math PSTs 

provided clear instructions for a task and reviewed it step by step while some science PSTs 
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just simply let ELLs practice the task without making sure if they understood the English 

instructions clearly. 

When ELLs receive insufficient support or unequal access from different content 

areas, it will lead the students to lose interest in learning for some content areas more 

easily and to teaching inequity. LRT is not the responsibility for a small group of teachers. 

On the contrary, LRT should be implemented by all content area teachers. With consistent 

LRT strategies among different content area teachers, ELLs can receive effective support 

for their academic success. 

Research Question 4: For Those EC-6 and Grade 4-8 PSTs Who Demonstrated the 

Highest Level Indicators of LRT in Their Different Content Area Lesson Plans, Do 

They Exhibit LRT Practices?  

To address the fourth research question holistically, all three content area PSTs 

demonstrated better LRT in their lesson plans than through teaching practices, and the 

lesson plans showed more knowledge and skills of LRT indicators as well. This means that 

the PSTs in each content area knew the importance of understanding the background of 

ELLs and their language demands. PSTs also planned to use strategic scaffolding 

instruction to help ELLs to be successful in different content areas. However, when PSTs 

implemented LRT teaching strategies to ELLs in a real classroom, they did not exhibit as 

well as they had planned for. Among these content area PSTs, the science PST, who 

demonstrated the highest level of LRT in her lesson plan, also performed better LRT in her 

teaching practice than math and humanities PSTs specifically in indicator 4.5. This means 

that the science PST successfully provided multiple opportunities for ELLs to discuss and 

practice key concepts in their first language. Compared to her, the math PST only provided 
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a one-time opportunity for ELLs to discuss concepts in their first language, while the 

humanities PST did not allow or provide any opportunities for ELLs to use their first 

language in the classroom. 

As it is shown in Table 59, the highest level indicators were identified in math PST 

who have a maximum of 35, humanities PST who have a maximum of 24, and science PST 

who have a maximum of 38. The videoed teaching of these three PSTs were transcribed by 

software at www.temi.com. It was then coded and analyzed through NVivo in a qualitative 

way. The result of three PSTs’ LRT indicator evidence in teaching practice will be 

compared with their lesson plans. 

Table 59 

Descriptive Statistics of Overall Indicators of Math/Humanties/Science Preservice 
Teachers’ Linguistically Responsive Teaching 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Overall Math 14 12 35 22.14 6.632 
Overall Humanities 14 15 24 19.57 3.435 
Overall Science 14 11 38 22.57 7.988 
�

Math Preservice Teacher  

As shown in Table 60, the humanities PST who has the highest level of LRT in her 

lesson plan does not necessarily have the same level in teaching practice for each LRT 

indicator and domain. Overall, the science PST demonstrated better LRT performance in 

her lesson plan than in her teaching practices, especially in domain 2 and 3. This means 

that the science PST had a better understanding of and ability to apply key principles of 

second language learning, as well as a better ability to identify the language demands of 

classroom tasks, but not it was not exhibited very well in her teaching. 
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Firstly, the math PST demonstrated a higher level of LRT for eleven indicators in 

her lesson plan than in her teaching practice (e.g., indicator 1.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.6, 2.7, 2.8, 3.1, 

3.2, 4.1, 4.3, and 4.6). There were three indicators, 1.1, 2.6, and 2.7, that were unidentified 

in her teaching practice but identified in her lesson plans. This means that the math PST 

intended to teach but did not exhibit in her teaching practice three aspects: 1) design 

content concepts appropriate for age and educational background level of students, 2) 

create activities to integrate all language skills (reading, writing, listening, and speaking), 

and 3) review of key vocabulary. For example, in her lesson plan, s/he said “They are 4th 

graders. There are 4 students who are ELLs. two students are intermediate in speaking but 

need work on reading, writing, and basic math skills. The other two are lower intermediate 

and need work on speaking, reading comprehension, writing and math.” However, in 

his/her teaching practice she did not exhibit how she designed the curriculum and concepts 

to meet the needs and language proficiency for her four 4th-grade ELLs. 

Additionally, the rest of the eight LRT indicators were identified less so in the math 

PST’s teaching practice than in the lesson plans. For example, 1) frequent opportunities for 

interaction & discussion, which encourage elaborated responses, 2) sufficient wait time for 

student responses, 3) regular feedback provided to students on their work, 4) language 

objectives clearly defined, 5) adaptation of content to all levels of student proficiency, 6) 

supplementary materials used, making the lesson clear and meaningful, 7) verbal, 

procedural, and instructional scaffolds, and 8) hands on materials and/or manipulatives. 

This means that even though the math PST prepared well in his/her lesson plan, it did not 

exhibit the same way in her teaching practice. Most of these indicators were under the 

domains 2 and 3. 
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Secondly, the math PST demonstrated a lower level of LRT for two indicators 

(indicators 2.5 and 4.4) in the lesson plan than in teaching practice. This means she 

performed better in teaching practice on two aspects: 1) provide activities for students to 

apply content and language knowledge and 2) organize grouping configurations to support 

language and content objectives. For example, in the videoed teaching, the math PST 

grouped ELLs with native English speakers, and then asked ELLs to turn and talk to their 

elbow partner about what letter variable they used in their strip diagram and were using the 

sentence stem as they discuss. This is a good example to show how the math LRT provided 

opportunities for ELLs to practice language and content knowledge with group or peer 

support. 

Lastly, the math PST demonstrated the same levels of LRT in lesson plan and in 

teaching practice for eight indicators (indicators 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 3.3, 3.4, 4.2, 4.5, and 4.7). 

However, only indicator 2.1 was unidentified in both the lesson plan and teaching practice. 

This shows that the math PST did not provide any meaningful activities that integrated 

lesson concepts with language practice opportunities, which means that she did not 

integrate activity with ELLs’ own background or knowledge. The remaining seven LRT 

indicators were demonstrated at the same level in both the lesson plan and teaching 

practice as follows: 1) provide links explicitly made between past learning and new 

concepts, 2) give speech appropriate for students’ proficiency levels, 3) emphasize the key 

vocabulary related to content areas, 4) make language objectives supported by lesson 

delivery, 5) use variety of techniques to make content clear, 6) apply variety of techniques 

to make content clear, and 7) review key content for reinforcement. 
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Table 60 

Identified Indicators of Math PST Who Have the Highest Level of LRT in Lesson Plan 
 

Frequency 
Count 

Indicators Domains Overall 
Indicat

ors 
1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.8 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.4 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.7 1 2 3 4 

Lesson 
Plan 

2 1 0 1 3 6 1 1 1 2 2 4 1 1 2 1 2 0 1 2 1 3 15 8 9 35 

Videoed 
Teaching 

0 1 0 1 1 3 2 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 5 7 21 
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Humanities Preservice Teacher  

Similar to the math PST, as shown in Table 61, the humanities PST who had the 

highest level of LRT in the lesson plan exhibited differently in the teaching practice for 

each LRT indicator and domain. However, the humanities PST demonstrated the similar 

level of LRT in his/her lesson plans and teaching practices. The humanities PST had more 

identified indicators in her lesson plans than in teaching practice, especially in domain 3. 

This domain shows that she had a better ability to identify the language demands of 

classroom tasks, but it was not exhibited very well in his/her teaching. 

Firstly, the humanities PST demonstrated a higher level of five LRT indicators in 

the lesson plan than in teaching practice. For example, the indicators 1.2, 2.4, and 3.2 were 

identified more than once in her lesson plan, but were only identified once in her teaching 

practice. This means that she demonstrated better LRT in her lesson plans for three 

aspects: 1) links explicitly made between past learning and new concepts, 2) sufficient wait 

time for student responses, and 3) adaptation of content to all levels of student proficiency. 

Additionally, the indicators 2.5 and 4.3 were identified once in the humanities PST’s 

lesson plan but unidentified in her teaching practice. For example, although the humanities 

PST planned to teach the key content concepts, she actually did not exhibit any LRT in 

providing activities for students to apply content and language knowledge. There was little 

verbal, procedural, and instructional scaffolds for ELLs in her teaching practice. 

This is best demonstrated for indicator 4.3. In the humanities PST’s lesson plan, she 

wrote, “Teacher will differentiate independent work for ELLs by allowing these students to 

choose their books, reading with a partner, or watching a video of a read aloud of the book 
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on an ipad that is provided in all classrooms.” However, in her videoed teaching, she just 

told all students to choose books from their book bins next to their desks, ELLs did not 

receive specific instruction to help them understand the procedures and review the 

instructions as specified by LRT scaffolding teaching strategies.   

Secondly, the humanities PST did not demonstrate any LRT indicators in his/her 

lesson plan that were lower than her teaching practice. However, some indicators were 

unidentified in both her lesson plan and teaching practice (e.g., indicators 2.1, 2.6, and 

4.5). This means that she did not demonstrate any LRT in: 1) implementing meaningful 

activities that integrate lesson concepts with language practice opportunities, 2) creating 

activities that integrate all language skills (reading, writing, listening, and speaking), or 3) 

providing opportunities for students to clarify key concepts in their first language. This 

finding is surprising since the humanities PST who teaches 1st grade English Language 

Arts (ELA) should exhibit more awareness of language practices than STEM teachers. The 

likely reason is that the PST was worried about lower grade level students not having 

enough language proficiency to engage in meaningful language activities and practices.  

Lastly, the humanities PST demonstrated the same levels of sixteen LRT indicators 

in the lesson plan and in teaching practice. Although three of them were unidentified as 

was mentioned above, the remaining thirteen were only identified once. These thirteen 

LRT indicators are related to: 1) content concepts appropriate for age and educational 

background level of students, 2) speech appropriate for students’ proficiency levels, 3) 

frequent opportunities for interaction & discussion, which encourage elaborated responses, 

4) review of key vocabulary, 5) regular feedback provided to students on their work, 6) 

language objectives clearly defined, 7) key vocabulary related to content areas, 8) language 
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objectives supported by lesson delivery, 9) supplementary materials used, making the 

lesson clear and meaningful, 10) variety of techniques to make content clear, 11) grouping 

configurations support language and content objectives, 12) hands on materials and/or 

manipulatives, and 13) review of key content. 

At the domain level, domain 3 had the biggest differences between the humanities 

PST’s lesson plan and teaching practice. This means the humanities PST demonstrated 

better ability to identify the language demands of classroom tasks in her lesson plans than 

in teaching practice. 
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Table 61 

Identified Indicators of Humanities PST Who Have the Highest Level of LRT in Lesson Plan 
 

Frequency 
Count 

Indicators Domains Overall 
Indicat

ors 
1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.8 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.4 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.7 1 2 3 4 

Lesson 
Plan 

1 2 0 1 1 2 1 0 1 2 1 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 3 8 7 6 24 

Videoed 
Teaching 

1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 2 7 4 5 17 
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Science Preservice Teacher  

As shown in Table 62, the science PST who had the highest level of LRT in the 

lesson plan did not necessarily have the same level in teaching practice for each LRT 

indicator and domain. Overall, the science PST demonstrated better LRT performance in 

the lesson plan than in teaching practice, especially in domain 2 and 3. This means that the 

science PST had a better understanding of and ability to apply key principles of second 

language learning, as well as a better ability to identify the language demands of classroom 

tasks, but did not exhibit it very well in her teaching. 

Firstly, the science PST demonstrated a higher level for nine LRT indicators in the 

lesson plan than in teaching practice. For example, the science PST demonstrated LRT 

indicators 1.1 and 3.2 more than once in the lesson plan but these were unidentified in 

videoed teaching. This means that the science PST intended to 1) provide good content 

concepts appropriate for age and educational background level of students and 2) adapt 

content to all levels of student proficiency, but they were not exhibited in her teaching 

practices. Additionally, seven indicators (indicators 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.8, 3.4, 4.1, and 4.7) 

were evidenced in the PST’s lesson plans more than once, but they were only exhibited in 

the science PST’s teaching practice once. This means the PST had a better preparation than 

in practicality for the following LRTs: 1) speech appropriate for students’ proficiency 

levels, 2) frequent opportunities for interaction & discussion, which encourage elaborated 

responses, 3) sufficient wait time for student responses, 4) regular feedback provided to 

students on their work, 5) language objectives supported by lesson delivery, 6) 

supplementary materials used, making the lesson clear and meaningful, and 7) review of 

key content. Most of the above indicators are under domain 2, which means the science 
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PST had a better understanding and ability to apply key principles of second language 

learning in the lesson plan than in teaching practice. 

Secondly, the science PST demonstrated a lower level of five LRT indicators 

(indicators 2.1, 2.6, 3.1, 3.3, 4.4) in the lesson plan than in teaching practice. Three LRT 

indicators were unidentified in the lesson plan but were identified once in teaching 

practice. This means the science PST exhibited a better LRT performance than the lesson 

plan in: 1) implementing meaningful activities that integrate lesson concepts with language 

practice opportunities, 2) creating activities that integrate all language skills (reading, 

writing, listening, and speaking), and 3) organize grouping configurations to support 

language and content objectives for ELLs.  

For example, in the science PST’s teaching video, she broke down the word into 

smaller syllables and roots, asked students to repeat the syllables first (di-chot-omy), then 

read the whole word together. She said “di- in this situation is saying two, and chot- is the 

same as cut, so we’re gonna put these sounds together and it (dichotomous) comes from a 

Greek word that actually means divided into two parts, so I’m going to ask you repeat after 

me with telling those syllables, dichotomous-dichotomous-dichotomous. Okay, please 

write it down and make sure you spell it correctly”. This activity integrates all language 

skills including reading, writing, listening, and speaking for the ELLs. 

After that, the PST tried to teach another key word of “organism” and integrated 

meaningful activity with the ELLs’ language and cultural background. In the teaching 

video, she said “most of you guys are Spanish speakers, organism (English) and organismo 

(Spanish) are same cognates, a lot of words in science are cognates or how Greek or Latin 

roots that we can figure out what they mean even if we don’t know”. The teacher asked a 
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Spanish speaker to translate her instruction before their group task. This activity 

successfully implemented meaningful activities and integrated lesson concepts with 

language practice opportunities. During this activity, the science PST also organized ELLs 

and native English speaker students in groups with certain criteria and reasons. This is also 

a good example of how the PST can organize grouping configurations to support language 

and content objectives for ELLs. 

Moreover, the LRT indicators 3.1 and 3.3 were identified once in the lesson plan, 

but they were identified more than once in the science PST’s teaching practice. At this 

point, the science PST perhaps performed better LRT in clearly defining language 

objectives and teaching key vocabulary related content areas. 

Lastly, the science PST demonstrated the same levels for seven LRT indicators 

(indicators 1.2, 2.5, 2.7, 4.2, 4.3, 4.5, and 4.6) in the lesson plan and in teaching practice. 

This means that they were consistent in seven aspects: 1) make links explicitly between 

past learning and new concepts, 2) provide activities for students to apply content and 

language knowledge, 3) review of key vocabulary, 4) use variety of techniques to make 

content clear, 5) implement verbal, procedural, and instructional scaffolds, 6) provide 

opportunities for students to clarify key concepts in their first language, and 7) let students 

use hands on materials and/or manipulatives.  
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Table 62 

Identified Indicators of Science PST Who Have the Highest Level of LRT in Lesson Plan 
 

Frequency 
Count 

Indicators Domains Overall 
Indicat

ors 
1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.8 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.4 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.7 1 2 3 4 

Lesson 
Plan 

3 2 0 3 3 2 1 0 1 3 1 5 1 2 2 1 2 0 3 1 2 5 13 9 11 38 

Videoed 
Teaching 

0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 0 2 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 1 2 8 5 10 25 
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Limitations for the Data Analysis  

 Regarding the data analysis, there are three limitations for the study: time, teaching 

videoed quality, and sample size limitation.  

Firstly, given more time, the study could collect additional data for a longitudinal 

analysis of the development of LRT in preservice teachers. This might allow for more 

videoed teaching to be transcribed and coded for comparison with the lesson plans. Over 

an even longer period, the developed LRT knowledge and skills might positively affect the 

PST’s future in-service teaching. 

Secondly, due to the various tools and devices for recording teaching, some of the 

teaching videos have very poor quality in sound and picture. This impacted the coding and 

collecting of accurate evidence for the theoretical indicators. For example, when the 

recording device was put in the back of the classroom, it made the PST’s voice too quiet 

and muffled on the recording. This led to difficulty for the coders to accurately hear what 

the PST said in the classroom. Moreover, some recording devices were put in the corner of 

the classroom and were never moved. This resulted in an inability to see some angles of 

the classroom, which did not allow for some activities to be coded properly. A better 

quality of videoed teaching using professional recording devices, could improve the coding 

and data analysis. 

 Lastly, to generalize the results in a more diversely populated area, this study could 

recruit a larger sample size than 42 PSTs. The sample size could also be enlarged to cross 

institutions and regions. With a bigger database, this study could have more data for 

analysis and the frequency of each indicator may be normally distributed to allow for 
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analysis using ANOVA. In this study, the frequency of each indicator was very skewed 

due to the small sample size and Chi-square test or nonparametric statistics were used.  

Future Directions 

Due to the archived data combing two semesters, it is difficult for this study to 

recruit preservice teachers as participants for face-to-face semi-structured interviews. 

Focus group interviews might provide more detailed data about preservice teachers' 

beliefs of linguistically responsive teaching. This can be the future research direction. 

This research design has time limitations, it can collect more adequate data in the 

follow-up first year teaching of PSTs . The data resources only include lesson plans and 

one-time teaching video. For a future study, the developed LRT reflected from PSTs’ 

teaching videos, lesson plans, and other relevant teaching resources might provide more 

identifiable evidence. 

 The instrumentation can be considered as cross-disciplinary for diverse subject 

matters in the future. For example, in order to prepare more teachers in helping English 

language learners and emergent bilingual students with special needs. This developed 

instrument and coding scheme can be implemented in a math education teacher preparation 

program, science education teacher preparation program, social studies education, and 

bilingual special education teacher preparation program. 

Due to the scope of work, this study had a limitation of small sample size. With a 

larger database, this study can extend data analysis on more various variables of indicators 

of PSTs’ LRT. It will lead to new teaching strategies for improving English language 

learners and emergent bilingual students’ learning. 
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Summary  

EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers demonstrated the highest level for LRT 

indicator 3.2 (M = 1.98, SD = 1.259), which means PSTs are good at adapting content to all 

levels of student proficiency. Meanwhile, they demonstrated the lowest level for LRT 

indicator 4.5 (M = .57, SD = .966) and indicator 2.1 (M = .57, SD = .831), which means 

PST performed poorly in providing opportunities for students to clarify key concepts in 

their first language and implicating meaningful activities integrating lesson concepts with 

language practice opportunities. 

For LRT domain, the EC-6 and Grade 4-8 preservice teachers demonstrated the 

highest level for LRT domain 2 (M = 8.00, SD = 2.566), which means PSTs have a 

relatively good understanding of and ability to apply key principles of second language 

learning. However, PSTs demonstrated the lowest level for LRT domain 1 (M = 1.69, SD = 

1.070), which means PSTs have a relatively poor repertoire of strategies for learning about 

the linguistic and academic backgrounds of ELLs in English and their native languages. 

Chi-square tests show that there was a statistically significant association between 

content areas and indicator 4.3, χ (2) = 9.713, p = .008 (p < .05). This means content areas 

(math, humanities, and science PSTs) are related to indicator 4.3, which is different content 

areas PST demonstrated different LRT in “how to use verbal, procedural, and instructional 

scaffolds to teach ELLs”. There was also a statistically significant association between 

content areas and indicator 4.4, χ (4) = 11.562, p = .021 (p < .05), which means PSTs of 

different content areas (math, humanities, and science) are related to how to organize 

students and grouping configurations support language and content objectives for ELLs in 

different ways.  
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At the domain level, One-way ANOVA found that there were significant 

differences among content areas in domain 4, (p< .05). This means different content area 

PSTs demonstrated different strategies for scaffolding instruction for ELLs. The post-hoc 

test found that these differences were specifically between humanities PSTs and science 

PSTs (p = .030, p < .05). Overall, the science PSTs demonstrated the highest level of LRT 

(M = 22.57, SD = 7.988), while humanities PSTs demonstrated the lowest level of LRT (M 

= 19.57, SD = 3.435). However, there was no significant differences among content areas 

in LRT overall indicators. 

Lastly, most content area PSTs demonstrated better LRT in their lesson plans than 

in their teaching practices, specifically in LRT domains 2 and 3. This means that PSTs 

prepared well and had a good understanding of and ability to apply key principles of 

second language learning, and good ability to identify the language demands of classroom 

tasks. However, they did not exhibit these two domains in their teaching practice or 

demonstrated them poorly as compared to their lesson plans. Findings showed that PSTs 

demonstrated less consistent indicators in their teaching practices, this study suggest that 

content area PSTs need more consistent in their LRT lesson plans and teaching practices 

for ELLs. 
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Chapter V 

Conclusion 

 This study reveals that preservice teachers (PSTs) know that they should adjust 

their content and provide appropriate instructions to students with different ELL language 

levels. Analysis of PST lesson plans show that they still need to learn how to allow ELLs 

to use their first languages to clarify key content concepts, as well as to learn to create 

activities that integrate ELLs’ own backgrounds in ways that make content meaningful to 

them. In this study, evidence indicated that science PSTs know LRT better than PSTs in 

other content areas. But it is clear that all content area PSTs should improve their LRT and 

implement a repertoire of strategies for scaffolding instruction for ELLs. Specifically, in 

explaining procedures, PSTs need to review instructions, and organize ELLs with native 

English monolingual peers into a group for peer support.  

There is a gap between what is in lesson plans and PSTs practice. This study 

indicates that PSTs did not exhibit the same LRT practices that were found in their lesson 

plans. Even though PSTs know what is important to teach for ELLs and how to plan for 

LRT, they still do not apply it in practice. Based on this research, even though PSTs 

enrolled in the Second Language Methodology course and gained important knowledge for 

LRT, PSTs still need more teaching practice in a real classrooms: it is possible they need 

more interactions with ELLs through synchronous teacher education requirements. This 

might help PSTs learn what they need for implementing LRT and to help ELLs to be 

successful. Although PSTs don’t know or do some aspects of LRT, the issue might be 

addressed further through teacher education curriculum design. 
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PSTs demonstrated the highest level of LRT for indicator is 3.2, while the lowest 

level is for indicator 4.5 and indicator 2.1. Chi-square test found a significant association 

between content areas and indicator 4.3 and 4.4, p < .05. One-way ANOVA found 

statistically significant differences between science and humanities PSTs in LRT domain 4, 

p < .05. PSTs demonstrated slightly different LRT practices than lesson plans.  

Overall, the science PSTs demonstrated the highest level of LRT, while the 

humanities PSTs demonstrated the lowest level of LRT. This chapter summarizes the 1) 

implications for understanding LRT through specific domains and indicators, 2) 

implications for EC-6 and Grade 4-8 teacher education, 3) implications for second 

language methodology, and 4) implications for preparing mainstream teachers to work with 

ELLs. Finally, this chapter will propose some suggestions for future research. 

Implications for Linguistically Responsive Teaching  

Highest Level of LRT Indicators 

Based on data analysis, this study found that indicator 3.2 was demonstrated to be 

the highest level of LRT in all PSTs lesson plans. This shows that all PSTs appear to know 

how important it is to adjust their content and instructions to ensure ELLs with different 

language proficiency can understand. Additionally, PSTs understand what specific 

strategies can be used to adapt to several levels of student language proficiency. 

Indicator 3.2: Adaptation of Content to All Levels of Student Proficiency. This 

indicator was used for identifying how PSTs adjust their content to reflect students with 

different language levels. For example, in some PSTs’ lesson plans, they said that “Teacher 

differentiates by reading the examples on the slide at a slow place so ELLs can 

understand….by pointing what a strip diagram looks like and pointing out the difference 
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for ELLs to visualize” Some other preservice teachers wrote that they intended to “reading 

the story together with the class for ELLs before students begin working with their 

partner....leaving sentence stem on the board for her ELLs and leave pictures of variable on 

the board”. These are reasonable examples of how to adapt the content to all levels of 

students’ language proficiency. Since different students have different educational 

backgrounds, teachers are supposed to adjust instructions by creating different instructions 

to meet students’ needs.  

As well, PSTs should be aware of how to choose simple words or speak slowly to 

ensure ELLs can understand that English, especially for students who have different 

language proficiencies. The reason for this stategy is to provide access to all students, and 

to make sure all students have equal learning opportunities, which is the purpose of 

curriculum equity. On the other hand, the reason for using this teaching strategy is to help 

students to better understand the curriculum and to avoid being overwhelmed with too 

much information. Teachers can use this instruction to adapt resources, technologies, and 

materials to facilitate all levels of students’ academic success in meeting their learning 

goals. Students' success and learning opportunities should not be hindered by their 

language proficiency. To this point, teacher preparation program should prepare PSTs to 

maintain and reinforce the LRT strategy of adapting content to all levels of student 

proficiency in their class.  

Lowest Level of LRT Indicators 

According to data analysis, this study found that indicators 2.1 and 4.5 were 

demonstrated as the lowest level of LRT in all PSTs lesson plans.  
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Indicator 2.1: Meaningful Activities Integrate Lesson Concepts with Language 

Practice Opportunities. This indicator was used for identifying how PSTs create activities 

that integrate knowledge and English language to the students’ own backgrounds. 

However, in most of the PSTs’ lesson plans and even in their videoed teaching, PSTs show 

they do not know enough about creating “meaningful” activities. For example, PSTs did 

not create links between the class activity and the students’ own backgrounds, which made 

the activity difficulty to understand for some students. As an example mentioned above, 

one PST used a “jelly beans” activity, but a jelly bean itself is a type of candy in American 

culture and unfamiliar to some ELLs. In order to make the activity meaningful and 

relatable to the ELLs, the PST might ask ELLs if there is any candy that looks like jelly 

bean in their cultural backgrounds.  

Although teachers implemented engaging activities related to lesson concepts and 

language practices, those activities were still not closely related to their students’ 

individual backgrounds. This means that most of the classroom activities were designed 

based on the assumption of a mainstream cultural background. How can PSTs facilitate the 

“meaningful” activities in the classroom, especially for ELLs? Here is an example from a 

PST’s lesson plan: “The teacher will demonstrate money currency from other countries 

such as Mexico…students will be given the opportunity to share something they have 

learned, as well as the coins and the values in their countries. This can be done in either 

Spanish or English.” This example of “telling currency in home countries” is a good 

example for teachers of ways they can integrate ELLs own backgrounds as the meaningful 

activity that is related to lesson concepts and language practice opportunities.  
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ELLs can practice both language and content knowledge at the same time. During 

classroom activities, ELLs can understand and remember the language terms through 

interaction with the content knowledge. At the same time, they can use the content 

knowledge to be able to make the language practices meaningful. Therefore, PSTs and 

inservice teachers should enhance this LRT strategy of implementing meaningful activities 

that integrate lesson concepts with language practice opportunities. In this study, the reason 

why preservice teachers may not do this sufficiently is because they might not know how 

to link content knowledge to students’ own background or they assumed all students have 

the same backgrounds and forgot to ask what the backgrounds of ELLs were.  

Indicator 4.5: Opportunities for Students to Clarify Key Concepts in Their 

First Language. In most of the lesson plans, PSTs in this study did not appear to provide 

opportunities for students to clarify key concepts in their first language, which is 

contradictory with translanguging idea (Lewis et al., 2012). Due to lack of knowledge of 

LRT specifically in second language methodology, some PSTs are still uncertain about 

whether they should allow students to discuss concepts or use other strategies in their first 

language or not. It was not surprising that only 33.3% (Figure 2) of this indicator was 

identified in PSTs’ lesson plans, because most of them do not know that the first language 

has a positive impact on English language learning (Coady, et. al, 2011). It is possible that 

the Second Language Methodology class should emphasize this more. For instance, PSTs 

could better remember that the ELLs first language can help them understand specific 

instructions or challenges through meaningful peer conversation, can support collaborative 

work for group tasks, and can also help ELLs to have pre-writing as preparation for written 

English.  
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At the same time, PSTs encouraging ELLs to use their first language can build up a 

positive social-emotional relationship between the teacher and students, as well as in 

between peers. More specifically, if ELLs are allowed to use their first language in the 

class, they will feel accepted and welcomed. This is not just language itself, but also their 

self-identity was confirmed and accepted. Based on that, ELLs will feel that the teacher is 

trustworthy and the classmates are friendly, which facilitates a positive social-emotional 

relationship in the classroom. ELLs are not afraid to ask questions and clarify concepts 

with the help from teachers and their English mono-lingual peers. How to provide 

opportunities for students to clarify key concepts in their first language in the classroom? 

Here is an example from a PST’s lesson plan: “The teacher will spend time on vocabulary 

and call attention to how the vocabulary words have similar root words in Spanish and 

English, as well as many other languages.” This is a good example to where PSTs can 

encourage ELLs to use their first language to help in learning English and content 

knowledge. To this point, PSTs should have more opportunities to practice teaching and 

enhance LRT strategies in the classroom.  

Statistically Significantly Different LRT Domains and Indicators between Groups 

It is important that in this study, PSTs in different content area implemented LRT 

with different levels of success in classrooms. Significant differences can explain and 

suggest the challenges of LRT for different content area PSTs. Based on data analysis, this 

study found that PSTs have statistically significant differences between content area 

groups in LRT domain 4, indicator 4.3, and indicator 4.4.  

Domain 4: A Repertoire of Strategies for Scaffolding Instruction for ELLs. 

Lucas and Villegas (2013) defined this domain as the ability to give access and support to 
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ELLs for learning English and content knowledge taught by English. These supports 

include visual and hands-on activities, supplemental materials of writing and speaking test, 

translation, and explicit instructions. A One-way ANOVA found that this domain is 

significantly different between content area groups of PSTs, especially between science 

PSTs and humanities PSTs, p < .05. This means different content areas may be a potential 

factor for understanding implementation of LRT by PSTs. Based on data analysis, science 

PSTs demonstrated higher LRT than humanities PSTs. It is surprising that non-humanities 

PSTs would be more aware of LRT than humanities PSTs. One reason might be because 

non-humanities PSTs are not as familiar with language objectives and language delivery as 

compared to humanities or ELA PSTs, which makes non-humanities PSTs become more 

prepared in their lesson plans or teaching practices. The other reason might be that science 

PSTs learned science methods that incorporated English Language Proficiency (ELP) 

standards in their teacher education content-area specialization course. No matter what the 

content areas being taught, teachers should provide LRT to all students and this is a good 

opportunity to reinforce language proficiency for ELLs. This findings implied that all 

content area PSTs should be aware of LRT, especially by using a repertoire of strategies 

for scaffolding instruction for ELLs. For example, some of the PSTs allow students to ask 

questions frequently in order to clear up students’ misconceptions before scaffolding more 

intermediate level language and content knowledge tasks. If there are some difficult words 

or sentences that are difficult for ELLs to understand, the PST could use verbal interaction, 

images, and other resources to explain to them step by step. 

 Moreover, Chi-square test found that indicators 4.3 and 4.4 under domain 4, which 

also show statistically significant association with content area PSTs. This means the 
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different content areas PSTs implemented different LRT strategies, specifically in 

scaffolding instructions and grouping strategies. The following section will explain these 

two LRT indicators respectively.  

Indicator 4.3: Verbal, Procedural, and Instructional Scaffolds. This indicator 

was used for identifying how PSTs explain the procedures, review the instructions, and 

answer students’ questions. For example, in one science PST’s lesson plan, they said that 

“This will be the time for student questions and for the teacher to clear up student 

misconceptions before scaffolding more intermediate level assignments.” However, this 

indicator was not identified in any of the lesson plans created by humanities PSTs. For 

instance, one humanities PST wrote in his/her lesson plan, “Teacher gives students 

instruction to guided practice while they are still on the carpet...Teacher will then pass out 

familiar books to each pair, and have them begin reading….Teacher will be walking 

around collaborating with students, listening to them read and guide them if needed.” 

Although this humanities PST explained the details of instructions and activities that they 

intended to use in the lesson plan, what was lacking was that this PSTs’ plan did not 

include specifically explaining the procedures or reviewing the instructions to make sure 

students understood what they were supposed to do. The lesson plan also did not provide 

for scaffolding instruction for ELLs if they had trouble understanding the teacher’s English 

instruction. Although this humanities teacher taught a 1st grade ELA class, they did not 

fully differentiate instructions by explaining language terms or procedures for ELLs. 

His/her instruction may be good for students in general, but it does not demonstrate 

linguistically responsive teaching.  
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Based on this result, all content area PSTs should understand scaffolding 

instruction is important to support ELLs to acquire content knowledge and language 

simultaneously. More specifically, PSTs can apply two types of scaffolds in LRT: verbal 

and procedural scaffolding instructions. For verbal scaffolding instruction, PSTs can slow 

their speech speed, simplify questions, model the correct pronunciation, and reinforce the 

word definition. For procedural scaffolding instruction, PSTs can explain the procedures, 

review the key words, provide modeling through gestures, and allow ELLs to collaborate 

with English mono-lingual peers often through discussion.   

Indicator 4.4: Grouping Configurations Support Language and Content 

Objectives. This indicator was used for identifying how PSTs organize students in pairs 

and in groups with certain criteria and reasons (eg. group ELL and native English speaker 

students in order to help each other). Based on the Chi-square test results (Table 49), there 

was a statistically significant association between content area PSTs and this indicator. 

This means that different content area PSTs are not implementing LRT equally, 

specifically in how to group ELLs with their English mono-lingual peers. For example, 

there is a math PST who mentioned in his/her lesson plan, “The teacher will ask a table 

mate to help the student throughout the lesson”, but this math PST did not effectively 

group ELLs with students who can help them with language proficiency. Similarly, a 

humanities PST wrote that, “Teacher will differentiate instructions for ELLs by allowing 

one on one partner discussion with the teacher while the other students are discussing.” 

This humanities PST concerned ELLs' needs, but he did not explain who will be the ELL’s 

partner. If two ELLs always stay together as partners, they may share the same background 

and interests, but they could not help each other in improving their language proficiency or 
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for clarifying information. How can this LRT strategy be implemented in an effective way? 

There is a good example from a science PST, “the teacher will ensure they understand the 

directions and pair the ELLs with students they work well with….ELLs are paired with 

students they are most compatible with, as the teacher has been observing since the 

beginning of the semester. Since this activity does not require reading or writing, they are 

paired with English speakers”.  

In sum, all content area PSTs should implement effective grouping configurations 

for ELLs and other students. They might group the entire class together for modeling and 

have small groups for encouraging collaboration. This study shows that the PSTs in some 

content areas did not pay attention to how important grouping ELLs with their English 

monolingual peers can help ELLs. Specifically, the humanities PST might think all 

students can learn English language arts from his/her teaching in the same way, but it will 

be a challenge to ELLs if they have difficulty understanding instruction. When ELLs have 

trouble understanding the humanities PST’s instruction, the PST might not recognize that 

the group members of English monolingual peers could support ELLs for learning. 

Implications for EC-6 and Grade 4-8 Teacher Education  

Indicator-Specific LRT Responses 

A teacher education program might decide that LRT should be taught across 

different courses instead of one course. For example, with expectation of the teacher 

education curriculum of Second Language Methodology, PSTs should have the opportunity 

to learn and practice LRT in their content area teacher education curriculum. PSTs might 

not learn enough LRT or accumulate sufficient LRT skills in any one course. The more 

teacher education courses can provide LRT to PSTs, the better LRT knowledge and skills 
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PSTs will have. But coursework alone is not enough: clearly the PSTs need opportunities 

to practice their LRT skills.  

Additionally, the content area PST should have access to practice LRT with 

indicator-specific responses rather than the global frequency score, which is the overall 

score of indicator frequency. The global frequency score fails to identify specific aspects of 

LRT that the PST should be prepared for and this could lead to ineffective LRT practices. 

For example, the highest global frequency score of this study was for the 8th Grade science 

PST, but it failed to identify indicators 2.1, 2.6, and 4.4 which was scored as a “0” in 

his/her LRT lesson plan. Even though they scored the highest level of LRT, his/her 

indicator-specific LRT response exposed three problems: 1) they did not use meaningful 

activities to integrate lesson concepts with language practice opportunities, 2) their 

classroom activities did not integrate all language skills (reading, writing, listening, and 

speaking), and 3) they did not organize ELLs with grouping configurations to support 

language and content objectives. Therefore, implementing indicator-specific LRT across 

the teacher education curriculum can help PSTs to learn specific LRT strategies instead of 

just having a global LRT awareness.  

Designing LRT-Building Intervention 

During a teacher education program, PSTs need opportunities to learn actions that 

can improve their teaching abilities. Especially when teaching ELLs, PSTs need to learn 

LRT strategies and build on these through out the entire teacher education program. It is 

important that teacher education should focus on specific LRT indicators, and they should 

intervene to provide additional information and practice. For example, if the instructor in 

the Second Language Methodology course reviewed lesson plan drafts, then that instructor 
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can intervene by providing specific LRT indicators for PSTs that are needed. During LRT-

building interventions, both content and language integration is needed. The specific 

indicators from this study can help identify areas where PSTs are less prepared and need 

intervention. This study supports the design of LRT-building interventions because 

instructors could be better able to identify which aspects of LRT need to be emphasized 

during the teacher education program. Analysis using specific indicators of LRT can also 

justify the need to develop new courses or revise current curriculum for exposing PSTs to 

specific indicators and domains of LRT. Therefore, LRT-building interventions can be 

useful for improving LRT of PSTs in teacher education programs.  

Implications for Second Language Methodology  

Get to Know ELLs Backgrounds 

In the teacher education program studied, all content area PSTs were required to 

take the course Second Language Methodology, in order to prepare them for understanding 

the theory of how ELLs learn language. However, to translate the theory of second 

language methodology to linguistically responsive teaching practice, PSTs first need to 

know the backgrounds of ELLs. This is the PSTs’ responsibility, and PSTs can learn that 

backgrounds and cultures are important through many different teacher education classes. 

For example, LRT domain 1 indicates that PSTs should be able to know ELLs 

backgrounds and their native language. More specifically, PSTs should understand how to 

learn ELL students’ names and how to pronounce it correctly as the first step. It then 

follows with getting to know the ELLs’ cultural background, first language, and their 

English language proficiency. All of the above LRT strategies can help to translate the 
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theory of second language methodology and second language acquisition to teaching 

practices. 

Scaffold Language and Content Area Instructions 

Second language methodology requires PSTs to have more patience for teaching 

ELLs than for teaching students in a mainstream classroom. This means that PSTs should 

know how to provide scaffolding instructions such as visual, verbal, procedural, or context 

clues to address specific language demands. As was mentioned above, LRT domain 4 is a 

significant variable among content area PSTs. Therefore, this study suggests the teacher 

education program should notice that it is important for all content area PSTs to implement 

a repertoire of strategies for scaffolding instruction as second language methodology for 

ELLs. For example, 1) uptake supportive teaching materials, 2) use technology, 

white/blackboard, teacher’s body language, drawing, and physical objects to explain the 

content, 3) explain the procedures, review the instructions, use visual pictures, and answer 

students’ questions, 4) organize students in pairs and groups with certain criteria and 

reasons, 5) allow students to discuss concepts or use other strategies in their first language, 

6) let students use their hands to touch and move materials, and 7) reinforce the memory of 

content with key vocabulary. 

Implications for Preparing Mainstream Teachers to Work with English Language 

Learners  

 There are gaps between theory and practice in teaching ELLs for every PST, and 

this is the kind of implication that teacher educators can really think about. Findings show 

that most of the PSTs, but in particular science PSTs, demonstrated good LRT in lesson 

plans, meaning that the PSTs had been well prepared overall to plan for teaching ELLs. 
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However, even the PSTs who had the highest level of LRT in their lesson plans were 

nevertheless not perceived as a PST who had been prepared to teach and work with ELLs 

in a real teaching situation. For example, the significant indicator 4.5 was identified in 

some PSTs’ lesson plans but were unidentified or less is known in teaching practice. This 

means that the PSTs know that they should give opportunities for ELLs to clarify key 

concepts in their first language, however, they did not make it happen or did not exhibit in 

their teaching practice. The reason might be that the PSTs do not know enough about how 

to translate this theory to practice in teaching, or that the PSTs do not really pay attention 

to ELLs’ first language in mainstream classrooms. When everyone in the classroom, 

including the PST, is using English, the ELLs’ first language demands might be ignored. 

Moreover, in a science PST’s teaching video, she just told her students to please raise up 

your hands if you don’t understand, then the Spanish-English bilingual co-teacher will 

come to you and translate for you. The evidence of this study exposed that a PST, as a 

mainstream teacher, might think that her bilingual teaching assistant should be the one who 

addresses problems for ELLs. This study helps to support what was found in the LRT 

literature review, particularly that mainstream teachers still consider teaching ELLs as the 

job of bilingual/ESL teachers not their own. At this point, it is important to acknowledge 

that the process of preparing all mainstream PSTs across different content areas to work 

with ELLs is incomplete during the teacher education program. It might be completed 

upon the PSTs’ graduation or improve with their years of teaching experiences of ELLs. 

Therefore, LRT is necessary for preparing all content areas PSTs to teach ELLs in the 

future mainstream classrooms. 
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Suggestions for Future Research  

 Overall, the PSTs demonstrated good LRT in lesson plans, especially science PSTs: 

this means that content areas may be a potential factor in implementing LRT. Discovering 

the reasons for the LRT differences between content area PSTs should be the future 

direction of research. Hence, more videoed teaching and further focus group interviews can 

be used for collecting data and analyzing the reasons behind this finding. 

 These data analysis and findings may also lead to future research in answering 

critical questions about LRT. For instance: 1) What is the association between PSTs’ 

demographic background variables and LRT performance? (e.g., gener, ethnicity, age, 

etc.), 2) What is the association between PSTs’ teaching experience variables and LRT 

performance? (e.g., less than 6 months, 6-12 months, more than 12 months), 3) What 

factors predict PSTs’ LRT? 4) What is the association between different LRT 

demonstrations and the number of courses they have taken addressing issues of language 

objectives and language demands in the classroom and the number of practicum 

requirements completed (e.g., observation hours, student teaching hours, etc.)?, and 5) 

What is the relationship between inservice teachers’ LRT and students' academic 

achievements? 

  This study has created a potential instrument using indicators of LRT for 

measuring linguistically responsive teaching knowledge and skills in PSTs’ lesson plans 

and practice teaching, and this research provides an important foundation for answering 

these questions. In addition to measuring PST’s linguistically responsive teaching 

knowledge and skills, exploring the linguistically responsive teachers’ beliefs, orientation, 

and inclination for advocating ELLs should be future research directions. 
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Appendix A  
The expertise of linguistically responsive teachers, with Teacher of English to 

Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) - National Council for the Accreditation of 

Teacher Education (NCATE) standards alignment (Lucas & Villegas, 2011; Lucas, 

Villegas, & Freedson-Gonzalez, 2008) 

 
Indicators of Orientation in Preservice 
Teachers’ Linguistically Responsive Teaching 

TESOL-NCATE P-12 Teacher 
Education 
Standards (2009) 

1. Sociolinguistic 
consciousness 
 

An understanding that 
language, culture, 
and identity are deeply 
interconnected; and an 
awareness of 
the sociopolitical 
dimensions of 
language use and 
language education. 

Standard 2. Candidates.. 
[understand] how cultural groups 
and individual cultural identities 
affect language learning and 
school achievement. 
 

2. Value for 
linguistic 
diversity 
 

Belief that linguistic 
diversity is worthy 
of cultivating, and 
accompanying 
actions reflecting that 
belief. 

(no equivalent) 
 

3. Inclination to 
advocate for 
English language 
learners 
 

Understanding of the 
need to take action 
to improve ELLs’ access 
to social and 
political capital and 
educational 
opportunities, and 
willingness to do 
so. 

Standard 5.b. 
Candidates...demonstrate the 
ability to build 
partnerships with colleagues and 
students’ families, serve as 
community resources, and 
advocate for ELLs. 
 

Indicators of Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills in Preservice Teachers’ 
Linguistically Responsive Teaching 
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1. A repertoire of 
strategies 
for learning about 
the 
linguistic and 
academic 
backgrounds of 
ELLs in 
English and their 
native 
languages 
 

Understanding of the 
importance of 
knowing about the 
backgrounds and 
experiences of ELLs, and 
knowledge 
of strategies for learning 
about them. 

Standard 4.c. Candidates know 
and can use a variety of 
performance-based assessment 
tools and techniques to inform 
instruction... 
 

2. An understanding 
of and 
ability to apply key 
principles of second 
language learning 
 

Knowledge of key 
psycholinguistic, 
sociolinguistic, and 
sociocultural 
processes involved in 
learning a 
second language, and of 
ways to use 
that knowledge to inform 
instruction. 
 

Standard 1.b. Candidates 
understand and apply theories 
and research in language 
acquisition and development to 
support their ELLs’ English 
language and literacy learning 
and content-area achievement. 
 

3. Ability to 
identify the 
language demands 
of 
classroom tasks 
 

Skills for determining the 
linguistic 
features of academic 
subjects and 
activities likely to pose 
challenges for 
ELLs, including 
identifying key 
vocabulary, 
understanding syntactic 
and semantic features of 
academic 
language, and the 
linguistic 
expectations for 
successful 
completion of tasks. 

Standard 1.a. Candidates 
demonstrate understanding of 
language as a system, including 
phonology, morphology, syntax, 
pragmatics, and semantics... 

4. A repertoire of 
strategies 

Ability to apply 
temporary supports to 

Standard 3.a. Candidates know, 
understand, and apply concepts, 
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for scaffolding 
instruction 
for ELLs 
 

provide ELLs with 
access to learning 
English and content 
taught in English, 
including using 
extralinguistic 
supports such as visuals 
and hands-on 
activities; supplementing 
written and 
oral text with study 
guides, 
translation, and 
redundancy in 
instruction; and 
providing clear and 
explicit instructions. 
 

research, and best practices to 
plan classroom instruction in a 
supportive learning environment 
for ELLs. They plan for 
multilevel classrooms with 
learners from diverse 
back-grounds using 
standards-based ESL and 
content curriculum. 
Standard 3.b. Candidates know, 
manage, and implement a 
variety of standards-based 
teaching strategies and 
techniques: : : : Candidates 
support ELLs’ access to the core 
curriculum by teaching language 
through academic content. 
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Appendix B 

Knowledge and Skills of Linguistically Responsive Teachers with SIOP Features 

(Moore, 2018 adapted from Lucas and Villegas, 2013 and Echevarria, Vogt, & Shot, 

2008) 

 
1. Strategies for learning about the linguistic and academic backgrounds of ELLs 

● Content concepts appropriate for age and educational background level of 
students 
● Links explicitly made between past learning and new concepts 

2. Understanding of and ability to apply principles of second language learning 

● Meaningful activities integrate lesson concepts with language practice 
opportunities 
● Speech appropriate for students’ proficiency levels 
● Frequent opportunities for interaction & discussion, which encourage elaborated 
responses 
● Sufficient wait time for student responses 
● Activities provided for students to apply content & language knowledge 
● Activities integrate all language skills (reading, writing, listening, and speaking) 
● Review of key vocabulary 
● Regular feedback provided to students on their work 

3. Ability to identify the language demands of classroom tasks 

● Language objectives clearly defined 
● Adaptation of content to all levels of student proficiency 
● Key vocabulary emphasized 
● Language objectives supported by lesson delivery 

4. Strategies for scaffolding instruction for ELLs 

● Supplementary materials used, making the lesson clear and meaningful 
● Variety of techniques to make content clear 
● Verbal, procedural, and instructional scaffolds 
● Grouping configurations support language and content objectives 
● Opportunities for students to clarify key concepts in first language 
● Hands on materials and/or manipulatives 
● Review of key content 
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Appendix C 

Coursework of Lesson Plan Template in CUIN 4361 Second Language Methodology  

Note: Instructional suggestions for each section are provided in blue text. Delete all blue 
text and replace it with your own. 
First and Last 
Name Your name 

 
Lesson Overview 

Lesson Title A creative lesson name 

Lesson 
Description 

A concise overview of your lesson that would help a teacher to 
make decisions about teaching it. 

Unit Title List the unit(s) into which the lesson fits. 

Real world 
applications/ 
connections 

List any practice links to students’ lives in small or broad 
contexts. 

Content Area 
Standards 
Alignment 

Include all content TEKS that your Lesson targets. 

Technology 
Standards 
Alignment 

Include all technology TEKS that your Lesson targets. 

Objectives Include all objectives for student learning, written in proper, 
measurable objective format. 

Grade Level 
Indicate the main grade level for which the lesson is designed. 
Tell how this lesson is developmentally appropriate for this age 
student. 

Estimated Time 
Needed for this 
Lesson 

Example: One 50-minute class period 

Resources/Materials/Tools 

Terms/Vocabulary List any new terms or vocabulary words students will learn. 

Technology 
resources 
(hardware, 
software, websites, 
Technology-

List all specific technology tools needed, including any 
preparation, development, or checkout procedures needed 
required. For each resource, present the rationale for why each is 
vital to support learning (i.e., why this technology for this TEK in 
this way?) 
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Enhanced Lesson 
Supports), and 
rationale for why 
each is vital for 
instruction: 

Non-Technology 
resources and 
rationale for why 
each is vital for 
instruction: 

List all specific materials needed, including any preparation, 
development, or checkout procedures needed required. For each 
resource, present the rationale for why each is vital to support 
learning (i.e., why this resource for this TEK in this way?) 

 
Lesson Procedures  

Stage of 
Lesson Step-by-Step Lesson Sequence  Lesson 

Management 
Resource 
Management 

This template 
is built on the 
traditional 
“Madeline 
Hunter” type 
of lesson 
structure. The 
format can 
also be used 
with 5 E . . . 
or another 
lesson plan 
scheme . . .this 
is where you 
can customize 
to fit your 
purpose. 

A step-by-step description of the 
scope and sequence of lesson 
activities, with estimated time on 
task noted in parentheses for each 
step. In other words, completely 
describe the flow of the lesson, the 
content to be presented, and the 
strategies to be used. The more 
detailed you make this description, 
the more likelihood you will 
anticipate any challenges or 
teachable moments that might occur. 
Include actual words you will use 
and questions you will ask students. 
Consider items such as: parts of the 
lesson that might be difficult, and 
how you will know whether you can 
go on; how to ensure that students 
completely understand directions 
before releasing them to work 
independently; and what students 
will do if they finish their work 
early. 

Describe how 
each stage of 
the lesson will 
be managed, 
including role 
of teacher and 
learners (who 
is doing what 
at each point), 
location (e.g., 
classroom, 
computer lab, 
outside), and 
any special 
considerations, 
such as for 
differentiated 
instruction. 

Cite 
specifically 
what 
resources for 
this activity 
(non-
technology 
and 
technology) 
will be used, 
and describe 
in detail how 
they will be 
used. Note 
who will be 
using the tool 
and in what 
ways. Note 
any safety 
considerations 
needed. 
 

Focus/ 
Anticipatory 
Set 
(motivational 
hook) 
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Content Input 
(could include 
content 
outline, 
presentation 
format, 
questioning, 
modeling, 
examples) 
 

   

Guided 
Practice  
(identify 
students who 
failed to 
master lesson 
objectives) 
 

   

Independent 
Practice  
(vertical 
expansions of 
lessons; re-
teaching and 
enrichment) 
 

   

Closure    

[add or delete 
rows as 
needed] 

   

 
Plans for Differentiated Instruction/Accommodations 

Special 
Education 
Students 

Identify specific strategies you will use, such as modified requirements, 
differentiated instruction and assessment, extended work time, guiding 
templates, support structures, and school personnel with who you may 
need to consult. The more specific you get here—for specific kids’ 
needs, and for this specific lesson content—the better.  

English 
Language 
Learners 

Identify specific strategies you will use, such as researching Internet 
sites and other resources in students’ native language, allowing 
alternate ways to demonstrate their learning, support personnel with 
who you may need to consult, gaining the help of peers. The more 
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specific you get here—for specific kids’ needs, and for this specific 
lesson content—the better. 

Gifted and 
Talented 
Students 

Identify specific strategies you will use to extend instruction, such as 
more challenging tasks, extensions that require in-depth uncoverage of 
content, expanded investigation in related topics of the learner’s choice, 
open-ended tasks or projects. Remember that planning for children who 
finish work early may be different than planning for students who are 
working at a higher academic level. The more specific you get here—
for specific kids’ needs, and for this specific lesson content—the better. 

Other  

 
Potential Challenges/Plan B 
Rarely do lessons go exactly as planned. Think through the challenges you might face in 
this particular lesson (e.g., students not understanding, materials not working, the pace 
being too quick or too slow), and then propose several “Plan B” scenarios so you can be 
as prepared as possible.  

 

Assessment 

A description of the assessments you will use throughout and after the lesson to ensure 
that students have learned, including the context and specific procedures for evaluating 
student learning. Based on the learning objectives, assessment can occur through 
interview, observation, journals, essays, quizzes, tests, final products, and lots of other 
ways. Assessments can be conducted by the teacher, peers, and/or the students 
themselves. If you have a specific rubric, link it or paste it. 
 
Notes and Credits* 
There are many lesson plan ideas available, from other teachers, curriculum guides, and 
online. You are free to use whatever information you find to inspire your lesson 
planning, provided: 

1. You properly cite your sources; 
2. You fit the information into this required lesson format, meaning you will need 

to add additional information to complete the lesson; and 
3. You modify the lesson to fit your objectives and student needs (You will almost 

never teach any lesson as is – even those found in your teacher’s guides. You 
will always know best what the individual learners in your classroom will 
respond to.) 

 
 
 
 

 




