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 Drawing on the principles of critical multicultural teacher education, Teaching 

English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) and bilingual education, this study 

examined how pre-service teachers were prepared to educate Emerging Bilinguals (EBs) 

in ESOL-infused teacher education programs in Florida universities. The textual analysis 

of a purposeful sample of five elementary-level English Language Arts (ELA) methods 

textbooks, utilizing a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods, revealed that 

authors overwhelmingly referred to EBs as English learners or English language learners, 

rather than bilinguals or dual language learners, and devoted less than 5% of the total 

content of four textbooks to topics about teaching methods, curriculum, and assessment 

for EBs. Evidence of five forms of curriculum bias was found, including invisibility, 

linguistic bias, fragmentation and isolation, stereotyping, and imbalance and selectivity.  
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 The findings suggest that textbook authors value knowledge about teaching EBs 

less than knowledge about teaching native English-speakers. EBs were stereotyped as a 

homogenous group of struggling readers and essentialized in terms of their limited 

English proficiency. One author conflated students’ language differences with physical 

limitations and learning disabilities, a troubling mischaracterization in the context of the 

overrepresentation of EBs in special education. Meanwhile, a preference shown for ESL 

methods over bilingual methods, based upon misconceptions about how EBs learn, 

suggests that textbook authors undervalue the cultures and linguistic skills that students 

bring from home.  

 The hidden curriculum in ELA methods textbooks may influence a majority of 

pre-service teachers, who are typically monolingual and raised in the English-dominant 

mainstream culture, to develop a deficit view of EBs and utilize a one-size-fits-all 

approach towards ELA instruction. In order to prepare pre-service teachers to educate 

EBs for academic success, the teacher education curriculum must include material that 

explains linguistically responsive instruction and describes effective bilingual education 

models, within a critical pedagogical framework. Without this knowledge, pre-service 

teachers may continue instructional practices that contribute to a persistent “achievement 

gap” experienced by EBs. A transformation of the ELA methods curriculum is required 

so that pre-service teachers are prepared to implement a humanizing pedagogy that 

facilitates positive identity formation as it develops bilingual and biliterate students.  
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CHAPTER 1: OVERVIEW OF STUDY

One of every five persons in the United States, ages 5 and older, speaks a 

language other than English at home (Camarota & Zeigler, 2014). In Florida, the 

percentage exceeds 27%. Although Spanish is the most common language spoken, the 

American Community Survey, based upon data collected during the multi-year period 

from 2009-2013, recognized over 350 different languages (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015). 

Upon entering U.S. public schools, students who are identified as “English 

language learners” (ELLs) and served in programs of language assistance, represent the 

fastest growing student group, accounting for about 10% of the total population in the 

nation’s classrooms (U.S. Department of Education, 2013). In Florida, there are 

approximately 273,000 students identified as ELLs who comprise about 11% of that total 

student population (Florida Department of Education, 2016). Significantly, the largest 

percentages are found in the elementary grades: 17.4% in kindergarten, 17.1% in first 

grade, 16.6% in second grade, 15.0% in third grade, 11.9% in fourth grade, and 9.8% in 

fifth grade (Digest of Education Statistics, 2015). 

While some authors have characterized the descriptor “ELL” as neutral (e.g., 

Ovando & Combs, 2012), others recognize that this term essentializes the diverse 

students to whom it refers, suggesting that their most significant characteristic is their 

limited English proficiency. Such discourse devalues linguistic skills learned at home 

while privileging native speakers of English (Cummins, 2000; Fránquiz, 2012; Freire, 

2008; Giroux, 2011; Macedo & Bartolomé, 2014). In this study, unless referring to 
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specific educational policies that utilize terms such as ELL or limited English proficient 

(LEP), the term Emerging Bilinguals (EBs) will be used to refer to students who speak a 

language other than English at home, in recognition of the diverse linguistic assets that 

students may accrue before entering school and that may be available for meeting any 

and all academic challenges. 

Although a heterogeneous group, EBs in general have a higher risk of performing 

poorly in classes and on standardized tests (August & Hakuta, 1997; Collier & Thomas, 

2009; López, Scanlan, & Gundrum, 2013; Verdugo & Flores, 2007). Consequently, these 

students are frequently placed in remedial classes rather than college-bound academic 

courses (Cummins, 2000; Kanno & Kangas, 2014). Moreover, students who lack 

proficiency in both their native languages and English are disproportionately represented 

in special education (Harry & Klingner, 2006). As a group, EBs are more likely to drop 

out of high school than native English-speakers (Ballantyne, Sanderman, & Levy, 2008; 

López, 2010; Slavin & Cheung, 2005). 

According to the National Education Association (2015), EBs “desperately need 

educators who believe in them, who recognize their assets, and who have the support and 

training they need to do their best by all of their students” (p. 19). However, nearly 70% 

of all teachers lack the necessary training to be effective with EBs (Ballantyne et al., 

2008). This results from the fact that fewer than one out of six institutions of higher 

education require courses that prepare mainstream teachers to educate EBs (Menken & 

Antunez, 2001). Only three states – Arizona, Florida, and New York – insist that all pre-

service teachers demonstrate competence in the instruction of EBs before receiving their 

professional teacher’s licenses (Quality Counts, 2009). Moreover, only 11 states offer 
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incentives to earn the ESOL license or endorsement (Honawar, 2009). Not surprisingly, 

the education of EBs is typically supervised by monolingual teachers with mistaken 

beliefs and assumptions about English language learning (Harper & de Jong, 2004; 

Kubota, 2010; Lucas, Villegas, & Freedson-Gonzalez, 2008). 

Background of the Study 

Students who speak a language other than English at home are entitled to equal 

access to U.S. public education, and adequate instruction, regardless of national origin 

(Castañeda v. Pickard, 1981; Lau v. Nichols, 1974). The U.S. Supreme Court, ruling ten 

years after the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and twenty years after Brown v. Board of 

Education of Topeka (1954), held that Chinese-speaking students, who did not fluently 

speak or understand English, failed to receive adequate instruction in San Francisco’s 

public schools, even though they were assigned the same teachers, issued the same 

textbooks, and taught the same subjects as native English-speaking students. The Court 

declared that EBs were entitled to instruction in a language that they could understand 

(Lau v. Nichols, 1974). The U.S. Congress codified this ruling in the Equal Educational 

Opportunities Act of 1974, requiring that states take the necessary steps to make 

education equitable for all students, regardless of the language spoken at home.  

In a subsequent case, the U.S. Supreme Court attempted to clarify the meaning of 

adequate instruction (Castañeda v. Pickard, 1981). EBs are entitled to receive effective 

instruction in English, while maintaining native languages in the case of bilingual and 

dual language programs, as well as the full curriculum of English language arts (ELA), 

mathematics, social studies, and science. Their instruction must be based upon sound 
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educational theory recognized by experts in the field, and implemented adequately with 

sufficient resources and personnel. 

The first federal legislation that focused on the rights of EBs to maintain their 

native languages, the Bilingual Education Act of 1968, also known as Title VII of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act, provided funds to support bilingual education 

programs in U.S. public schools. “Following the passage of the Bilingual Act of 1968, 

many states began lifting the restriction on the use of language other than English in 

elementary school classrooms” (Menchaca-Ochoa, 2006, p. 52). However, in 1982, 

Congress amended the Bilingual Education Act to authorize block grant funding for state 

programs of English learning, permitting individual states to obtain federal funding for 

models that utilized English-only instruction for EBs. 

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB, 2002) replaced Title VII with 

Title III, altering the name of the federal law from Bilingual Education Act to English 

Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement Act 

(Menchaca-Ochoa, 2006). Unfortunately for EBs, “learning in their native language, a 

fundamental requirement for effective bilingual instruction and a central focus in Title 

VII, [was] not among the goals of Title III” (p. 56-57). Consequently, individual states 

are not mandated to use Title III funding to develop bilingual education programs based 

upon current research knowledge (Collier & Thomas, 2009). 

In order to hold the states accountable for educational funding, Title III requires 

that annual assessments to determine adequate yearly progress (AYP) in reading and 

math are conducted. However, Collier and Thomas (2009) found that EBs do not acquire 
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enough English to be fairly tested until they have received five to six years of schooling 

(see also Tsang, Katz, & Stack, 2008). 

In spite of the ‘lip service’ of NCLB leaving no child behind, ELLs are being left 

behind in classes with teachers who fail to acknowledge their linguistic and 

cultural differences or address their academic strengths and needs, and as their 

progress is measured through tests that cannot accurately assess what they are 

learning. (Harper & de Jong, 2009, p. 140)  

Although NCLB defined the academic success of EBs as the narrowing of the 

“achievement gap” with native English-speakers, that federal law failed to recognize 

TESOL and bilingual education as core courses in teacher preparation (Harper & de Jong, 

2009). As a result, each state decides whether its pre-service teachers must be prepared to 

educate EBs. 

In Florida, teachers in the areas of elementary education, Middle Grades English (5-9) 

and English (6-12) must either complete a 3-credit teacher education course in each of the 

five TESOL areas of cross-cultural communication and understanding, applied 

linguistics, methods of teaching ESOL, ESOL curriculum and materials development, 

and testing and evaluation of ESOL, or earn a bachelor’s or master’s degree in a program 

that infuses ESOL into all teacher education courses. “The primary difference…in terms 

of curriculum is that students in an infused program are not required to take five separate 

courses…The infused model requires extensive and meaningful curricular changes to the 

program [emphasis added] and highly qualified faculty” (Florida Department of 

Education, 2011, pp. 9-10). Regardless of which program they select, pre-service teachers 

in Florida who plan to teach elementary education or secondary English language arts 
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(ELA) must demonstrate knowledge aligned to Florida’s TESOL standards in each of the 

five areas of ESOL (Florida Department of Education, 2011). 

Statement of the Problem 

As a consequence of failing to meet the educational needs of EBs, clear 

differences continue in average reading and math test scores across linguistic groups 

(López et al., 2013; Sleeter, 2008). In order to assist EBs to achieve academic success, 

pre-service teachers require exposure to knowledge about linguistically responsive 

instruction, bilingual program models, and critical pedagogy (Bartolomé, 2010; Harper & 

de Jong, 2004; Honigsfeld, 2009; López et al., 2013; Lucas et al., 2008; Menken & 

Antunez, 2001; Thomas & Collier, 2012). Without this knowledge, presented across the 

teacher education curriculum, pre-service teachers may continue to repeat the same 

strategies that have resulted in the “achievement gap” persistently experienced by EBs 

(Collier & Thomas, 2004). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to determine whether EBs are fairly represented in 

ELA methods textbooks currently utilized in an infused teacher education curriculum 

(Florida Department of Education, 2011). Textual analysis that combines quantitative and 

qualitative methods (Krippendorff, 2013) was used to examine how authors described 

EBs and how they presented ten topics that prepare pre-service teachers to educate those 

students. Data analysis utilized an analytical framework that recognizes seven forms of 

curriculum bias in textbooks (Sadker & Sadker, 1982) and a conceptual framework of 

philosophical approaches to multicultural teacher education (Gorski, 2009; Jenks, Lee, & 

Kanpol, 2001). Given the importance of textbooks in informing pre-service teachers’ 
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knowledge about effective instruction for EBs, the general question that this study 

proposes to answer is: How do authors of elementary-level ELA methods textbooks 

present topics about teaching Emerging Bilingual students? 

Research Questions 

The research questions that were addressed by this study were selected as guides 

for the analysis and interpretation of the authors’ messages in the textbooks. The answers 

were derived through inferences drawn from texts (Krippendorff, 2013). The four 

research questions include:  

1. How do authors of teacher education ELA methods textbooks describe 

Emerging Bilingual students? 

2. How much of the content of teacher education ELA methods textbooks 

is devoted to preparing pre-service teachers to instruct Emerging 

Bilingual students? 

3. In what ways does the presentation of content regarding teaching 

Emerging Bilingual students in teacher education ELA methods 

textbooks sustain or challenge curriculum bias? 

4. How do authors of teacher education ELA methods textbooks 

approach the education of Emerging Bilingual students? 

Role of the Researcher 

The biases brought to the textual analysis by the researcher fundamentally 

influence the interpretation of the text (Creswell, 2007). “There is nothing inherent in a 

text; the meanings of a text are always brought to it by someone” (Krippendorff, 2013, p. 
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28). At this point, it is appropriate that I provide some facts about myself regarding my 

own second language acquisition and experience teaching a required TESOL course. 

I am keenly aware of the personal time, effort, and frustration that is involved in 

acquiring a second language. In my home, located in a linguistically and culturally 

diverse community of South Florida, I grew up speaking English. Over a period of many 

years, I acquired conversational Spanish through social interaction with native Spanish-

speakers, formal study in public school and university classes, and during my travels to 

various countries where Spanish is the dominant language. While most students in the 

U.S. who are being served in programs of language assistance are required to learn 

English at the expense of their native languages, I did not suffer a loss in proficiency of 

my native language while learning Spanish. In fact, my academic English language 

proficiency improved with every class that I completed through graduate school. This 

resulted because every course was delivered in English. Moreover, if I have failed to 

achieve full fluency in Spanish, such deficiencies have not caused me to suffer any 

cognitive disadvantage associated with subtractive bilingualism. This is because my 

language learning experience has been privileged. I am an additive bilingual. 

While taking classes in multicultural education, Teaching English to Speakers of 

Other Languages (TESOL) and bilingual education, I began to work towards my own 

conscientization (Freire, 2008). During my struggle to understand the contradictions that 

surround the education of EBs, I became aware that while current theory and research 

suggest that the most effective instructional models for language minority students are the 

maintenance (late-exit) bilingual education and dual language immersion programs 

(Cummins, 2000; Thomas & Collier, 2012), these are not the models most frequently 
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offered to EBs (Honigsfeld, 2009). I learned, unfortunately, that most students who speak 

a language other than English at home fall behind in school while they are attempting to 

learn enough academic English to keep up with native English-speakers; they are 

subtractive bilinguals.  

As a teaching assistant, I was asked to teach a survey TESOL class in the infused 

teacher education program at my university. Most of the students taking my class planned 

to become elementary educators and were taking this required course in partial 

fulfillment of their ESOL requirement (Florida Department of Education, 2011). I 

observed that the attitudes of pre-service teachers towards EBs and linguistic diversity 

were not all positive. While I attempted to present educational theory and research 

regarding the instruction of EBs that would prepare them to provide the most effective 

instruction for these students, this was only one course (Honigsfeld, 2009; Lucas et al., 

2008; TESOL, 2006). 

As a consequence of my second language acquisition and teacher education 

experiences, I now recognize that I must become an agent for change. I believe that “it is 

important that the full range of capabilities and resources that Emerging Bilingual 

students possess be available to them to meet academic challenges in school as well as 

the challenges of living in a technologically and transnationally advancing world” 

(Fránquiz, 2012, p. 32). After coming to the realization that teacher preparation programs 

might not have the best interests of EBs in mind, however, I recognized that it was 

necessary for me to analyze and expose biases in the teacher education curriculum.  

I believe that it is important for all teachers to seek their own conscientization 

(Freire, 2008), because it is likely that most will not have been exposed to linguistically 
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and culturally different students and will have no idea what it feels like to be in the 

minority (Ladson-Billings, 2009; Sleeter, 2008). I also recognize that an effective teacher 

preparation program must provide space in the curriculum for critical multicultural 

teacher education (CMTE) so that pre-service teachers may learn the theories and 

practices that facilitate academic success for marginalized students (Banks, 2006; 

Bartolomé, 2010; Gay, 2000; Sleeter, 2008). While my experiences may have influenced 

my interpretations of the textbooks in this study, I have endeavored to present the data 

that supports my conclusions. 

Research Design 

 This study was designed as a textual analysis (Berg, 2001; Krippendorff, 2004, 

2013) of five elementary-level ELA methods textbooks, in order to ascertain whether 

their authors have presented the knowledge required to educate EBs that is supported by 

current theory and research in TESOL and bilingual education (de Jong, Harper, & 

Coady, 2013; López et al., 2013; Lucas et al., 2008; Menken & Antunez, 2001). In the 

first phase, the content of these textbooks were analyzed to determine the frequency of 

the occurrence of various descriptors used for EBs, and the amount of space allocated to 

content devoted to teaching methods, curriculum, and assessment for EBs (Lucas et al., 

2008, p. 361; López et al., 2013; Menken & Antunez, 2001; Watson, Miller, Driver, 

Rutledge, & McAllister, 2005). In the second phase, the quantitative findings of the 

initial content analysis were enriched by a thorough qualitative textual analysis to 

evaluate whether the authors sustained or challenged extant curriculum biases (Sadker & 

Sadker, 1982; Zittleman & Sadker, 2002, pp. 169-170) and to determine which 
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multicultural approach to teacher education was suggested (Gorski, 2009; Jenks et al., 

2001). 

Assumptions 

In determining the population of textbooks used in infused ELA methods courses 

in Florida universities, I consulted online bookstores that were linked to each of the 

universities represented. Entries for each infused ELA methods course, along with its 

various sections, were located on Neebo.com. I made the assumption that the textbooks 

that were listed on that website, during January of the spring 2015 semester, were the 

textbooks that were assigned to the teacher education students who took those courses 

during that semester. At my own university, I confirmed the identity of the single 

textbook that was assigned in every section of the infused ELA methods course. 

According to the information on Neebo.com, four separate textbooks authored by 

Gail Tompkins were assigned in infused ELA methods courses at Florida universities. 

One of these, Tompkins (2013), was identified as the best-selling language arts textbook. 

I assumed that this information was true, and I was later able to confirm that fact through 

a sales representative at Pearson Education, Inc.   

Limitations 

 This study is limited to the making of inferences about the meaning of authors’ 

messages in certain specified contexts of their use (Krippendorff, 2013). The findings and 

their interpretations have been limited by the researcher’s inability to directly observe the 

thoughts and intentions of the authors. Differences in interpretation are certainly possible 

and the inferences that were drawn depend upon the contexts described by the researcher. 
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The researcher recognizes that pre-service teachers are a heterogeneous group 

who may be predisposed to a variety of ideologies and assumptions that may or may not 

be affected by what they read in a textbook. A textbook is only one source of information 

about curriculum choices and instructional decisions necessary for educating EBs in an 

elementary-level ELA methods course. The educational philosophy of the professor, 

published syllabus, supplemental materials used, and assignments completed, in addition 

to other teacher education courses taken, all may contribute to the development of a pre-

service teacher’s beliefs about EBs and linguistic diversity. 

Moreover, this study did not survey or interview teacher educators or pre-service 

teachers to determine their beliefs and assumptions about educating EBs. The findings of 

this textual analysis were not correlated with findings about actual beliefs and 

assumptions of teacher educators or pre-service teachers who read the messages in these 

textbooks. Although important, that research was beyond the scope of this study. 

Delimitations 

 In this study, a sample of teacher education textbooks that were required reading 

in infused elementary-level ELA methods courses were analyzed for curriculum bias. 

ELA methods courses were chosen because in Florida, pre-service teachers who plan to 

teach elementary education or secondary ELA may select one course as part of an infused 

model in lieu of taking five separate ESOL courses (Florida Department of Education, 

2011). As a consequence, the curriculum of this course was most likely to include 

material about the competencies and skills described in the Florida TESOL standards. 

Elementary-level courses were selected instead of secondary-level, because the 

highest percentages of total population for EBs were found in the elementary grades 



 

13 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2013). Moreover, longitudinal research completed on 

elementary-level EBs has found that the most effective instruction for closing the reading 

“achievement gap” incorporates both native languages and English for at least six years 

during the elementary grades (Collier & Thomas, 2004, 2009; Thomas & Collier, 2002, 

2012). The determination of bias in messages about preparing pre-service teachers to 

educate EBs during those formative years is crucial to advocating for the academic 

success of language minority students (Bartolomé, 2010). 

Significance of the Study 

This study is significant because it analyzed ELA methods textbooks that were 

required reading for pre-service teachers in infused elementary-level ELA methods 

courses offered at Florida universities. The analysis of bias in the teacher education 

curriculum examines whether content about preparing pre-service teachers to educate 

subordinated students is limited by authors, as a result of the influence of dominant 

ideologies (Jennings & Macgillivray, 2011; Macgillivray & Jennings, 2008; Sadker & 

Sadker, 2008; Watson et al., 2005; Zittleman & Sadker, 2002). Although textbooks are 

not the only source of information in teacher education courses, they are often used “as 

the basic source material” (Watson et al., 2005, p. 149) and “many instructors use the 

content and structure of their adopted textbooks to structure the content of their classes” 

(Macgillivray & Jennings, 2008, p. 171).  

The messages about teaching methods, curriculum, and assessment for EBs may 

affect how pre-service teachers will address the needs of this marginalized group in their 

classrooms. Authors of teacher education textbooks have the potential to assist pre-

service teachers to overcome bias, or, “through omission and stereotyping, they can 
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reinforce biased attitudes and behaviors” (Zittleman & Sadker, 2002, p. 168). The 

language used by the authors not only describes the world of ELA instruction, it also 

constructs it (Kincheloe & McLaren, 2003). “In an educational context, for example, 

legitimated discourses of power insidiously tell educators what books may be read by 

students, what instructional methods may be utilized, and what belief systems and views 

of success may be taught” (p. 441). Unless the authors of ELA methods textbooks, that 

inform the structure and content of infused ELA methods courses, challenge ideologies 

such as deficit perspective (Grant & Sleeter, 2011), English hegemony (Macedo, 

Dendrinos, & Gounari, 2003), and one-size-fits-all pedagogy (Bartolomé, 1994; Harper 

& de Jong, 2009; Honigsfeld, 2009), pre-service teachers may never be exposed to the 

knowledge that they need to recognize and transform ineffectual language-learning and 

literacy practices for EBs. 

Definitions 

Additive bilingualism. Additive bilingualism involves the study of a second language 

(e.g., Spanish in the U.S.) in a situation in which the student’s native language 

and culture are valued as assets. Additive bilingualism supports the development 

of high proficiency levels and literacy skills in both languages, resulting in 

positive academic achievement (Cummins, 2001; Lambert, 1975; Thomas & 

Collier, 1997, 2012). 

Adequate instruction. Refers to the notion that all students must receive instruction in a 

language that they can understand. In the context of U.S. public schools, students 

must have a meaningful opportunity to participate in curricular and extracurricular 

offerings regardless of their level of English proficiency (Lau v. Nichols, 1974). 
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Bilingual. The ability to understand and use two languages in particular contexts, both 

for interpersonal communication and academic purposes. 

Bilingual education. Teaching students content in their native language, while they are 

learning academic English, so they do not fall behind native English-speakers in 

academic subjects. Three general program models are available: transitional 

(early-exit), maintenance (late-exit), and dual language (Honigsfeld, 2009; 

Thomas & Collier, 2012). 

Conscientization. A process of reflecting upon oppression, which is critically analyzed 

in an attempt to understand and subsequently act upon its root causes in an effort 

to achieve the liberation of the oppressed (Freire, 2008). In the context of critical 

MTE, pre-service teachers are encouraged to examine their own privileged 

position as well as the historical situation of marginalized students so that “a 

naïve understanding of the world is replaced with a more rigorous understanding 

of the reality within which these teachers operate” (Bartolomé, 2010, p. 49). 

Emerging Bilinguals (EBs). Students who will become successful bilingual adults 

through a meaningful education that takes advantage of their native language 

(Fránquiz, 2012; García, 2006). In the context of this study, the term replaces 

ELL and LEP which focus on deficiencies rather than on potential (Fránquiz, 

2012). 

English language learners (ELLs). Defined as students who know a language other than 

English and are being served in appropriate programs of language assistance (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2013), this remains the dominant institutional referent 

for EBs. Students must learn English as a second language for both social and 
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academic purposes in order to benefit fully from instruction in English. According 

to Fránquiz (2012), the terms ELL and LEP are used by critics of bilingual 

education instead of the term bilingual, although ELL has largely replaced LEP in 

the U.S. 

Language minority students. A term used to refer to students whose native language is 

other than English in communities where English is spoken by the majority of its 

members. Lambert (1975) found that in a society that fails to value native 

languages and cultures as assets, language minority students who study English 

often suffer reduced proficiency in both their native language and English. This 

condition, known as subtractive bilingualism, often negatively affects cognitive 

function and reduces academic achievement (Collier & Thomas, 2009; Cummins, 

2001; Lambert, 1975; Thomas & Collier, 2002). 

Limited English proficiency (LEP). A designation used formerly in the literature, and 

still appearing in documents and webpages produced by the U.S. government, to 

identify students who have limited English proficiency because they come from a 

different linguistic and cultural background. According to Fránquiz (2012), the 

term highlights what individuals lack rather than the proficiencies that they 

possess (p. 32; Honigsfeld, 2009). 

Linguistically responsive pedagogy. Linguistically responsive pedagogy involves three 

types of pedagogical expertise: familiarity with students’ linguistic and academic 

backgrounds, an understanding of the language demands inherent in the learning 

tasks that students are expected to carry out, and skills for appropriate scaffolding 

to assist EBs to successfully participate in those tasks (Lucas et al., 2008, p. 366). 
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Monolingual. A monolingual is a person who speaks only one language. 

Multicultural teacher education (MTE). Provides opportunities in which pre-service 

and in-service teachers may be encouraged to examine their own personal 

assumptions about the privileged position of white, middle-class, native English-

speakers in education and the marginalization of minority students (Cummins, 

2000; Sleeter, 2008). In order to move beyond a deficit perspective, pre-service 

teachers are encouraged to critically examine how their own beliefs and values 

determine their behavior, and how the policies of educational institutions result in 

inequality and social injustice for marginalized students (Jenks et al., 2001; 

McLaren, 1997). Teacher education students are challenged to critically engage 

with their world so they can act upon it (Giroux, 2011). 

Native language. The language which was learned and used first by students regardless 

of their later proficiency in that language; also known as L1. 

Subtractive bilingualism. Subtractive bilingualism involves the study of a second 

language (e.g., English in the U.S.) in a society in which the student’s native 

language and culture are viewed as deficits. Subtractive bilingualism may result in 

loss of proficiency in the native language and reduced academic achievement in 

the second language (Cummins, 2001; Lambert, 1975; Thomas & Collier, 1997, 

2012). 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

 Since Dewey (1897, 1938), enlightened educators have recognized that classroom 

instruction must connect students to prior knowledge that is within the range of their 

background and experience (Gay, 2000; Ladson-Billings, 2009; Lucas et al., 2008; Nieto, 

2003). For pre-service teachers, this can be difficult to accomplish when the ideology that 

underlies the teacher education curriculum conflicts with theory and research that informs 

the most effective instruction for students from diverse cultures and linguistic 

backgrounds (Bartolomé, 1994; Cummins, 2000; Macedo & Bartolomé, 2014). It is 

crucial that pre-service teachers are prepared to examine the underlying assumptions of 

the English-only curriculum, and recognize their effect on the education of EBs 

(Bartolomé, 2010). 

Theoretical Framework 

This study is informed by the literature of MTE, Teaching English to Speakers of 

Other Languages (TESOL) and Bilingual Education (BE), taking a critical multicultural 

approach by framing language minority students as EBs to highlight their proficiencies, 

rather than deficiencies, and viewing teachers as catalysts for curricular transformation 

(Banks, 2008a; Gay, 2000; Giroux, 1987; Gorski, 2009; Ladson-Billings, 2009; Sleeter, 

2005) rather than as compliant technicians who follow externally-imposed mandates 

(Sleeter, 2008). Pre-service teachers must be prepared to recognize and interrogate 

instructional practices that result in a lack of educational opportunities for EBs 

(Bartolomé, 1994; Collier & Thomas, 2009; Cummins, 2000; Freire, 2008). In order to 
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improve education for EBs, critical multicultural educators focus upon transforming the 

curriculum (Bartolomé, 2010; Gorski, 2009; Schoorman & Bogotch, 2010). 

Curriculum Approaches in MTE  

Since the 1960s, multicultural educators have advocated for educational changes 

consistent with an ideology that values cultural pluralism, individual choice, and equal 

opportunity (Sleeter & Gant, 2009). In an attempt to develop cross-cultural competency 

in pre-service teachers, MTE works for “a more just and democratic society in which 

power and resources are more equitably distributed” (Jenks et al., 2001, p. 88). By 

critically analyzing beliefs about race, class, gender, linguistic diversity, sexual 

orientation, or any differences that may result in unequal power relations in U.S. 

classrooms, pre-service teachers learn how assumptions about minority groups influence 

educational opportunity (Bartolomé, 2010; Freire, 2008). 

 Banks (2008a) recognized early that curriculum was the most crucial factor for 

empowering teachers to provide an equitable education to all students. This was the focus 

of early efforts in MTE and remains one of the five dimensions of multicultural education 

currently advocated. Material about marginalized groups may be included in the 

mainstream curriculum through content integration. The knowledge construction process 

offers an opportunity to analyze curriculum by asking questions such as “Whose 

knowledge is this?” and “Who stands to gain and lose from the selection process?” 

(Sleeter, 2005). Prejudice reduction encourages learning about individuals from diverse 

cultures and interacting with the purpose of peaceful co-existence. Equity pedagogy 

searches for ways to make instruction culturally responsive by focusing on individual and 

community characteristics (Gay, 2000; Ladson-Billings, 2009; Nieto, 2003). A school-
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wide examination of discriminatory policies and practices hopes to result in empowering 

school culture and social structure (Banks, 2008a). 

 Fragmented efforts to integrate content about minority groups into the mainstream 

curriculum may result from a contributions approach or an additive approach. While the 

added material demonstrates an attempt to represent previously excluded students, it 

often fails to alter the underlying purpose or perspective of the curriculum, resulting in 

perpetuation of the status quo. In comparison, the transformative approach changes the 

basic assumptions by offering diverse perspectives through which marginalized students 

may view topics that are meaningful to them. The social action approach provides 

opportunities for empowerment by encouraging students to personally act to resolve 

issues that directly affect their lives and their communities. These distinctions are central 

to the analysis in this study. 

 Over time, multicultural studies of curriculum have expanded the available frames 

of analysis, with other scholars developing typologies to identify desired and undesired 

practices (Gorski, 2009; Grant & Sleeter, 2006; McLaren, 1997; Nieto, 1996, 2003). One 

such typology, emerging from analysis of curriculum, was the work of Grant and Sleeter 

(2006), who described five alternatives for approaching multicultural education in order 

to clarify the gap that exists between MTE practices that celebrate diversity and the 

“critical/transformative efforts that seek to address the systemic inequities within the 

education and society” (Schoorman & Bogotch, 2010, p. 1042).  

 The first approach described, teaching the exceptional and the culturally different, 

is utilized by teachers who see multicultural education as targeted solely towards students 

of minoritized backgrounds as a means of supporting their assimilation into mainstream 
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culture. In discussing this approach, Sleeter and Grant distinguish between difference- 

and deficit-oriented perspectives; one frames cultural difference as a relevant stepping 

stone towards integration into the mainstream whereas a deficit-orientation frames 

difference as an impediment to be overcome. By attempting to “equip students with the 

cognitive skills, concepts, information, language, and values required by American 

society” (Sleeter & Grant, 2009, p. 44), teachers who adopt the deficit perspective believe 

they are preparing students to adequately function in order to pass examinations and 

eventually obtain employment. This market-based approach is informed by an 

assumption that assimilation of minority students into mainstream culture is the only path 

to their eventual success. Unfortunately, it also undervalues the diverse cultural and 

linguistic assets that link students to their families and communities. Such beliefs often 

lead to lowered expectations for minority students who are obligated to learn standards-

based curriculum and are tested in a language in which they may not be fluent. 

 The second approach, human relations, seeks to develop interpersonal harmony 

and reduce prejudice toward minority students. This approach, like Bank’s (2008a) 

prejudice reduction, focuses on individual rather than institutional interactions. Its goals 

include promoting positive feelings among students, reducing stereotyping, and 

improving students’ self-concepts (Sleeter & Grant, 2009). 

 The third approach, single-group studies, examines topics relevant to one specific 

group beyond its stereotypical characteristics in order to analyze and understand its 

oppressive history. The logic behind this approach is that understanding hitherto 

marginalized knowledge bases can best be understood through the in-depth study of one 

group at a time. The curriculum targets either members of the studied group alone or in 
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combination with other students, all of whom focus on topics (e.g., history, literature) 

relevant to this group, understood through the perspectives of scholars from this group 

and explored through pedagogical approaches salient to the culture of this group. In this 

manner, students are prepared to work toward change that seeks to improve the 

marginalized condition of the studied group and the structures that have impeded their 

full representation in mainstream curriculum. 

Sleeter and Grant (2009) recommended their fourth and fifth approaches: 

multicultural education, and education that is multicultural and social reconstructionist. 

The ideology that underlies both of these approaches values cultural pluralism and equal 

opportunities for all students. Moreover, the social reconstructionist approach prepares 

students to achieve a critical consciousness, about structural inequalities that impede 

certain groups of students, and to learn social action skills. Pre-service teachers learn to 

identify the messages that reproduce hegemonic practices, develop strategies to recognize 

and transform biased curriculum, and acquire cross-cultural competency (Banks, 2008a). 

Multiculturalism Framework  

 Part of the analytical framework used in this study draws on a typology of three 

approaches to MTE: conservative, liberal, and critical multiculturalism (Jenks et al., 

2001). This framework parallels the typologies of many critical multicultural educators 

(e.g., Banks, 2008a; McLaren, 1997; Sleeter & Grant, 2009) and informs the final stage 

of analysis in this study to identify the ideological and philosophical biases underlying 

the messages presented in teacher education textbooks. While the five approaches first 

presented by Grant and Sleeter (2006) offered an orientation to multicultural practice in 

K-12, the approaches to MTE represent “sociopolitical philosophy regarding the purpose 
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of multicultural education – the values and orientations that inform one’s practice” 

(Gorski, 2009, p. 311). 

 Conservative. The conservative approach seeks to assimilate diverse students 

into the dominant culture, stereotype minority students as homogenous, and define 

education through a market-centric or capitalistic lens (Gorski, 2009; Jenks et al., 2001). 

Similar to Sleeter and Grant’s (2009) teaching the exceptional and the culturally 

different, the conservative approach perceives cultural differences as deficits that serve as 

barriers to academic success and the acquisition of high-paying jobs. Teachers that 

believe that linguistically diverse students will achieve success through an Anglo-

conformity orientation, encourage EBs to adopt the culture, English language, and values 

of the dominant group, while inviting limited parental or community participation 

(Cummins, 1986). 

 The majority of teachers in the U.S., who are white, middle-class, and 

monolingual, bring this deficit-oriented philosophy to the classroom with little cross-

cultural background, knowledge, or experience (Banks, 2006; Kubota, 2010; Ladson-

Billings, 2009; Meskill, 2005; Sleeter, 2008). These teachers harbor beliefs that students 

who are immigrants or whose native language is not English “have no cultural knowledge 

and practices of value, and are therefore best served by being taught to replace their 

existing norms and values with those of the middle class” (Lea, 2010, p. 36). Curricular 

materials and teaching strategies tend to support the dominant culture (Macedo, 1998). 

Content added into the curriculum “may be given short shrift – or not be taught at all – by 

teachers who fail to accept its importance” (Jenks et al., 2001, p. 97; Banks, 2008a). 
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 Liberal. The liberal approach encourages teachers to respect and celebrate 

differences among students (Cummins, 1986; Jenks et al., 2001). Progressive in 

philosophy, it finds ways to incorporate diverse cultures into the curriculum content. It 

may even inform the additive approach if content infused into the curriculum “is viewed 

as a substantive addition to a study of the diversity of the American experience” (Jenks et 

al., 2001, p. 96). 

 Like Sleeter and Grant’s (2009) human relations approach, the liberal approach 

focuses on encouraging acceptance among diverse groups as a result of personal 

knowledge gained through human interactions. Utilizing activities such as cooperative 

learning, teachers seek prejudice reduction and the creation of a community of learners. 

While this philosophy recognizes students’ native languages and cultures as important 

aspects of their identities, critics of this approach note it fails to address important 

societal issues of power and privilege that are reproduced within the schools, and that 

constrain the identity choices that are available to linguistic minority students (Jenks et 

al., 2001; May & Sleeter, 2010; Sleeter, 2008). 

 Critical. The critical approach, that informs this study, encourages pre-service 

teachers to confirm the experiences of marginalized students by examining educational 

issues within larger historical and political contexts, exposing unequal power relations 

that exist between monolingual English-speaking teachers and language minority 

students, and learning to advocate on behalf of EBs (Freire, 2008; Giroux, 2011; Gorski, 

2009; Jenks et al., 2001; Lea, 2010; McLaren, 1997). In the interest of human rights and 

individual choice, parents should be allowed to choose the languages in which their 

children are instructed. By offering effective program models in bilingual education, 
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rather than limiting choices to English immersion or sheltered instruction programs, 

schools encourage equal opportunity for all students to obtain a meaningful education 

without sacrificing individual identities (Cummins, 2000). 

 By learning to examine the oppressive effects of institutional power, pre-service 

teachers attempt to achieve social justice for marginalized students (Freire, 2008; 

McLaren, 1997). By honoring students’ native languages and cultures and presenting 

curriculum and instructional practices teacher educators and textbook authors prepare 

pre-service teachers to purposefully resist and subvert English-only policies, one-size-

fits-all pedagogy, and unfair assessment practices which prevent EBs from achieving 

academic success (Bartolomé, 2010; Tse, 2001). 

Curriculum Approaches in the Education of EBs  

The scholarship of TESOL and bilingual education parallels the discussion of 

MTE in terms of clear distinctions between desired and undesired approaches, when 

viewed from a critical multicultural perspective. Central to this discussion and to this 

study are the issues of how authors of textbooks use descriptors to label students, select 

language of instruction, and recommend instructional approaches that utilize all or part of 

the capabilities and resources of EBs. A critical multicultural approach to teacher 

education seeks to transform an ELA methods curriculum that stresses ESL methods and 

utilizes native languages only as a temporary bridge to English, into an inclusive 

curriculum that prepares pre-service teachers to understand the need for effective 

bilingual instruction (Cloud, Genesee, & Hamayan, 2004; Cummins, 2000; Thomas & 

Collier, 2012). 
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 Descriptors. Students in the U.S. who are members of immigrant families, or 

who speak a language other than English at home, historically have been described as 

limited English proficient (LEP). Currently, the National Center for Educational Statistics 

(NCES) uses the term English language learners (ELLs) to describe language minority 

students who are being served in appropriate programs of English language assistance in 

U.S. public schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2013). According to Fránquiz 

(2012), the use of the labels, LEP and ELL, contributes to “a broader ideological 

discourse that persistently promote[s] ‘one nation, one territory, one language 

nationalism’ (Wright, 2004)” (p. 32). 

Perhaps more important for the literacy development of EBs, however, is the issue 

of identity formation. EBs must be afforded opportunities to confirm their bicultural 

identities through immersion in literate environments that affirm their languages and 

cultures, and reflect the experiences and perspectives of their communities (Cummins, 

2000). Because not all students share power equally, choices about identities often are 

limited to those that are imposed upon them (Freire, 2008; Giroux, 2011).  

The root causes of academic failure among subordinated group students are to be 

found in the fact that the interactions between educators and students frequently 

reflect and reinforce the broader societal pattern of coercive relations of power 

between dominant and subordinated groups. (Cummins, 2000, p. 1)  

This is particularly significant for EBs who are being served in programs of English 

language assistance in U.S. public schools. 

 According to Freeman (1998), teachers at the Oyster Bilingual School in 

Washington, D.C. refused to use a discourse of subordination when speaking with 
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students. Rather than pressuring students to assimilate to a white, middle-class, native 

English-speaking identity, teachers communicated their respect for student language and 

culture, and encouraged them to see themselves as fully bilingual and biliterate. Freeman 

(1998) found that 3rd grade reading, mathematics, language, and science scores were 1.6 -

1.8 median grade equivalents above norms, while 6th grade scores were 4.4 - 6.2 above 

norms for students in the bilingual education program (Cummins, 2000, p.4). 

 Program models. Both ESL and bilingual education methods incorporate a 

similar knowledge base (López et al., 2013). However, while bilingual education 

provides instruction in both L1 and L2, ESL offers instruction only in English. The 

dominant English-only ideology that informs ELA instruction takes limited advantage of 

the prior knowledge and experiences that EBs can only access through their native 

languages while developing proficiency in English (Bartolomé, 1994; Collier & Thomas, 

2004; Cummins, 2000). Instructional models such as ESL methods, English immersion, 

and sheltered instruction classes, recognize native languages merely as “a temporary 

bridge to English” (Cummins, 2000, p. 4). 

 Dual-language immersion programs seek to produce bilingual and biliterate 

students by placing equal numbers of native English-speakers and EBs into elementary 

classrooms in which reading and content area classes are taught in both languages 

(Honigsfeld, 2009; Thomas & Collier, 2012). Maintenance (late-exit) bilingual programs, 

designed to instruct EBs only, teach reading and other elementary subjects using L1 for 

part of the instructional period and L2 for the remainder. These programs usually divide 

language use as 90/10 or 50/50, with L1 dominating instructional time during the early 
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years of development. Both programs are designed to maintain bilingual instruction from 

kindergarten through 5th grade and beyond (Honigsfeld, 2009; Thomas & Collier, 2012). 

 Transitional (early-exit) bilingual programs are designed to teach reading and 

other elementary subjects to EBs only, also using L1 for part of the day and English for 

part of the day. However, in the U.S., these programs are typically designed to continue 

for only two to three years, requiring EBs to exit into mainstream classes where they 

receive content area instruction in English (Honigsfeld, 2009). Advocates of bilingualism 

reject transitional (early-exit) programs in favor of maintenance (late-exit) and dual-

language immersion, also known as enriched education, that promotes bilingualism and 

biliteracy (Cloud et al., 2004; Cummins, 2000; Genesee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunders, & 

Christian, 2005). 

 Pedagogical approaches. All infants, regardless of their native language, have 

the innate ability to acquire oral language (Chomsky, 1959). Chomsky theorized that the 

language learning device (LAD) located within the brain contains universal principles, 

i.e., basic properties common to all languages, which are used exclusively for language 

acquisition. The functions within the LAD are triggered by the child’s surroundings, 

including communication with parents, relatives, and other members of the family and 

community. Children progress through predictable stages of language development, 

because they are programmed to acquire certain types of knowledge and skills at specific 

times in life. 

 Krashen (1982) formulated five hypotheses (i.e., acquisition-learning, natural 

order, input, monitor, and affective filter) assuming the existence of the LAD. The 

acquisition-learning hypothesis states that L2 learners acquire language in a manner 
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similar to infants, i.e., subconsciously through their surroundings. By comparison, 

conscious knowledge about language (i.e., rules) must be learned through formal 

instruction. Acquired language begins to “sound right” to the speaker, although errors 

may still be detected. 

 Language is learned in a natural order (Krashen, 1982). Certain rules (e.g., 

pronunciation and grammar) are acquired before others in L2 as in L1. Through the use 

of language for problem-solving and other authentic purposes, L2 learners develop such 

rules gradually. Consequently, the communication of meaning through purposeful 

activities is more important to L2 acquisition than drill and practice of spelling and 

grammar. These theories inform the communicative approaches to language learning and 

content-based instruction (Crawford, 2003). 

 The stages of language development are known as silent period or pre-production 

(listening without speaking), early production (speaking one or two-words), speech 

emergence (speaking phrases and short sentences), and intermediate fluency (beginning 

to engage in discourse). At the end of their first year, most children begin to produce 

single words, soon followed by multiple-word structures. This initial production of 

speech may sound like telegraphic speech or incomplete sentences used to convey 

meanings in telegrams. Children continue to learn the grammar rules and vocabulary of 

their native language through modeling and encouragement from their families and 

communities. As their linguistic skills improve, they tend to make developmental errors, 

such as overgeneralizing or narrowing the meanings of words (Ariza, Morales-Jones, 

Yahya, & Zainuddin, 2010).  
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 Through daily interaction, family activities, and problem-solving at home, L1 

learners experience both linguistic and cognitive development. When they attend school, 

children work at listening, speaking, reading, and writing academic content (e.g., in ELA 

classes). If this curriculum is presented in L1, then their cognitive development continues 

uninterrupted. Researchers agree that it is better to provide reading, writing, and content 

area instruction in L1 throughout the elementary grades (Collier & Thomas, 2009; 

Cummins, 1992; Thomas & Collier, 2002, 2012). It is easier to learn to read and write in 

a language that you already know how to speak (Krashen, 1982). EBs who received 

competent instruction in both languages performed better on measures of English reading 

proficiency than students instructed only in English (August & Shanahan, 2006). 

 Moreover, L1 oral proficiency and literacy skills developed at home and in school 

transfer to support L2 literacy development (August & Shanahan, 2006; Cummins, 2000). 

Cummins (1981) explains in his developmental interdependence hypothesis that despite 

surface differences in L1 and L2 there is a common underlying proficiency (CUP) that 

supports academic tasks in both languages. As CUP continues to develop, receiving input 

in either L1 or L2, knowledge and skills developed in one language transfer to the other 

(Cummins, 1981; Genesee, 1999). 

 In order to progress through the stages of L2 acquisition (i.e., silent period or pre-

production, early production, speech emergence, and intermediate fluency), Krashen 

(1982) hypothesized that L2 learners must have access to comprehensible input that is 

just beyond their level of competence. Language is acquired only when the learners 

understand the messages presented. Social language (i.e., everyday language) is typically 

context-embedded and supported by face-to-face interactions and nonverbal 
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communication. “The context of the input provides clues that maintain the integrity of the 

message” (Crawford, 2003, p. 156). However, academic language is more difficult for 

EBs because it is context-reduced (Cummins, 1981). Appropriate tasks and strategies are 

required to assist EBs to move from social language to academic language. 

 In the majority of U.S. elementary schools, the language of instruction is usually 

English. Critics of bilingual education argue that EBs can successfully learn English as a 

second language without the incorporation of native languages (see Cummins, 1992, 

2000). They assert three major propositions: English immersion should start as early as 

possible in the elementary grades, because younger children are better language learners 

than older children; EBs can learn English quickly enough to mainstream into content 

area classes without special support (usually within one to two years); and time-on-task is 

the major variable underlying language learning, making English immersion the most 

effective means to ensure learning English. However, current theory and research do not 

support these propositions (Cummins, 2000).  

 During the time that it takes for EBs to acquire English, they fall behind their 

English-dominant peers in content areas that are presented exclusively in English (Collier 

& Thomas, 2009; Cummins, 2000; Thomas & Collier, 2002, 2012). If EBs fail to 

maintain native-like competence in their L1, even while reaching a minimal threshold 

level of competence in English, they often suffer negative cognitive effects which result 

in lower academic achievement (Cummins, 2001; Thomas & Collier, 1997). According to 

Cummins’ (2001) threshold hypothesis, only by adequate instruction in both L1 and L2, 

can EBs continue to experience cognitive growth and positive academic achievement 

through the elementary grades.  
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 The aspects of bilingualism which positively affect cognitive development only 

come into play once an EB has attained a minimal competence in L2, while maintaining a 

similar proficiency in L1 (Collier & Thomas, 2009; Cummins, 2001). A recent study by 

Ardasheva, Tretter, and Kinny (2012) confirms the validity of this hypothesis. EBs who 

maintained oral proficiency in their native language, and were reclassified from ELL 

status based on a standardized English proficiency test score, outscored native English-

speakers in both reading and math sections of the criterion-referenced Kentucky Core 

Content Test. These findings suggest that oral proficiency in two languages, either 

through language exposure or through language instruction, may be sufficient to trigger 

the cognitive processing benefits of bilingualism, both of which are suggested by the 

threshold hypothesis. 

 The language of instruction is a critical issue in the reading education of EBs. 

Slavin and Cheung (2005) reviewed 17 experimental studies that compared bilingual with 

English-only reading programs. Of the thirteen studies that focused on elementary-level 

programs for Spanish-dominant students, nine studies favored bilingual approaches, 

finding that L1 literacy instruction had a positive effect on English reading achievement. 

The remaining four found that language of instruction had no effect. Slavin and Cheung 

noted that the most effective reading programs utilized paired bilingual strategies that 

taught reading to EBs in L1 and L2 during different periods of the same instructional day. 

These findings are consistent with those of Thomas and Collier (2012) who found that 

only by attending dual language programs for six to eight years could EBs close the 

achievement gap in reading. 
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 Cheung and Slavin (2012) looked at 13 additional reading studies which analyzed 

elementary-level reading intervention programs for over 2,000 Spanish-dominant 

students. Nine of those studies utilized paired bilingual strategies, two used two-way 

bilingual approaches, and two were transitional (early-exit) bilingual programs. The 

findings indicated positive effects on English reading achievement for programs that 

utilized L1 (i.e., bilingual methods) with paired bilingual programs producing a much 

higher effect size than either two-way bilingual or transitional (early-exit) approaches.  

 However, when language of instruction was evaluated alongside other types of 

reading interventions, Cheung and Slavin (2012) found both bilingual programs and 

structured English immersion programs that produced positive effects. These findings 

lead the researchers to declare that “quality of instruction is more important than 

language of instruction” (p. 389). In all studies compared in the second phase of their 

study, languages of instruction were the same in both experimental and control groups. 

English reading performance was determined by standardized tests, with measurements 

including phonics or decoding and reading comprehension. The most effective programs 

– Success for All, Bilingual Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition, Peer-

Assisted Learning Strategies, and Direct Instruction – made use of cooperative learning 

strategies which provided students daily opportunities to use English language skills in 

meaningful contexts. 

 Language production is critical to learning a second language. Scholars (e.g., 

Swain, 1985) assert that EBs should be encouraged to develop oral fluency in English by 

using it, rather than be allowed to remain silent. Conversational practice, supported by the 

teaching of discrete language skills, develops academic language proficiency. Students 
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develop their own voice by focusing on topics of conversation that interest them (Ellis, 

2008). Output pushes learners to process language, providing opportunities to reflect on 

linguistic form while they negotiate meaning and develop fluency (Lucas et al., 2008). 

Scholars (e.g., Shor, 1999) also suggest that EBs should be encouraged to write in 

English early, especially if they already have writing skills in L1. August and Shanahan 

(2006) found that instruction in the key components of writing were effective for EBs. 

Writing in multiple languages avoids privileging one dominant form (Shor, 1999). 

Student writing can be used to clarify reading comprehension (National Council of 

Teachers of English, 2006). 

 However, even biliteracy is an insufficient goal if reading and writing remain at 

the level of functional literacy rather than critical literacy (Cummins, 2000). EBs must 

learn not only to “read the word” but also to “read the world” (Freire & Macedo, 1987). 

“The interpretation of comprehensible input must go beyond just literal comprehension 

and extend into critical literacy” in order to empower EBs (Cummins, 2000, p. 6). To 

accomplish this goal, Cummins (2000) suggests following Ada’s (1988) critical literacy 

framework. Based upon the work of Freire (2008), the framework consists of four phases, 

each involving an interactional process between teacher and student or among peers. The 

descriptive phase focuses on information presented in the text being read. The textual 

content may deal with any subject area or extracurricular topic. At this level, the process 

involves the practice of basic reading comprehension. This phase represents functional 

literacy. The personal interpretive phase encourages students to relate the text to their 

personal experiences and feelings. Learners recognize that “true learning occurs only 

when the information received is analyzed in the light of one’s own experiences and 
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emotions” (Ada, 1988, p. 104). When students realize that their experiences and feelings 

are valued by teachers and peers, their self-esteem is enhanced. This phase represents 

cultural literacy as it integrates students’ personal experiences with curricular content. 

 The critical analysis phase focuses on the problems that are raised by the text. 

Students attempt to create generalizations about characters’ actions in the face of difficult 

situations, and they explore alternative perspectives, questioning whether persons of 

different cultures or speaking different languages, like themselves, would have acted 

differently.  By critically examining issues that affect their own lives, they engage in the 

processes of knowledge construction and self-definition. In the creative action phase, 

students act upon their new understanding of the text. By problematizing the content and 

relating it to their personal experiences, they are able to critically analyze causes and 

devise solutions, confirming the power of their own agency. 

 In order to achieve functional literacy, EBs are required to recognize words in L2 

and to ignore the hidden curriculum that is contained within their meaning. Through a 

transformative pedagogy (Freire, 2008) teachers and students work together to construct 

new meanings and devise solutions to problems which are experienced by the students in 

their underserved communities. By practicing critical literacy, students learn to express 

their own realities and define their own identities. Teachers must provide EBs with 

opportunities to move beyond the limitations which a deficit philosophy places upon 

second language literacy. 

Effective Language Arts Instruction for EBs  

 The National Council of Teachers of English (2008) suggests that in order to be 

effective in a diverse classroom, English/Language Arts (ELA) teachers should “be able 
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to implement a repertoire of methods and techniques from which they can select—and 

that they can defend—as they strive to teach diverse learners in a myriad of educational 

contexts” (NCTE, 2008, p. 10). The content of ELA instruction and the teaching of ESL 

are often similar, as both areas emphasize the development of literacy skills and address 

linguistic topics, e.g., grammar and vocabulary (Janzen, 2008; Sousa, 2011). However, in 

their national study of teacher preparation for bilingual educators, Menken and Antunez 

(2001) concluded that per-service teachers require a broad range of knowledge in 

pedagogy, linguistics, and cultural and linguistic diversity. 

 Pre-service teachers must be prepared to interact with students from diverse 

linguistic and cultural backgrounds and with a variety of learning needs. In order to teach 

EBs, ELA teachers must possess deep content knowledge, use pedagogy to mediate 

access to the content and skills contained in grade-level language arts objectives, and 

have a thorough understanding of native language (L1) and second language (L2) 

acquisition processes (Lucas et al., 2008; Menken & Antunez, 2001). Teachers who are 

familiar with a student’s L1 oral proficiency, L1 literacy skills, and academic experiences 

are better prepared to provide adequate scaffolding strategies to enable that student to 

develop content knowledge and gain English proficiency. Clearly a one-size-fits-all 

approach to teaching such a student population is inadequate (Honigsfeld, 2009). 

 Simply educating teachers about ESL methods, content knowledge assessment, 

and second language acquisition, however, is insufficient for meeting the needs of EBs. 

“It is equally important that they understand that there are political and ideological 

dimensions to ESL/SE education that potentially may adversely impact their work” 

(Bartolomé, 2010, p. 47). Pre-service teachers should be exposed to the role that 
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ideologies play in shaping curriculum; the asymmetrical power relations that exist 

between white middle-class teachers and culturally and linguistically diverse students 

which affect decisions about curriculum, language use, and assessment; and effective 

strategies to transform oppressive ideologies and practices (Apple, 1993; Bartolomé, 

1994, 2010; Sleeter, 2005).  

 In the first study to examine how state-required coursework for preparing pre-

service teachers to educate EBs correlated to gains in 4th grade reading outcomes on the 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), López et al. (2013) consolidated 

the knowledge required to educate EBs into ten topics, reflecting how states that require 

TESOL and/or bilingual education teacher certification describe coursework. López et al. 

(2013) found that states that require that all teachers receive minimal training to meet the 

needs of EBs, without requiring specialist certifications in ESL or bilingual education, 

showed a decrease in standardized reading scores earned by EBs. Only states that require 

specialist certifications achieved reading gains. The ten topics that follow, adapted from 

the framework designed by López et al. (2013), are central to the analytical framework 

for this study. 

 Native language (L1) acquisition. López et al. (2013) argue that all teachers 

should have “foundational knowledge regarding the role of students’ native language on 

their English literacy” (p. 20). Since states require that pre-service teachers learn through 

several elementary-level courses about literacy, material should be included regarding 

how speaking L1 at home equips EBs with skills which can be used to develop both L1 

and L2 literacy. Fluency in students’ native languages is not necessary for adequate 

instruction of EBs (Lucas et al., 2008). 
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 Native language (L1) literacy. Slavin and Cheung (2005) warned that “the 

reading education of ELLs has become one of the most important issues in all of 

educational policy and practice” (p. 247). In states where required teacher education 

coursework included knowledge of native language (L1) literacy, EBs showed gains in 

reading achievement on the 4th grade NAEP (López et al., 2013). Biliteracy is an essential 

component of educational reform for underachieving EBs (Cummins, 2000). 

 Preparing preservice teachers to meet the needs of EBs not only requires 

knowledge about how literacy develops, but also “how the effects of native language 

literacy on English language development may differ across linguistic groups” (López et 

al., 2013, p. 7). For example, EBs are able to recognize and use cognates, i.e., words that 

have similar spellings and meanings in both L1 and L2, and to take advantage of higher 

order vocabulary skills. Phonemic awareness, decoding, sound blending, and 

comprehension strategies transfer efficiently among languages that use phonetic 

orthographies, such as Spanish, French, and English (Slavin & Cheung, 2005). 

 Second language (L2) acquisition and bilingualism. Second language 

proficiency can be separated into three dimensions which have important differences: 

conversational fluency, discrete language skills, and academic language proficiency 

(Cummins, 2003).  Conversational fluency requires the acquisition of basic interpersonal 

communication skills (BICS) which consist of oral language skills, i.e., use of high-

frequency words and simple grammatical constructions, that can be acquired within 1-2 

years (Cummins, 1980). However, cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP) 

consists of cognitively demanding language and academic skills related to literacy and 

learning. It may take 5-7 years to learn the low-frequency vocabulary and develop the 
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ability to interpret and produce complex oral and written language that is required to 

achieve grade level norms (Collier & Thomas, 2009; Cummins, 1980). Discrete language 

skills, i.e., knowledge of letters and their sounds, and the ability to decode written words 

into appropriate sounds, must be learned through direct instruction, formal and informal 

practice (Cummins, 2003). Word-level skills such as decoding, word recognition, and 

spelling may be taught in the early elementary grades. However, text-level skills, such as 

reading comprehension and writing, take more time to develop (August & Shanahan, 

2006). 

 According to Ellis (2008), explicit attention to language form and function is 

essential to second language acquisition. Formulaic expressions play an important role in 

early language acquisition and can provide the basis for later rule-based competence. For 

example, L2 learners may initially pick up chunks such as ‘I don’t know’ or ‘What’s your 

name?’ without understanding the rules of grammar and usage that apply. “When learners 

focus on meaning, they develop both the skills needed for fluent communication and the 

vocabulary and grammar needed to use the language effectively” (Ellis, 2008, p. 2). It is 

most important that instruction focuses on what is said (i.e., meaning), but teachers must 

also help EBs learn how it should be said (i.e., form). 

 Second language (L2) literacy. The most effective approach for reading 

instruction with EBs “combine[s] extensive and varied exposure to meaningful print with 

explicit and systematic instruction in phonemic awareness and letter-sound 

correspondences” (Cummins, 2003, p. 10). Immersion in a literate school environment, in 

which voluntary reading is encouraged, supports the development of strong literacy 

skills. While those who support phonics-based approaches believe that reading is a 
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process of recognizing words, those who hold the sociopsycholinguistic view see the 

main task of reading as construction of meaning (Freeman & Freeman, 2003). 

 According to Freeman and Freeman (2003), good readers utilize three kinds of 

text cues (i.e., graphophonic, syntactic, and semantic) along with their background 

knowledge to construct meaning. Graphophonic knowledge combines visual and sound 

information obtained from scanning text. Syntactic knowledge helps the reader make 

sense of phrases, clauses, and sentences by understanding how words go together in 

specific language. Semantic knowledge helps readers predict whether words make sense 

when used in a given context. All three types of knowledge, along with vocabulary 

knowledge, develop as a result of reading practice. 

 The sociopsycholinguistic approach is consistent with Krashen’s (1982) 

acquisition view of L2 development; EBs acquire L2 literacy through activities that 

construct meaning. Phonics-based approaches are “not supported by second language 

acquisition research and [are] not the most effective ways to teach English learners to 

read” (Freeman & Freeman, 2003, p. 53). Strategies such as Sustained Silent Reading 

(SSR) and Readers Theater are useful activities that improve English oral proficiency 

along with reading ability. 

 ESL methods. Effective ESL instruction utilizes various strategies for developing 

English language skills that emphasize linguistic and technical competence. ESL methods 

are designed to meet the academic needs of EBs, especially in settings where only small 

numbers of students speak the same L1 or where schools lack trained personnel or 

appropriate instructional materials to implement bilingual education programs (Crawford, 

2003). Moreover, in states where teacher education coursework for specialist certification 
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included training in ESL methods, EBs showed gains in reading achievement on the 4th 

grade NAEP (López et al., 2013). 

 During the silent period of second language development, teachers may use 

effective strategies including simple language, gestures, facial expressions, slowing 

down, clearly enunciating, repeating, and rephrasing. Total physical response (TPR) 

recognizes that comprehension precedes speech. By utilizing constructivist learning 

theory, i.e., social interaction, scaffolding, and modeling, TPR combines action and 

emergent speech in a stress-free environment to help EBs acquire conversational fluency 

(Asher, 1982). 

The language skills for accomplishing academic tasks specific to each content 

area are important for pre-service teachers to know (Short, 1991). Teachers need to 

become familiar with students’ linguistic and academic backgrounds, understand the 

linguistic demands of the learning tasks that they expect students to carry out in class, and 

use appropriate scaffolding so that EBs can participate successfully in those tasks (Lucas 

et al., 2008). Various strategies for making input comprehensible include visuals (e.g., 

pictures, objects, charts, and graphs), graphic organizers (e.g., timelines, outlines, and 

Venn diagrams), and study guides which pre-teach key vocabulary, outline major 

concepts, or even rewrite text to make it more accessible. 

An approach that supports the development of CALP, while increasing awareness 

of language forms and uses, is the Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach 

(CALLA). Chamot and O’Malley (1994) theorized that there are two kinds of 

knowledge: declarative and procedural. Declarative knowledge is stored in memory as 

schemata and consists of what we know; procedural knowledge exists as steps that are 



 

42 

taken as conditions arise which suggest certain actions and represents what we know how 

to do. The CALLA approach focuses on developing both types of knowledge. 

CALLA integrates content and language, using metacognitive, cognitive, and 

social/affective strategies (Chamot & O’Malley, 1994; Cummins, 2000). Metacognitive 

learning strategies provide for planning the learning process through setting objectives, 

organizing learning tasks, and monitoring achievement of learning goals. Cognitive 

learning strategies, e.g., grouping concepts, note-taking, and elaboration of ideas, link 

new learning to prior knowledge and relate learning processes to linguistic demands. 

Social/affective strategies, such as interacting with other learners through cooperation 

and collaboration, and asking questions for clarification, assist learners to reduce anxiety 

and develop confidence as participants in the classroom. 

 Bilingual methods. Age appropriate practice in listening, speaking, reading, and 

writing, in both L1 and L2, should continue through the formal operations stage of 

cognitive development, at least through the elementary school years, in order to assure 

cognitive and academic development (Collier & Thomas, 2009; Thomas & Collier, 

2012). Thomas and Collier (2002) found that only dual-language and maintenance (late-

exit) bilingual programs help students approach grade level norms in reading in both L1 

and English.  

 Materials selection. Students must be guided toward activities and materials that 

encourage learning, regardless of their level of English language proficiency. Dewey 

(1938) suggested that “the problem of selection and organization of subject-matter for 

study and learning is fundamental” (p. 78). Pre-service teachers must learn to confirm 

student experiences (Giroux, 1986), and recognize that marginalized students experience 
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academic success to the extent which their language and culture are included in the 

curriculum (Cummins, 2000; Gay, 2000). 

 The process of materials selection must take into consideration students’ prior 

knowledge, emphasizing materials that build on what is familiar to them, including their 

home culture and practices. Materials selection often focuses upon the mastering of skills 

rather than exploring important questions that would have meaning for EBs. As a result, 

many students cannot find themselves in the curriculum (Sleeter & Grant, 2009). 

Students who see nothing in the curriculum that relates to their own life experiences 

cannot understand why readings or assignments are necessary to their education; they 

“often disengage after a while” (Sleeter, 2005, p. 150). 

 Multicultural materials engage students by providing them opportunities to 

recognize their own culture and language in what they read. Use of multicultural 

materials is generally defined as the classroom use of books, magazines, videos, or other 

media that include content that is drawn from the experiences and perspectives of diverse 

groups (Sleeter & Grant, 2009). “The nature of ... multicultural literature is such that 

characters struggle with ethnic and cultural identity issues, sometimes making progress 

toward identity clarification, sometimes finding that conflicting cultural norms and 

expectations drive them toward assimilation or separatism” (Bean & Rigoni, 2001, p. 

232). Through interaction with multicultural materials, students learn to understand other 

ethnicities and cultures, along with their own (Bean, Valerio, Senior, & White, 1999). 

Positive effects that result when students see themselves reflected in materials 

include “higher scores on standardized tests, higher grade point averages, improved 

student self-concepts and self-confidence, and greater varieties of student engagement 
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with subject matter” (Gay, 2000, p. 146). It is especially important that EBs, with 

linguistic and cultural backgrounds that are different from the mainstream, be allowed to 

find themselves in multicultural materials. 

 Materials adaptation. Materials adaptation involves strategies similar to 

scaffolding (López et al., 2013). Teachers can adapt materials that are linguistically 

challenging for EBs by rewriting text without simplifying content. Recommendations for 

adapting materials in language arts include providing nonlinguistic clues that support 

comprehension (NCTE, 2006). Strategies, such as developing study guides, outlining 

major concepts, defining key vocabulary words, and writing questions that focus 

students’ reading, make textbooks and other curricular materials more accessible to EBs 

(Lucas et al., 2008). 

 English proficiency assessment. Title I of NCLB (2002) requires an annual 

assessment of English language proficiency for all students enrolled in U.S. public 

schools who have difficulty with understanding, speaking, reading, or writing English. 

These difficulties are determined by failure to meet the proficiency level on a state 

assessment test or by failing to achieve in the classroom. In order to hold the states 

accountable for educational funding, Title III of NCLB (2002) requires each state to 

develop language proficiency standards grounded in state academic content standards for 

the domains of listening, speaking, reading, and writing. NCLB measures success by the 

percentage of EBs making gains (moving up a proficiency level or scoring proficient) in 

listening, speaking, reading, and writing; and the percentage of each grade cluster of 

students (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12) who score proficient in all domains of listening, 
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speaking, reading, and writing. Known as Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives 

(AMAO), these measurements are required annually for all Title III-funded schools. 

For students in Florida, the Florida Consent Decree (League of United Latin 

American Citizens et al. v. State Board of Education Consent Decree, 1990) sets out 

requirements for initial assessment and evaluation of all students who use a language 

other than English at home, have a first language other than English, or who frequently 

speak a language other than English. Answering yes to one of these three questions on the 

Home Language Survey triggers a requirement that the student’s oral proficiency in 

English be assessed within 20 days. Students are evaluated to determine whether they 

should be placed in a state-approved ESOL program. Once enrolled in a program, they 

are tested annually through the Comprehensive English Language Learning Assessment 

(CELLA). Florida uses the CELLA to measure the growth of EBs in mastering English 

skills (i.e., listening, speaking, reading, and writing) needed to succeed in school. EBs 

must continue to take the CELLA annually until they are able to score 33%.    

Details about a student’s previous academic experiences, native language oral 

proficiency and L1 literacy skills are important to understanding the individual learning 

needs of the student. By learning more about students’ language use at home, as well as 

parents’ educational levels, teachers obtain important information that helps them assess 

EBs. They may also utilize formative assessments to determine ongoing learning 

progress. Knowledge of methods for assessing proficiency in listening, speaking, reading, 

and writing in English, should include assessment in both real-life settings and for 

academic purposes. For example, in assessing L2 proficiency, it is important to examine 

free as well as controlled production (Ellis, 2008).  
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Content knowledge assessment. The current focus on accountability utilizes 

legitimization-oriented assessment that provides evidence of the perceived deficiencies of 

language minority students through normative and criterion-based standardized testing 

(Cummins, 1986). Standards-based tests rely heavily on multiple-choice questions, 

language skills, and problem-solving undertaken by individuals in isolation. August and 

Stranahan (2006) concluded that “most assessments do a poor job of gauging individual 

strengths and weaknesses” (p. 6). Authentic and alternative assessments should be used 

with EBs in order to evaluate student content knowledge rather than linguistic skills 

(Cummins, 1986). “Culturally relevant assessment involves using tasks or test items and 

evaluation criteria that relate to the experiences, point of view, and language of the 

students whose learning is being assessed” (Sleeter, 2005). In states where teacher 

education coursework for specialist certification included training in English content 

assessment, EBs showed gains in reading achievement on the 4th grade NAEP (López et 

al., 2013). 

 According to Sato, Rabinowitz, Gallagher, and Huang (2010), two factors prevent 

the accurate measurement of content knowledge in standardized tests: students’ lack of 

fluency skills in CALP and lack of experience in interpreting the language in test items. 

Collier and Thomas (2009) found that EBs do not acquire enough English to be fairly 

tested until they have received five to six years of schooling (Collier & Thomas, 2009; 

Tsang et al., 2008). “If full gap closure is really the goal of NCLB, then the federal 

funding for English learner programs should be extended from the present three years (a 

politically convenient figure lacking research justification) to at least six years” (Collier 

& Thomas, 2009, p. 12). 
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  To improve the validity of assessments for EBs, accommodations should be 

utilized (López et al., 2013). Examples of accommodations include providing bilingual 

dictionaries, allowing additional time for test taking, and linguistically modifying test 

items. Linguistic modifications appear to be most effective in reducing bias (Abedi, 2002; 

López et al., 2013). 

Analyzing Textbooks in Teacher Education 

Textbooks provide the basic source material for pre-service teachers who are 

prepared in colleges of education (Watson et al., 2005). “Textbook use is a critical way 

that pre-service teachers learn about diversity in sociocultural environments” (Hsu & 

Chepyator-Thomson, 2010, p. 201). Often, however, messages found in textbooks 

contain bias that reflects dominant ideologies, negatively affecting the education of 

marginalized groups (Apple, 2004). Since textbooks can exert powerful influences on 

student learning and on the instructional decisions made by professors, these messages 

can “become part of a cycle of oppression by reinforcing and supporting discrimination” 

(Sherman, 2010, p. 268; Auerbach, 1985; Meskill, 2005).  

Studies of racial and gender bias analyzed how marginalized groups were 

portrayed in textbooks (e.g., Banks, 2008b; Gay, 1988; Sadker & Sadker, 2008). Banks 

(2008b) examined how eleven dominant themes about African Americans and race 

relations were presented in 36 American history textbooks. Based upon his findings that 

themes dealing with racial prejudice, racial violence, and conflict had low frequencies of 

occurrence, Banks (2008b) concluded that textbook authors rarely took a moral stand 

when discussing racial discrimination and racial prejudice. Gay (1988) examined 
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illustrations in eighteen psychology textbooks, concluding that by comparison to the 

percentage in the U.S. population, African Americans were invisible.  

In their seminal study of gender bias, Sadker and Sadker focused on the space 

allocated to specific topics about gender; the frequency of the author’s use of descriptors; 

the accuracy, comprehensiveness, and integration of topics about gender; the gender of 

authors and contributors; and the number and role of each gender found in illustrations in 

24 teacher education textbooks (Sadker & Sadker, 2008). They found that 23 of the 24 

textbooks devoted less than 1% of their content to women’s issues. When Zittleman and 

Sadker (2002) replicated the 1980 study on newer textbooks, they found that in 23 

leading teacher education textbooks, the average text devoted only 3.3% of its content to 

gender issues. Notably, the 16 methods textbooks, which comprised almost two-thirds of 

the sample, devoted only 1.3% of coverage to women’s topics. These findings lead the 

researchers to conclude that only minimal progress in gender bias had been made in over 

twenty years (Zittleman & Sadker, 2002). 

Similar studies of representation in teacher education textbooks have focused on 

LGBT issues (Macgillivray & Jennings, 2008; Jennings & Macgillivray, 2011). After 

finding that the amount of LGBT content ranged from zero to 12.2% of the narrative text 

in 12 popular multicultural education textbooks, Jennings and Macgillivray (2011) 

examined how the authors presented those topics using qualitative methods. Nine themes 

emerged from their descriptive analysis including list inclusion; discrimination and 

exclusion of LGBT people; LGBT identities and experiences; LGBT parents/guardians 

and families; LGBT history; strategies, resources, and curricula to increase safety and 

support; legal issues and professional responsibilities; personal beliefs; and conceptual 
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terms and frameworks. “While subjective, our analysis is based upon what the larger 

body of literature casts as important LGBT topics in education” (p. 54). This study on the 

representation of EBs and issues central to their equitable education extends the 

scholarship of Jennings and Macgillivray (2011), particularly in terms of design, 

methodology and analysis to linguistically diverse populations as represented in ELA 

teacher education textbooks. In the context of educating EBs, emergent topics included 

using native languages (L1) in second language (L2) acquisition, developing native 

language (L1) literacy to support second language (L2) literacy, exploring bilingual 

education methods, and fair assessment strategies for EBs. 

Curriculum Biases  

This study will draw upon the framework developed by Sadker and Sadker (1982) 

for assessing curriculum bias in teacher education textbooks. The seven forms of bias in 

curriculum materials include: invisibility, linguistic bias, stereotyping, fragmentation and 

isolation, imbalance and selectivity, unreality, and cosmetic bias (Sadker & Sadker, 1982; 

Zittleman & Sadker, 2002, 2003). Discussion of each of these forms along with examples 

of how they will apply in the context of the education of EBs follows. 

 Invisibility. Textbooks often omit the discussion of marginalized groups. Watson 

et al. (2005) found that EBs were virtually invisible in twenty-five top-selling teacher 

education textbooks. Measuring for the presence of thirteen themes regarding the 

effective instruction of EBs, Watson et al. (2005) found that the percent of content 

devoted to these issues varied from 0% to 3%. Only two of five language arts methods 

textbooks devoted at least 2% of text to issues affecting EBs. Watson et al. (2005) 
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concluded that “it is clear that authors of teacher education texts are not including content 

in the texts to reflect the rapid growth of the ELL population” (p. 151). 

 Linguistic bias. Sadker and Sadker (1982) drew attention to language use in 

order to underscore the linguistic bias evident in the representations of gender in 

textbooks. Subsequently, they noted the importance of reviewing curriculum for 

linguistic bias in the portrayal of diverse social groups as language can be powerful 

conveyors of bias in blatant and subtle forms (Zittleman & Sadker, 2002). This study 

recognizes that linguistic bias may be reflected in the descriptors used for EBs. 

Underscoring the significance of these terms, Fránquiz (2012) observes that the term ELL 

has replaced LEP in the U.S., promoting the ideology that wishes to silence the descriptor 

‘bilingual’ (p. 32; Honigsfeld, 2009). 

 Fragmentation and isolation. This bias is evident when content about 

marginalized groups is located in insets or segregated into separate chapters (Sadker & 

Sadker, 1982). Topics that are presented as peripheral appear less important than the 

main narrative (Zittleman & Sadker, 2003). Authors of language arts methods textbooks 

that present information about teaching EBs in separate chapters or in ancillary materials 

suggest that such strategies are less important than strategies for teaching native English-

speakers.  

 Bello, Fajet, Shaver, Toombs, and Schumm (2003) found that basal readers varied 

widely in the quantity and nature of suggestions for modifying reading strategies for EBs, 

often referring teachers to ancillary materials. Comparing their findings to a prior study 

(Schumm, Vaughn, Klingner, & Haager, 1992), Bello et al. (2003) concluded that 
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although improvements had been made over a ten-year period, many of the teaching 

instructions remained unclear, unhelpful, and inadequate. 

 Stereotyping. Authors may stereotype members of marginalized groups as a 

homogeneous population with broad and rigid characteristics (Sadker & Sadker, 1982) or 

pathologize them by describing the group alongside social problems (see Macgillivray & 

Jennings, 2008, for example). Zittleman and Sadker (2002) found that while boys were 

described in basal readers as performing heroic acts, girls were portrayed as passive 

observers (p. 174). Similarly, EBs often are described as if their educational needs were 

identical. “Though ELLs tend to be discussed as if they were a homogenous group, they 

are not. They enter U.S. schools with varying levels of oral proficiency and literacy (in 

both English and their native language) as well as prior knowledge of and experiences 

with subject matter” (Lucas et al., 2008, p. 366). 

 The pathologizing of issues was noted by Macgillivray and Jennings (2008) who 

found that LGBT issues were placed “within or adjacent to content dealing with drug 

abuse, HIV/AIDS, depression, and suicide” (p. 182), thus marginalizing the LGBT 

identity. Jennings and Macgillivray (2011) found that unlike authors of foundations of 

education textbooks, however, authors of multicultural education textbooks seemed “to 

have a greater sensitivity to the notion that messages are communicated by the way texts 

are structured and organized, apart from the literal content of the narrative” (p. 53). 

 Imbalance and selectivity. Bias can result when textbooks present a complex 

issue in an unbalanced or selective manner (Sadker & Sadker, 1982). Macgillivray and 

Jennings (2008) found that while content in eight foundations of education textbooks 

mentioned LGBT topics, “there was great disparity in the range of topics and the depth of 
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coverage” (p. 184). Jennings and Macgillivray (2011) found that 12 popular multicultural 

education textbooks tended to depict LGBT youth as “hapless victims of harassment” and 

rarely as “thriving, empowered, fighting for their recognition and rights, forming positive 

LGBT identities regardless of heterosexism, or successfully negotiating their multiple 

identities (Quinn, 2007)” (p. 53). Watson et al. (2005) noted that textbook authors often 

discussed problems that EBs faced without suggesting solutions, and offered no 

recommendations about effective teaching practices, information about assessment, or 

instructions for making oral language comprehensible. 

 Successful bilingual and biliterate students require a meaningful education that 

values and supports the development of their native languages (Fránquiz, 2012; García, 

2006). When native languages are viewed by teachers as mere bridges to learning 

English, the resulting lack of sociocultural support results in reduced cognitive function 

and lower academic achievement (Collier & Thomas, 2009; Cummins, 2001; Lambert, 

1975; Thomas & Collier, 1997). Authors who invite preservice teachers to value cultural 

and linguistic assets are preparing them to empower language minority students for 

educational success (Cummins, 1986). 

 Unreality. Textbooks may demonstrate bias by avoiding unpleasant topics, or 

revising history to produce unreality (Sadker & Sadker, 1982). In his analysis of 

American history textbooks, Banks (2008b) found little mention of racial prejudice, 

violence, and conflict, while Loewen (2007) noted that history textbook authors tended to 

omit any mention of the FBI’s campaign against the Civil Rights movement of the 1960s. 

 Cosmetic bias. Cosmetic bias in textbooks may result when photos or 

illustrations feature members of a marginalized group, but little narrative describes their 
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contributions (Sadker & Sadker, 1982). Zittleman and Sadker (2002) found “a striking 

contradiction between content and photographs” (p. 177). Although the average textbook 

devoted only 3.3% of its coverage to gender issues, the featured photographs contained 

twice the number of females as males (Zittleman & Sadker, 2002). When Grant and 

Grant (2008) analyzed three of the most widely used reading textbooks in the U.S., they 

found that minority characters were added in the illustrations, but were given few lines of 

dialogue in the content. The researchers recommended that teachers “look beyond these 

illustrations to investigate the extent and way in which minorities are portrayed in 

stories” (p. 251). 

Chapter Summary 

 This textual analysis of elementary level language arts methods textbooks, 

informed by scholarship in Multicultural Teacher Education, TESOL and bilingual 

education, draws upon ten constructs on the effective teaching of EBs to determine 

whether content in textbooks that are used to prepare pre-service teachers to educate EBs 

reflects sound educational theory and research regarding curriculum and instruction. 

Effective ELA teachers must possess the subject matter knowledge necessary to assist 

EBs to attain grade-level language arts content objectives, along with the linguistically 

responsive pedagogical knowledge to understand the skills required to perform the 

academic tasks, and have a thorough understanding of first and second language 

acquisition and the bilingual development of EBs (Menken & Antunez, 2001). Used as 

the basic source material for ELA methods courses, textbooks can exert powerful 

influences on student learning and on the instructional decisions made by professors. 

Biased messages can “become part of a cycle of oppression by reinforcing and supporting 
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discrimination” (Sherman, 2010, p. 268; Auerbach, 1985). This study seeks to uncover 

curriculum biases identified in the context of multicultural education (Sadker & Sadker, 

1982), and understand the philosophical approaches to MTE utilized by the authors 

(Gorski, 2009; Jenks et al., 2001). Pre-service teachers should encounter a variety of 

multicultural and multilingual perspectives in the teacher education curriculum, providing 

space for critical reflection upon issues which will inform their classroom practice and 

assist them to recognize and address educational inequities which affect the success of 

marginalized students.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

This study adds to the rich history of curriculum analysis by multicultural 

educators who have long advocated against cultural and linguistic bias in teaching 

materials (Bennett, 2008). Its main purpose is to evaluate, from a critical multicultural 

perspective, how authors of teacher education ELA methods textbooks present topics 

about teaching EBs. In doing so, it uncovers and criticizes the dominant ideologies that 

legitimate the selection of English-only instructional methods over bilingual methods that 

have been shown to be most effective for language minority students. 

The focus on teacher education textbooks in ELA methods courses is particularly 

urgent for a variety of reasons: successful elementary-level ELA instruction is crucial to 

the academic achievement of EBs (August & Shanahan, 2006; Cummins, 2000; Slavin & 

Cheung, 2005; Thomas & Collier, 2002, 2012); most teachers are first introduced to 

teaching ELA through undergraduate classes that use textbooks as the primary curricular 

resource (Watson et al., 2005); and teacher education textbooks can exert powerful 

influences on student learning and the instructional decisions made by their professors 

(Auerbach, 1985; Hsu & Chepyator-Thomson, 2010; Zittleman & Sadker, 2002). 

Research Design 

This study was designed to make inferences from content in ELA methods 

textbooks about educating EBs to determine whether the authors’ messages sustained or 

challenged curriculum bias (Sadker & Sadker, 1982). The research design integrates 

quantitative content analysis (Krippendorff, 2013; Neuendorf, 2011; Weber, 1990) with 
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qualitative textual analysis (Berg, 2001; Creswell, 2007; Krippendorff, 2013). Initially, 

content analysis permitted two coders to independently collect quantitative data by 

counting words or phrases, and sentences, and then measure the suitability and 

completeness of the presentation of ten topics about educating EBs in the sample 

textbooks (Watson et al., 2005). Subsequently, qualitative textual analysis allowed the 

researcher to collect additional data by “reading between the lines” (Krippendorff, 2013) 

in order to bring meaning to the text, serving as a useful complement to content analysis 

(Neuendorf, 2011). A breakdown of the methods selected to answer specific research 

questions is presented (see Table 1). 

Table 1: Methods of analysis matched with research questions 

 

Methods 

Research 

Questions 

Count frequency of occurrence of descriptors 1 

Count lines of content devoted to topics about ESL/BE 2 

Quantify suitability and completeness of 10 topics using 3-pt rubric 2 

Secondary coding of content identified in content analysis 3 

Analyze and interpret quantitative and qualitative data using 

framework for curriculum bias 

3 

Analyze how presentation of topics reflects multicultural approach 

to teacher education using typology of multiculturalism 

4 

 

 Krippendorff (2013) notes that “content analysts who start with a research 

question read texts for a purpose, not for what an author may lead them to think or what 

they say in the abstract” (p. 37). Accordingly, the following research questions guided 

this content analysis: 
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1. How do authors of teacher education ELA methods textbooks describe 

Emerging Bilingual students? 

2. How much of the content of teacher education ELA methods textbooks is 

devoted to preparing pre-service teachers to instruct Emerging Bilingual 

students? 

3. In what ways does the presentation of content regarding teaching Emerging 

Bilingual students in teacher education ELA methods textbooks sustain or 

challenge curriculum bias? 

4. How do authors of teacher education ELA methods textbooks approach the 

education of Emerging Bilingual students? 

Population of Textbooks  

The population of textbooks consisted of those that were assigned during spring 

2015 in infused elementary-level ELA methods courses offered at multiple university 

campuses around the State of Florida. In order to determine which textbooks were 

assigned in these courses, the academic catalogs for each of the universities were 

reviewed to ascertain which course numbers were used to identify the elementary-level 

ELA methods courses. Most of the courses were numbered LAE 4314. However, 

additional numbers utilized were LAE 4353, LAE 3314, and TAL 421. One university 

did not use an LAE course number, offering instead reading courses, RED 3313 and RED 

4150 (see Table 2). 

Once the course numbers were obtained, online bookstores for each university 

were consulted to determine which textbooks were assigned to those courses. With one 

exception, entries for each course, along with each of its sections, were located on 
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Neebo.com. A number of different textbook titles were assigned for the infused ELA 

methods courses. Only at one university did instructors assign the same textbook in all 

sections. By far, the most popular textbook author was Gail Tompkins who wrote four 

separate titles assigned in ELA methods courses at Florida universities (see Table 2). 

According to Neebo.com, Tompkins (2013) was the best-selling language arts textbook at 

that time. This was confirmed in a personal conversation with a representative from 

Pearson publishing. 

Table 2: Textbooks and infused ELA methods courses at Florida universities 

 

Sampling  

In general, the sample sizes for curriculum bias studies are small, because, as in 

this study, extensive details about each textbook must be collected (Creswell, 2007). For 

example, Hsu and Chepyator-Thomson (2010) sampled five physical education methods 

textbooks. Similarly, when populations include multiple content areas, researchers 

typically sample four or five textbooks from each area (e.g., Watson et al., 2005; 

Zittleman & Sadker, 2002). Two exceptions were Macgillivary and Jennings (2008), who 

sampled eight foundations of education textbooks because they intended to analyze the 

Florida Universities Course No. Author/Date Textbooks 

FAU LAE 4353 Towell (2013) 

UF LAE 4314 Calkins, Ehrenworth, and Lehman 

(2012) 

FSU LAE 4314 Tompkins (2011); Herrell and 

Jordan (2012) 

UCF LAE 4314 Tompkins (2011, 2012, 2013) 

FIU RED 3313;  

RED 4150 

Temple, Ogle, Crawford, & Freppon 

(2013) 

USF LAE 4314 Course not located on bookstore site 

UM TAL 421 Tompkins (2013) 

UWF LAE 3314 Tompkins (2015) 
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most widely used textbooks in print at the time, a similar logic used in their later study 

(Jennings & Macgillivray, 2011) when they sampled 12 popular multicultural education 

textbooks. 

In this study, five ELA methods textbooks were selected through purposive 

sampling, also known as relevance sampling (Krippendorff, 2013). Of the four textbooks 

authored by Tompkins, two were selected – the bestselling language arts methods 

textbook and the most recently published title. The remaining textbooks in the population 

were included: the textbook assigned in all sections of the infused ELA methods course at 

my own university, the textbook that focused on the Common Core State Standards, and 

the textbook that appeared to be written specifically with EBs in mind. These five 

textbooks are listed in Appendix A. 

Coding Scheme  

The coding scheme, a combination of coding instructions and recording forms, 

provided the framework for the study (Krippendorff, 2013; Neuendorf, 2011; Weber, 

1990). In a priori coding, categories are established prior to the study. In order to improve 

the replicability of the content analysis, the coding categories must be clearly defined 

(Neuendorf, 2011). Each variable, or coding category, must be independent, mutually 

exclusive, and exhaustive (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). 

The coding scheme used in this study utilized a conceptual framework that 

defines the essential elements of effective preparation for teachers of EBs (López et al., 

2013; Menken, & Antunez, 2001). Noting that states generally emphasize knowledge of 

pedagogy, López et al. (2013) created the framework by aggregating knowledge about 

educating EBs into three categories: Teaching Methods, Curriculum, and Assessment. 
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The resulting coding scheme includes ten ESL and bilingual education topics about 

educating EBs (see Table 3). The definitions for each category, and the examples offered, 

were taken from the Florida TESOL standards (Teachers of English to Speakers of Other 

Languages, 2006) and prior research about bilingual education (e.g., Menken, & 

Antunez, 2001). During coder training and the pilot study, some of the definitions were 

changed as the codes became calibrated (Campbell, Quincy, Osserman, & Pedersen, 

2013; Neuendorf, 2011). The definitions with examples for each variable are presented in 

the Codebook for Textual Analysis (see Appendix B). Edited definitions are located in 

the left-hand column while examples are detailed in the right-hand column. 

Table 3: Ten TESOL and Bilingual Education Topics 

 

 

Data Collection and Measurement  

Following the approach taken by numerous researchers (e.g., Hsu & Chepyator-

Thomson, 2010; Jennings & Macgillivray, 2011; Macgillivray & Jennings, 2008; Miles 

& Huberman, 1994; Sadker & Sadker, 2008; Zittleman & Sadker, 2002), data collection 

occurred in three locations of each textbook: a search of the table of contents and index, a 

page-by-page and line-by-line analysis of the narrative text, and a review of the 

Teaching Methods 

Native language (L1) acquisition 

Native language (L1) literacy 

Second language (L2) acquisition and bilingualism 

Second language (L2) literacy 

ESL methods 

Bilingual methods 

Curriculum 

Materials selection 

Materials adaptation 

Assessment 

English proficiency 

Content assessment 
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references and bibliographies. The specific steps for completing each of the three stages 

of quantitative data collection are set out in the Codebook for Textual Analysis (see 

Appendix B).  

Stage one. In the first stage of data collection, two coders scanned the textbook 

for descriptors at three different locations in the textbook, i.e., table of contents and 

index, narrative text, and references and bibliographies. The first message units were 

descriptors, defined as words or phrases and their equivalent acronyms, which the authors 

used to describe EBs. The coders searched for descriptors such as Limited English 

Proficient (LEP), English language learners (ELL), English as a second language (ESL), 

culturally and linguistically diverse student, language minority student, Emerging 

Bilingual (EB), and Emerging Biliterate. Other words or phrases which emerged during 

the content analysis were carefully noted on the appropriate forms. The frequency of 

occurrence for each of the descriptors was measured by making a mark on the appropriate 

coding form each time a word or phrase was observed. At the completion of stage one, 

the marks were counted for each message unit and recorded on the forms. A separate 

coding form was provided for the three locations in the textbook (e.g., Form C for Index 

and Table of Contents). 

Stage two. In the second stage of data collection, coders scanned the textbook for 

the second message units, defined as words or phrases that suggested any of ten topics 

about educating EBs in two different locations of each textbook: table of contents and 

index, and references and bibliographies. A separate form was provided for each location 

in the textbook (e.g., Form E for Index and Table of Contents). Coders searched for 

message units that described one of the categories provided in the coding scheme; 
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however, they were not limited by the examples enumerated in the right-hand column 

(see Appendix B). Again, the frequency of occurrence for each message unit was 

measured by making a mark on the appropriate coding form each word or phrase that was 

observed. At the completion of stage two, the marks were counted for each category and 

recorded on the forms. 

Stage three. In the third stage of data collection, coders scanned the narrative text 

for the third message units, defined as sentences that were relevant to one of the 10 topics 

about educating EBs. In previous studies, researchers suggested that “a complete analysis 

of the texts would require a line-by-line reading of each text” (Jennings & Macgillivray, 

2011, p. 45; Hsu & Chepyator-Thomson, 2010; Macgillivray & Jennings, 2008). In order 

to avoid overlooking any message units, coders completed a page-by-page and line-by-

line search of the textbooks, consistent with those recommendations. 

In order to optimize the measurement of these message units, a procedure similar 

to that used in Jennings and Macgillivray (2011) was utilized.  First, the total number of 

lines in each textbook were estimated by multiplying the number of lines on one 

representative page, without illustrations or graphics, by the number of pages in the 

textbook, excluding prefaces, appendices, glossaries, reference lists, and indexes. Lines 

rather than sentences were counted, because sentences varied in length and could be 

longer or shorter than one line. Counting lines provided a more accurate method of 

measuring content as a percentage of the entire book length (Jennings & Macgillivray, 

2011; Macgillivray & Jennings, 2008). At the completion of stage three, the number of 

lines were counted for each topic and recorded on the forms. The total number of lines 

devoted to each of the ten topics was divided by the total lines in the entire textbook in 
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order to calculate the percentage of content in the textbook which was devoted to each of 

the topics (see Appendix B). 

During this stage, coders evaluated the suitability and completeness of each of the 

10 topics according to the 3-point scoring rubric found at the bottom of the form (see 

Table 4). In order to complete the coding form, coders selected one of three scores 

included in the rubric for each topic. Space on the form was provided for noting the pages 

in the narrative text on which support was found, briefly offering examples or adding any 

comments that were deemed to be helpful or relevant. At the end of stage three, the 

average earned scores for all ten topics were calculated for each textbook. 

Table 4: 3-Point Scoring Rubric for Suitability and Completeness 

Points Description of suitability and completeness 

1 = None or Very Minimal There may be no mention of the topic or there 

may be very limited evidence of this element in 

the textbook being evaluated. 

2 = Frequent The topic is mentioned occasionally and is 

sometimes described in sufficient detail to provide 

meaningful guidelines for implementation. 

3 = Substantial The topic occurs in many instances throughout the 

text. Descriptions and applications are clearly 

defined and explained. The reader senses that this 

is a significant topic which constitutes a major 

instructional objective of the textbook. 

Note. Adapted from “English language learner representation in teacher education 

textbooks: A null curriculum?” by S. Watson, T. Miller, J. Driver, V. Rutledge, and D. 

McAllister, 2005, Education, 126, 2005, p. 155. 

 

Training of Coders  

Once the primary investigator (PI) developed the initial coding scheme, coding 

instructions, and coding forms, a second coder was selected and trained. Since coders 

play such an important role in content analysis, “nothing is more important to the valid 

and reliable measurement process than coder training” (Neuendorf, 2011, p. 283). The 
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training required six sessions over a period of four weeks. During the initial session, the 

coding instructions, categories, definitions, and examples were fully discussed, and the 

second coder was provided with a practice textbook, all coding instructions, and coding 

forms. The textbook selected for training purposes was a secondary-level ELA methods 

textbook – Maxwell, Meiser, and McKnight (2011). In addition to the table of contents, 

index, and references, two chapters –three and seven – provided a “rich range” sample, 

offering coders the opportunity to practice the counting of descriptors and the coding of 

topics that included those that only rarely appeared in the textbook (Neuendorf, 2011). 

Upon completing the first training session, the second coder analyzed Maxwell et al. 

(2011), completing all coding forms. 

At the second session, the results of the first practice coding were discussed and 

all coding forms were reviewed. The coders compared the coding forms that each had 

completed, and discussed all disagreements. They reviewed the coding instructions, 

agreeing that they would highlight descriptors using a yellow highlighter, and then locate 

topics in the narrative text by referring to the page numbers located in the table of 

contents and index that had been recorded on the coding forms. Beginning at these 

locations, and then subsequently completing a page-by-page and line-by-line review, the 

coders bracketed sentences that dealt with any of the ten topics in the coding scheme. By 

bracketing, or unitizing, the sentences that were being coded, the coders were able to 

count the number of lines that discussed each topic (Neuendorf, 2011). These totals, 

along with the page numbers on which the lines were located, were recorded on the 

appropriate form. 
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Intercoder agreement was measured during training (Krippendorff, 2013; 

Neuendorf, 2011). This calculation divided the number of independent agreements by the 

sum of the number of agreements and the number of disagreements (Miles & Huberman, 

1994). Since the calculation was not adjusted for chance, the coders attempted to achieve 

an agreement percentage of at least 80 in each coding category (p. 64; Neuendorf, 2011). 

During the second and third training sessions, the coders worked on problems 

with the coding of descriptors. For example, they noted that the phrase “Hispanic 

Americans” referred to people and should be counted as a descriptor, while the phrase 

“Hispanic English” referred to a topic and should not. This point was reinforced during 

training: only words or phrases that referred to people must be counted as descriptors; 

those that referred to topics were separately coded. Similarly, only descriptors that 

referred to people would be counted no matter where they were located, while words or 

phrases that were coded as one of the ten topics in the references or bibliographies would 

be counted only once per entry. 

By the fourth training session, all issues regarding descriptors had been resolved. 

However, many intercoder disagreements continued to occur during the coding of 

sentences. The bracketing of sentences was a major cause of these disagreements. The PI 

usually included sentences before and after core content in order to provide context to the 

discussion of the topic. However, the second coder tended to include only the actual 

sentences that mentioned the topic, ignoring additional context. This unitization problem 

– deciding how much text to bracket – resulted in numerous disagreements regarding the 

number of lines devoted to each topic about educating EBs in the textbook. Another 

problem, the selection of the appropriate coding category once the sentences had been 
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unitized, contributed to an unacceptably low agreement percentage, i.e., less than 80. The 

solution to these two problems were found in the negotiated agreement method 

(Campbell et al., 2013).  

The PI first unitized and coded the sentences in the narrative text, then placed 

brackets around the same text in a second copy of the same textbook. This second copy 

was coded independently by the second coder. Having solved the unitization problem, the 

coders were able to focus on discriminant capability. If they disagreed about which 

category to apply to a given unit of text, the coders discussed the reasons for selecting a 

specific category and resolved each coding issue in favor of one or the other coder’s 

position. Frequently, these discussions resulted in changes to the definitions of coding 

categories (Neuendorf, 2011). The definitions in the Codebook for Textual Analysis 

reflect the changes that result from the negotiated agreement method (see Appendix B). 

After six sessions, intercoder agreements improved to 100% for all words or 

phrases in the three sections of the training textbook, to 100% for all topics in the table of 

contents and index, and between 85% and 100% for all topics in the references and 

bibliography. Utilizing the negotiated agreement method, intercoder agreements 

improved for all topics in the narrative text to 94%, with agreements in individual 

categories ranging from 90% to 100%. Disagreements that were resolved by negotiation 

produced more clearly defined coding categories (see Appendix B). 

Pilot Study  

Upon completing coder training, a subset amounting to 20% of the main sample, 

or one textbook, was analyzed by the two coders working independently (Krippendorff, 

2013; Neuendorf, 2011; Watson et al., 2005). The coders completed stages one and two, 
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independently coding two separate copies of Tompkins (2013). During stage three, the PI 

coded one copy of the text, then bracketed the second coder’s copy, also providing the 

second coder with an updated version of the Codebook of Textual Analysis. 

When both coders had completed stage three, they compared their independent 

findings to determine whether any intercoder disagreements had occurred. As anticipated, 

there were disagreements as a result of both unitization and discriminant capability. 

Regarding the categories of native language (L1) acquisition and native language (L1) 

literacy, the coders agreed that only text that specifically mentioned ELs or referred to a 

native language other than English would be unitized and coded. While Tompkins (2013) 

discussed how students learned to listen, speak, read, and write English, it was clear that 

the author’s intent was to discuss the acquisition of English by native English-speakers. 

Consequently, it was inappropriate to code such content as either L1 acquisition or L1 

literacy. 

Similarly, it was agreed that text dealing with theories and research about 

acquiring a second language or becoming bilingual would be coded under second 

language (L2) acquisition, while teaching strategies for acquiring English or becoming 

bilingual would be coded under ESL methods or bilingual methods, as appropriate. 

Likewise, second language (L2) literacy would apply only to the theories and research 

about learning to read and write in English, while teaching strategies for learning to read 

and write in English as a second language would be coded under ESL methods. It was 

confirmed that ESL methods would apply to all teaching strategies, including culturally 

and linguistically responsive approaches, even when they utilized a student’s native 

language. Bilingual methods would only apply when teaching strategies utilized both the 
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native language and second language with the goal of promoting bilingualism and 

biliteracy. We agreed that materials selection would apply only to text which was 

selected as culturally responsive and linguistically accessible for EBs of varying 

proficiency levels.  

Acceptable levels of intercoder agreement were obtained in the pilot study (see 

Table 5). As a result of negotiations between the coders, the total number of lines were 

reduced from 1,336 to 573. The percentage of content dealing with topics about EBs in 

Tompkins (2013) was reduced from 6.5% to 3.36%. Consistent with the clarifications of 

category definitions, additional changes were made to the coding scheme in the 

Codebook for Textual Analysis (see Appendix B). 

Table 5: Quantity of Lines by Topic and Intercoder Agreement in Tompkins (2013) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation for 

EBs 

PI 

 

2nd % 

Agreed 

ESL methods 339 343 99 

Second language (L2) literacy 82 82 100 

Second language (L2) acquisition and 

bilingualism 78 78 100 

Content knowledge assessment 41 41 100 

Materials selection 18 14 78 

Native language (L1) acquisition 7 7 100 

Bilingual methods 6 6 100 

English proficiency assessment 2 2 100 

Native language (L1) literacy 0 0 100 

Materials adaptation 0 0 100 

Total lines for all Topics and % Agreement 573 573 98 

 

The quantitative data collected by the coding forms during the initial quantitative 

phase were placed into tables. All of the text that was unitized and coded into each of ten 

topics was then transcribed, and organized by textbook title and separated by topics. 

Theoretical notes and reflections written during the first phase of the study were collected 

and organized by date and topic. 
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Qualitative Textual Analysis  

In the second phase of this study, each of the documents created in phase one was 

again coded by the PI, utilizing open coding (Berg, 2001; Strauss, 1987). The method 

involved four basic steps: 

(1) ask the data a specific and consistent set of questions, (2) analyze the data 

minutely, (3) frequently interrupt the coding to write a theoretical note, and (4) 

never assume the analytic relevance of any traditional variable such as age, sex, 

social class, and so forth until the data show it to be relevant. (Berg, 2001, p. 251; 

Gorski, 2009) 

Since the original purpose of the study was to determine whether the authors’ messages 

sustained or changed curriculum bias, the data were closely examined for evidence of the 

seven forms of curriculum bias (Sadker & Sadker, 1982). Notes were made in the 

margins of transcribed documents. Separate theoretical notes were written in the research 

journal. The same process was repeated utilizing the conceptual framework that defines 

conservative, liberal, and critical approaches to multicultural teacher education (Jenks et 

al., 2001). 

The patterns and themes that emerged were separately analyzed within each text, 

and then across all five texts. By examining how EBs were described, how much content 

was devoted to preparing pre-service teachers to educate EBs, and how each of the topics 

was presented by the authors, the PI was able to make inferences about curriculum bias 

and approaches to multicultural teacher education. 
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Validity and Intercoder Reliability  

The validity of content analysis is based in part upon replicability (Krippendorff, 

2013). Also known as intercoder reliability, replicability is demonstrated when “two or 

more individuals, working independently of each other, apply the same recording 

instructions to the same units of analysis” (p. 271). While the calculations for intercoder 

reliability typically require correction for chance (Krippendorff, 2013), Neuendorf (2011) 

found “reliability assessment to be lacking in a majority of published studies” in gender 

research (p. 276). In order to demonstrate replicability in the quantitative content analysis 

portion of this study, intercoder reliability assessments were conducted during coder 

training sessions and during the pilot study utilizing the negotiated agreement method 

(Campbell et al., 2013). 

The negotiated agreement method, consisting of unitization of blocks of text 

followed by negotiations of intercoder disagreements, was appropriate in this instance. 

During the first phase of this study, coders measured words or phrases and sentences, 

both at the nominal level and at the ordinal level (Krippendorff, 2013). Beyond counting 

the number of descriptors and lines presented about the ten topics, the coders used a 3-

point rubric to analyze the depth and breadth of meaning and “make interpretations of the 

textbook material” (Sadker & Sadker, 2008, p. 215). Instead of attempting to generate 

numbers for statistical analysis, the purpose of these measurements was “the systematic 

and rule-guided classification and retrieval of text” (Campbell et al., 2013, p. 310). Once 

the coding scheme was clearly defined and replicability was demonstrated in the pilot 

study, the PI proceeded to the second phase which involved qualitative rather than 

quantitative methods. 
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Moreover, correction for chance was not appropriate where the two coders had 

different levels of knowledge about the subject area of the research (Campbell et al., 

2013). In this study, the PI was assisted by a second coder who, although having earned a 

Ph.D. in curriculum and instruction, nevertheless specialized in an area other than 

TESOL and bilingual education. Once the unitization problem was resolved and 

discriminant capability was established in the pilot study, the PI proceeded to 

individually code all remaining textbooks in the sample. 

For the qualitative textual analysis portion of the study, trustworthiness was 

established by “clarifying researcher bias from the outset of the study” (Creswell, 2007, 

p. 208) and by providing extensive quotes from the textbooks which allows readers to 

judge the findings and conclusions reported by the researcher. Throughout the research 

process a journal of researcher reflections was maintained for the purpose of clearly and 

completely reporting all procedures. Finally, when writing up the findings and 

conclusions, the researcher documented the reliability assessment process and repeatedly 

referred to the texts and research journals (Campbell et al., 2013; Neuendorf, 2011). 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter describes the methodology of a study for examining how authors 

present messages about the effective instruction of EBs in teacher education ELA 

methods textbooks. Five elementary-level textbooks were purposively sampled from the 

population of teacher education textbooks about ELA methods by contacting sales 

representatives, researching the online textbook site Neebo.com, and then obtaining two 

copies of each title. In each textbook, three separate sections were searched, i.e., the table 

of contents and index, narrative text, and references and bibliographies, to locate 
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descriptors for EBs and material about ten ESL and bilingual education topics. To make 

sure that all content related to topics for effective instruction of EBs was collected, a 

page-by-page and line-by-line review of each textbook was performed, locating any 

material not referenced in the tables of content or the indices.  

Data collection resulted in nominal and ordinal measurements, including the 

frequencies of occurrence for descriptors, the lines devoted to each of ten topics about 

instructing EBs, and the suitability and completeness of each of the topics. After 

quantifying the data, qualitative textual analysis was utilized to determine how messages 

about ESL and bilingual education were presented in each textbook. Analysis within each 

text and across the textbooks then determined whether the authors’ presentations of the 

topics sustained or challenged curricular bias. The replicability and trustworthiness of the 

methodology was established by the clear reporting of researcher bias, reliability 

assessment, and extensive quotes from the textbooks.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS

 The findings of the textual analysis of the five textbooks, and the inferences 

which serve to answer the research questions, are presented in this chapter. The first 

section answers the first two research questions: How do authors of teacher education 

language arts methods textbooks describe Emerging Bilingual students? How much of 

the content of teacher education language arts methods textbooks is devoted to preparing 

pre-service teachers to instruct Emerging Bilingual students? Thereafter, the third 

question – In what ways does the presentation of content regarding teaching Emerging 

Bilingual students in teacher education language arts methods textbooks sustain or 

challenge curriculum bias? – is answered through a cross-text analysis organized by 

themes. Finally, the fourth question – How do textbook authors of teacher education 

language arts methods textbooks approach the education of Emerging Bilingual students? 

– is explored through a discussion of inferences that emerged from the within-text and 

cross-text analyses of the quantitative and qualitative findings. 

Content Analysis of the Representation of Students 

 In order to determine how authors described students in each textbook, the table 

of contents, index, narrative text, and reference lists were analyzed to determine the 

frequencies of occurrence for various words and phrases used to describe EBs, and to 

calculate the number of lines allocated to topics about teaching methods, curriculum, and 

assessment for EBs. As part of the content analysis of five ELA methods textbooks, each 

of ten topics about effective teacher preparation for EBs was scored on a 3-point rubric 
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(Watson et al., 2005). The description of these findings, organized by textbook title, are 

presented in the following five subsections. 

Hooked on Books  

In the preface to the second edition of Hooked on Books: Language Arts and 

Literature in Elementary Classrooms PreK - Grade 8, Towell (2013) declared that “The 

theme of my book is reading motivation and promoting the joy of reading” (p. ix). The 

author organized the textbook “into three major parts: Language Arts, Children’s 

Literature, and a Compendium of Literature-Based Strategies and Activities” (p. x). Part 

I: Language Arts deals with the topics of reading motivation, early literacy, foundations 

of the reading and writing process, and how to organize for reading and writing 

instruction. Part II: Children’s Literature “explains the genres of children’s literature: 

picture books, traditional literature, fiction, nonfiction and poetry. …Each chapter has a 

list of criteria for evaluation in addition to strategies and activities for classroom 

applications” (p. x). All chapters contained featured authors and books, along with 

activities pages, and minilessons that dealt with relevant books or topics. Part III, or the 

Compendium, included 32 instructional strategies and activities which were divided into 

those for use before reading, during reading, and after reading.
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Table 6: Frequencies of Occurrence for Descriptors of EBs in Towell (2013) 

Descriptors Table of 

Contents/ 

Index 

Narrative Text References Total 

English Learner (EL); 

also English Language 

Learner (ELL) 

0 27 0 27 

Second language 

learner 

0 4 0 4 

Culturally and 

linguistically diverse 

student 

0 2 0 2 

Bilingual student 0 2 0 2 

Dual language learner 0 1 1 2 

Children whose native 

language is not English 

0 1 0 1 

Limited English speaker 0 1 0 1 

Language minority 

student 

0 0 1 1 

Total 0 38 2 40 

 

Towell (2013) most often used the descriptor English learner to refer to EBs. Of 

the 38 words and phrases to describe EBs which appeared in the narrative text, English 

learner was used 27 times (see Table 6). This 71% frequency of occurrence exceeded that 

of all other referents, including second language learner, culturally and linguistically 

diverse student, bilingual student, dual language learner, children whose native language 

is not English, and limited English speaker. By comparison, the term bilingual student 

was used twice (5%) by the author and the term dual language learner was used once 

(3%), each appearing once in the references. The absence of descriptors for EBs in the 

table of contents and index suggested that educating EBs was not considered a significant 

objective of this textbook. 

Similarly, not one of the ten topics about effective teacher preparation for 

educating EBs was listed in the table of contents (see Table 7). The topic of ESL methods 
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was mentioned once in the index, while the topic of bilingual methods was mentioned 

twice – both times in reference to utilizing bilingual and multilingual books. The most 

frequently occurring topic in the 32 pages of references was second language (L2) 

literacy, closely followed by ESL methods, second language (L2) acquisition, materials 

selection and bilingual methods. The topics of native language (L1) acquisition, native 

language (L1) literacy, content knowledge assessment, English proficiency assessment, 

and materials adaptation were not present in the table of contents, index, and references. 

Table 7: Frequencies of Occurrence for Topics about EBs in Towell (2013) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation 

for EBs 

Table of 

Contents/ Index 

References 

Bilingual methods 2 2 

ESL methods 1 3 

Materials selection 1 2 

Second language (L2) literacy 0 4 

Second language (L2) acquisition and 

bilingualism 0 1 

Content knowledge assessment 0 0 

English proficiency assessment 0 0 

Native language (L1) acquisition 0 0 

Native language (L1) literacy 0 0 

Materials adaptation 0 0 

Total occurrences for all Topics 4 12 

 

The author devoted only 2.34% of the narrative text to topics about effective 

teacher preparation for EBs (see Table 8). The majority of the 434 lines devoted to these 

topics dealt with ESL methods (71%). The text yielded even fewer lines about the topics 

of materials selection (41 lines), second language (L2) literacy (36 lines), bilingual 

methods (27 lines), and curriculum materials adaptation (17 lines). The topics of native 

language (L1) acquisition, native language (L1) literacy, second language (L2) 

acquisition, content knowledge assessment, and English proficiency assessment were not 

mentioned. 
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Table 8: Quantity of Lines by Topic and Percentage Content in Towell (2013) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation for 

EBs 

Narrative Text % Total Content 

ESL methods 313 1.69 

Materials selection 41 0.22 

Second language (L2) literacy 36 0.19 

Bilingual methods 27 0.15 

Materials adaptation 17 0.09 

Second language (L2) acquisition and 

bilingualism 0 0.00 

Content knowledge assessment 0 0.00 

Native language (L1) acquisition 0 0.00 

English proficiency assessment 0 0.00 

Native language (L1) literacy 0 0.00 

Total lines for all Topics (%) 434 2.34 

 

Following the analysis of the table of contents, index, narrative text, and 

references, each of ten topics was evaluated according to a 3-point rubric (see Table 9). 

All but one of the topics received scores of one point, reflecting their absence or 

infrequent appearance in the textbook. The exception was ESL methods, which earned a 

score of two points, indicating that this topic was “mentioned occasionally and … 

sometimes described in sufficient detail to provide meaningful guidelines for 

implementation” (Watson et al., 2005, p. 155). The average earned score for all ten topics 

was calculated to be 1.1. Average scores for all five textbooks fell in a range between 1.0 

and 1.4.
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Table 9: Suitability and Completeness of Topics about EBs in Towell (2013) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation for EBs Score 

ESL methods 2 

Second language (L2) literacy 1 

Second language (L2) acquisition and bilingualism 1 

Content knowledge assessment 1 

Materials selection 1 

Native language (L1) acquisition 1 

Bilingual methods 1 

English proficiency assessment 1 

Native language (L1) literacy 1 

Materials adaptation 1 

Average score 1.1 

 

 Towell (2013) followed Calkins et al. (2012) with the least amount of space 

devoted to topics about effective teacher preparation for EBs. While the majority of these 

lines described ESL methods, the topic was neither considered a major instructional 

objective of the textbook nor mentioned in the table of contents, although it did appear 

once in the index. Similarly, the author described EBs most often as English learners, 

although that descriptor never appeared in the table of contents or the index. 

Language Arts: Patterns of Practice  

In the preface to the eighth edition of the popular language arts methods textbook, 

Language Arts: Patterns of Practice, Tompkins (2013) informed readers that their goal 

should be to teach “children and adolescents to communicate effectively using oral, 

written, and visual language” (p. xix). The author warned, however, that “this goal is 

daunting – even for experienced teachers” (p. xix). To prepare pre-service teachers to 

educate EBs in preK-8 classrooms, the author included separate sections entitled 

Engaging English Learners at the ends of chapters, noting that their purpose was to “lay 

out the specific instructional needs of English learners and provide in-depth guidance 
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about how to meet them…with concrete advice for planning instruction to address the 

needs of culturally and linguistically diverse students” (p. xx). 

Tompkins (2013) most often used the descriptor English learner to refer to EBs. 

Of the 128 total occurrences of words and phrases that described EBs in the narrative 

text, English learner was used 115 times. This 90% frequency exceeded that of all other 

referents including culturally and linguistically diverse student, Asian American student, 

Hispanic/Latino student, students [who] aren’t fluent English speakers, and bilingual 

student. Unlike Towell (2013), however, Tompkins (2013) included these descriptors in 

the table of contents, index, and references (see Table 10). 

Table 10: Frequencies of Occurrence for Descriptors of EBs in Tompkins (2013) 

Descriptors Table of 

Contents/Index 

Narrative 

Text 

References Total 

English Learner (EL); 

also English Language 

Learner (ELL) 

23 115 9 147 

Culturally and 

linguistically diverse 

student; also children of 

diverse cultures 

3 6 1 10 

Hispanic/Latino 

student; also Hispanic 

American or native 

Spanish speaker 

0 4 0 4 

Students [who] aren't 

fluent English speakers 

0 1 0 1 

Asian American; also 

Chinese 

0 1 0 1 

Bilingual student 0 1 0 1 

Second language 

learner 

0 0 2 2 

Language minority 

student 

0 0 2 2 

ESL student 0 0 1 1 

Total 26 128 15 169 
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The most frequently occurring topic in the table of contents, index, and references 

was ESL methods (52), followed by second language (L2) acquisition and bilingualism 

(13 lines), and second language (L2) literacy (8 lines). The topics of materials selection 

(5 lines) and content knowledge assessment (2 lines) were only briefly mentioned. 

Bilingual methods (2 lines) appeared twice in the references, but was not present in the 

table of contents or the index. The four topics of native language (L1) acquisition, native 

language (L1) literacy, English proficiency assessment, and materials adaptation were all 

absent from the table of contents, index, and references (see Table 11). 

Table 11: Frequencies of Occurrence for Topics about EBs in Tompkins (2013) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation 

for EBs 

Table of 

Contents/ Index 

References 

ESL methods 38 14 

Second language (L2) acquisition and 

bilingualism 12 1 

Second language (L2) literacy 5 3 

Materials selection 2 3 

Content knowledge assessment 1 1 

Bilingual methods 0 2 

English proficiency assessment 0 0 

Native language (L1) acquisition 0 0 

Native language (L1) literacy 0 0 

Materials adaptation 0 0 

Total occurrences for all Topics 58 24 

 

Text about educating EBs represented 3.36% of the total content of this textbook 

(see Table 12). The largest amount of space was devoted to ESL methods (59%), while 

the topics of second language (L2) acquisition received 82 lines and second language 

(L2) literacy received 78 lines. Far less space was devoted to content knowledge 

assessment (41 lines), curriculum materials selection (18 lines), native language (L1) 

acquisition (7 lines), bilingual methods (6 lines), and English proficiency assessment (2 



 

81 

lines). The topics of native language (L1) literacy and curriculum materials adaptation 

were not mentioned in the narrative text. 

Table 12: Quantity of Lines by Topic and Percentage Content in Tompkins (2013) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation for 

EBs 

Narrative Text % Total 

Content 

ESL methods 339 1.99 

Second language (L2) literacy 82 0.48 

Second language (L2) acquisition and 

bilingualism 78 0.46 

Content knowledge assessment 41 0.24 

Materials selection 18 0.11 

Native language (L1) acquisition 7 0.04 

Bilingual methods 6 0.04 

English proficiency assessment 2 0.01 

Native language (L1) literacy 0 0.00 

Materials adaptation 0 0.00 

Total lines for all Topics (%) 573 3.36 

 

 Similar to Towell (2013), the evaluation of the suitability and completeness of 

topics according to the 3-point rubric resulted in only a single topic receiving a score 

higher than one (see Table 13). ESL methods, which was occasionally discussed with 

sufficient detail to allow pre-service teachers to implement the strategies, scored two 

points. The topics of native language (L1) acquisition, second language (L2) acquisition, 

second language (L2) literacy, bilingual methods, materials selection, content knowledge 

assessment, and English proficiency assessment, which were mentioned with insufficient 

detail, and native language (L1) literacy and materials adaptation, which were not 

mentioned at all, received scores of one. Like Towell (2013), the average earned score for 

all topics was 1.1.  
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Table 13: Suitability and Completeness of Topics about EBs in Tompkins (2013) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation for EBs Score 

ESL methods 2 

Second language (L2) literacy 1 

Second language (L2) acquisition and bilingualism 1 

Content knowledge assessment 1 

Materials selection 1 

Native language (L1) acquisition 1 

Bilingual methods 1 

English proficiency assessment 1 

Native language (L1) literacy 1 

Materials adaptation 1 

Average score 1.1 

 

 Although Tompkins (2013) devoted minimal space to topics about effective 

teacher preparation for EBs, the number of lines found within the text, and the percentage 

of total, exceeded Towell’s (2013). Once again, the author described EBs as English 

learners; however, Tompkins (2013) also placed the descriptor in the table of contents 

and index. Similarly, while the topic most often presented was again ESL methods, this 

author included the topic in the table of contents, index, and references. Although 

material about educating EBs was located by Tompkins (2013) in separate sections at the 

ends of chapters, the quantity and quality of this infusion of content was insufficient to 

make ESL methods a major instructional objective. 

Literacy in the Early Grades  

In the preface to the fourth edition of the language arts methods textbook, 

Literacy in the Early Grades: A Successful Start for PreK-4 Readers and Writers, 

Tompkins (2015) explained to readers that the “goal is for all young children to make a 

successful start in reading and writing” (p. xxi). The author promised pre-service teachers 

that “grounding the text in both scientific research and authentic classroom practice, I 

cover the fundamental components of literacy instruction, illustrate how to teach 



 

83 

developmental strategies and skills, and identify how to differentiate instruction to meet 

the needs of every student in your classroom – children who come to school well 

prepared for literacy learning and those who struggle with learning to read and write, 

including children whose first language isn’t English” (p. xxi). As in Tompkins (2013), 

the bulk of the material about educating EBs was presented in separate sections located at 

the ends of chapters, under the heading Nurturing English Learners in this text. 

 To refer to EBs, Tompkins (2015) most often used the descriptor English learner, 

as did Towell (2013) and Tompkins (2013). Of the 144 occurrences of words and phrases 

used to describe EBs in the narrative text, English learner was used 136 times (see Table 

14). This 94% frequency of occurrence exceeded those of all other referents including 

language minority student, culturally and linguistically diverse student, Hispanic/Latino 

student, Asian American student, and children who speak a language other than English 

at home. As in Tompkins (2013), descriptors appeared in the table of contents or index 26 

times.
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Table 14: Frequencies of Occurrence for Descriptors of EBs in Tompkins (2015) 

Descriptors Table of 

Contents/Index 

Narrative 

Text 

References Total 

English Learner (EL); 

also English Language 

Learner (ELL) 

26 136 17 179 

Language minority 

student 

0 3 0 3 

Hispanic/Latino 

student; also Hispanic 

American or native 

Spanish speaker 

0 2 0 2 

Culturally and 

linguistically diverse 

student 

0 1 1 2 

Asian American; also 

Chinese or Hmong 

0 1 0 1 

Children who speak a 

language other than 

English at home 

0 1 0 1 

Bilingual student 0 1 3 4 

Total 26 145 21 192 

 

Tompkins (2015) featured 13 separate reference lists, which appeared at the ends 

of each of the 12 chapters and the Compendium of Instructional Procedures. The topic 

most frequently mentioned in the table of contents, index and reference lists was ESL 

methods (see Table 15). Second language (L2) acquisition, content knowledge 

assessment and English proficiency assessment were mentioned; however, the topic of 

bilingual methods was not present.
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Table 15: Frequencies of Occurrence for Topics about EBs in Tompkins (2015) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation 

for EBs 

Table of 

Contents/Index 

Reference 

Lists 

ESL methods 18 26 

Second language (L2) acquisition and 

bilingualism 5 1 

Content knowledge assessment 4 2 

English proficiency assessment 3 0 

Second language (L2) literacy 2 1 

Native language (L1) literacy 2 0 

Native language (L1) acquisition 0 0 

Materials selection 0 0 

Materials adaptation 0 0 

Bilingual methods 0 0 

Total occurrences for all Topics 34 30 

 

Tompkins (2015) devoted 4.95% of the total narrative text to topics about 

preparing pre-service teachers to educate EBs; the majority of these 740 lines discussed 

ESL methods (67%). While 88 lines were devoted to content knowledge assessment, an 

important topic for pre-service teachers who must learn to fairly measure how much EBs 

know, the author devoted only 29 lines to explain English proficiency assessment, an 

equally important topic which explains how to identify and place EBs and how to 

measure the level of their English proficiency. Relatively little content was devoted to 

second language (L2) literacy (47 lines), to curriculum materials selection (45 lines), or 

to second language (L2) acquisition (23 lines). Native (L1) language literacy (6 lines), 

and native (L1) language acquisition (3 lines) were barely mentioned. The topics of 

bilingual methods and curriculum materials adaptation for EBs were not present in the 

narrative text (see Table 16).  
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Table 16: Quantity of Lines by Topic and Percentage Content in Tompkins (2015) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation for 

EBs 

Narrative Text % Total 

Content 

ESL methods 499 3.34 

Content knowledge assessment 88 0.59 

Second language (L2) literacy 47 0.31 

Materials selection 45 0.30 

English proficiency assessment 29 0.19 

Second language (L2) acquisition and 

bilingualism 23 0.15 

Native language (L1) literacy 6 0.04 

Native language (L1) acquisition 3 0.02 

Materials adaptation 0 0.00 

Bilingual methods 0 0.00 

Total lines for all Topics (%) 740 4.95 

 

 Similar to Towell (2013) and Tompkins (2013), Tompkins (2015) mentioned ESL 

methods more than any other topic. While the quantity of material presented was greater, 

the topic still received a score of two points, as it did not qualify as a major instructional 

objective of the textbook. The topic of content knowledge assessment likewise earned a 

score of two based upon its appearance in four locations in the textbook, the author 

providing sufficient detail to allow for pre-service teachers to understand and implement 

suggested assessments. The topics of native language (L1) acquisition, native language 

(L1) literacy, second language (L2) acquisition, second language (L2) literacy, English 

proficiency assessment, and materials selection, however, were not explained with the 

necessary detail to earn scores greater than one. Bilingual methods and materials 

adaptation were not mentioned at all (see Table 17). As a result of the 2-point scores for 

both ESL methods and content knowledge assessment, the average earned score (1.2) 

exceeded those received by Towell (2013) and Tompkins (2013).  



 

87 

Table 17: Suitability and Completeness of Topics about EBs in Tompkins (2015) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation for EBs Score 

ESL methods 2 

Content knowledge assessment 2 

Second language (L2) literacy 1 

Second language (L2) acquisition and bilingualism 1 

Materials selection 1 

Native language (L1) acquisition 1 

Bilingual methods 1 

English proficiency assessment 1 

Native language (L1) literacy 1 

Materials adaptation 1 

Average score 1.2 

 

While exceeding the number of lines and percentages found in Towell (2013) and 

Tompkins (2013), Tompkins (2015) still devoted insufficient space to topics about 

effective teacher preparation for EBs to qualify as a major instructional objective. This 

textbook described EBs as English learners, presenting material about educating these 

students in separate sections located at the ends of chapters, and featuring descriptors and 

topics in the table of contents, index, and reference lists. The text stressed both ESL 

methods and content knowledge assessment, while offering only brief explanations about 

second language (L2) acquisition, second language (L2) literacy, materials selection, and 

English proficiency assessment. The topics of bilingual methods and materials adaptation 

were not mentioned. 

Fifty Strategies for Teaching English Language Learners  

Herrell and Jordan (2012) devoted considerably more space to topics about 

educating EBs than the other four textbooks, noting that “this new edition of Fifty 

Strategies for Teaching English Language Learners is specifically formatted to help 

teachers recognize how these students must be supported so that they can be successful in 

classes taught in English” (p. 15). The authors described EBs as both English language 
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learners and English learners, for a combined 91% frequency of occurrence, exceeding 

that of all other referents including Hispanic/Latino student, students who aren’t fluent 

English speakers, second language learner, Limited English Proficient (LEP), Asian 

American student, and ESL student. While the title featured the descriptor English 

language learner, that referent was mentioned only once in the table of contents. The 

term bilingual student appeared only once in the narrative text (see Table 18). 

Table 18: Frequencies of Occurrence for Descriptors in Herrell and Jordan (2012) 

Descriptors Table of Contents Narrative 

Text 

Reference 

Lists 

Total 

English Learner (EL); 

also English Language 

Learner (ELL) 

1 279 10 290 

Hispanic/Latino 

student; also Hispanic 

American or native 

Spanish speaker 

0 10 1 11 

Students [who] aren’t 

fluent English speakers 

0 7 1 8 

Second language learner 0 5 2 7 

Limited English 

Proficient (LEP) 

0 2 1 3 

Asian American; also 

Chinese or Hmong 

0 2 0 2 

ESL student 0 1 6 7 

Bilingual student 0 1 1 2 

Language minority 

student 

0 0 6 6 

Culturally and 

linguistically diverse 

student 

0 0 2 2 

Total 1 307 30 338 

 

Although the authors did not include an index in this textbook, there were a total 

of 56 separate reference lists located in the preface, Sections I, III, IV, V, and VI, and at 

the end of each of the 50 chapters. Only Section II did not have a separate reference list. 



 

89 

The topic most frequently appearing in the table of contents and the reference lists was 

ESL methods (see Table 19). The topic of bilingual methods was the only other (of the 

ten) which was present in the table of contents. While the topic of second language (L2) 

acquisition appeared regularly in the reference lists, the topics of bilingual methods, 

second language (L2) literacy, content knowledge assessment, materials selection and 

English proficiency assessment were only briefly mentioned. The topics of native 

language (L1) acquisition, native language (L1) literacy, and materials adaptation 

appeared in neither the table of contents nor the reference lists. 

Table 19: Frequencies of Occurrence for Topics in Herrell and Jordan (2012) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation for 

EBs 

Table of Contents Reference 

Lists 

ESL methods 49 60 

Second language (L2) acquisition and 

bilingualism 0 30 

Bilingual methods 1 5 

Second language (L2) literacy 0 2 

Content knowledge assessment 0 2 

Materials selection 0 2 

English proficiency assessment 0 1 

Native language (L1) acquisition 0 0 

Native language (L1) literacy 0 0 

Materials adaptation 0 0 

Total occurrences for all Topics 50 102 

 

Herrell and Jordan (2012) devoted 49.66 % of the narrative text to topics about 

educating EBs (see Table 20). The great majority (90%) of these 6,022 lines described 

ESL methods, while 5% were devoted to content knowledge assessment, 2% to English 

proficiency assessment, and 2% to bilingual methods. Less space was devoted to second 

language (L2) acquisition and bilingualism (84 lines) and curriculum materials selection 

(60 lines). The topics of native (L1) language acquisition, native (L1) language literacy, 
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second language (L2) literacy, and curriculum materials adaptation were not present in 

the narrative text. 

Table 20: Quantity of Lines by Topic in Herrell and Jordan (2012) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation for 

EBs 

Narrative Text % Total 

Content 

ESL methods 5396 44.50 

Content knowledge assessment 281 2.32 

Bilingual methods 107 0.88 

English proficiency assessment 94 0.78 

Second language (L2) acquisition and 

bilingualism 84 0.69 

Materials selection 60 0.49 

Second language (L2) literacy 0 0.00 

Native language (L1) acquisition 0 0.00 

Native language (L1) literacy 0 0.00 

Materials adaptation 0 0.00 

Total lines for all Topics (%) 6022 49.66 

 

 Herrell and Jordan (2012) was the only textbook in which the topic of ESL 

methods earned a score of three points, being discussed with sufficient detail to constitute 

a major instructional objective. Two topics, content knowledge assessment and English 

proficiency assessment, received scores of two points. These three topics were supported 

by the theoretical overview as well as examples throughout the text. The topics of second 

language (L2) acquisition, bilingual methods, and materials selection, however, were 

explained with insufficient detail to allow for implementation by pre-service teachers, 

earning those topics scores of one point each. Native language (L1) acquisition, native 

language (L1) literacy, second language (L2) literacy, and materials adaptation were not 

mentioned at all, also earning scores of one point (see Table 21). Herrell and Jordan 

(2012) earned the highest average score of all of the textbooks (1.4).
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Table 21: Suitability and Completeness of Topics in Herrell and Jordan (2012) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation for EBs Score 

ESL methods 3 

Content knowledge assessment 2 

English proficiency assessment 2 

Second language (L2) literacy 1 

Second language (L2) acquisition and bilingualism 1 

Materials selection 1 

Native language (L1) acquisition 1 

Bilingual methods 1 

Native language (L1) literacy 1 

Materials adaptation 1 

Average score 1.4 

 

 Herrell and Jordan (2012) far exceeded the percentage of content devoted to 

topics about educating EBs found in the other four textbooks. The authors described EBs 

as English learners or English language learners, while presenting material about 

educating EBs in 50 strategies integrated into each of its six sections. The text discussed 

ESL methods, content knowledge assessment, and English proficiency assessment, but 

offered only brief explanations about second language (L2) acquisition, bilingual 

methods, and materials selection. The topics of native language (L1) acquisition, native 

language (L1) literacy, second language (L2) literacy, and materials adaptation were not 

present in the narrative text. Based upon the increased scores for ESL methods, content 

knowledge assessment, and English proficiency assessment, this textbook earned the 

highest average score for suitability and completeness of topics about EBs. 

Pathways to the Common Core  

In the first chapter of their textbook, Pathways to the Common Core: Accelerating 

Achievement, Calkins et al. (2012) explained that “the Common Core State Standards 

(CCSS) are a big deal. …The standards are already affecting what is published, 

mandated, and tested in schools – and also what is marginalized and neglected” (p. 1). 
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The authors offered that “the entire design of the standards is based on the argument that 

the purpose of K-12 education is to prepare K-12 students for college…taking the skills 

that college students need and distilling those down through every single grade” (p. 4). 

They argued that scaffolding would make instruction under CCSS accessible for all 

learners, suggesting that “instead of continuing to provide the vast majority of students 

with a skill-and-drill education, the United States needs to provide all students with a 

thinking curriculum, with writing workshops, reading clubs, research projects, debates, 

think tanks, Model UN, and the like” (p. 9). However, not once did Calkins et al. (2012) 

refer to EBs by any descriptor (see Table 22) or discuss how pre-service teachers should 

be prepared to educate EBs and help them become college-ready. 

Table 22: Frequencies of Occurrence for Descriptors in Calkins, Ehrenworth, and 

Lehman (2012) 

Descriptors Table of 

Contents/ Index 

Narrative 

Text 

References 

and 

Bibliography 

Total 

English Learner (EL); 

also English Language 

Learner (ELL) 

0 0 0 0 

Language minority 

student 

0 0 0 0 

Hispanic/Latino 

student; also Hispanic 

American or native 

Spanish speaker 

0 0 0 0 

Culturally and 

linguistically diverse 

student 

0 0 0 0 

Asian American; also 

Chinese or Hmong 

0 0 0 0 

Children who speak a 

language other than 

English at home 

0 0 0 0 

Bilingual student 0 0 0 0 

 

Not one of ten topics was mentioned in the table of contents, index, or references. 
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Table 23: Frequencies of Occurrence for Topics in Calkins, Ehrenworth, and Lehman 

(2012) 

Topics for Effective Teacher Preparation for 

EBs 

Table of 

Contents/Index 

References 

ESL methods 0 0 

Second language (L2) acquisition and 

bilingualism 0 0 

Content knowledge assessment 0 0 

English proficiency assessment 0 0 

Second language (L2) literacy 0 0 

Native language (L1) literacy 0 0 

Native language (L1) acquisition 0 0 

Materials selection 0 0 

Materials adaptation 0 0 

Bilingual methods 0 0 

Total occurrences for all Topics 0 0 

  

No space was devoted to any topic about educating EBs in the narrative text. 

Table 24: Quantity of Lines and Percentage Content in Calkins, Ehrenworth, and Lehman 

(2012) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation for 

EBs 

Narrative Text % Total 

Content 

ESL methods 0 0 

Content knowledge assessment 0 0 

Second language (L2) literacy 0 0 

Materials selection 0 0 

English proficiency assessment 0 0 

Second language (L2) acquisition and 

bilingualism 0 0 

Native language (L1) literacy 0 0 

Native language (L1) acquisition 0 0 

Materials adaptation 0 0 

Bilingual methods 0 0 

Total lines for all Topics (%) 0 0 

 

Calkins et al. (2012) was the only textbook in which all topics received scores of 

one point, indicating either that they were not mentioned at all or were mentioned with 

insufficient detail to allow for implementation by pre-service teachers. Consequently, the 

average score was the lowest at 1.0. 
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Table 25: Suitability and Completeness of Topics in Calkins, Ehrenworth, and Lehman 

(2012) 

Topics about Effective Teacher Preparation for EBs Score 

ESL methods 1 

Second language (L2) literacy 1 

Second language (L2) acquisition and bilingualism 1 

Content knowledge assessment 1 

Materials selection 1 

Native language (L1) acquisition 1 

Bilingual methods 1 

English proficiency assessment 1 

Native language (L1) literacy 1 

Materials adaptation 1 

Average score 1.0 

 

Calkins et al. (2012) was the only textbook in which there was no discussion 

about EBs or their educational needs. The authors instead focused on the many likely 

changes in the standardized curriculum for native English-speakers, given the demands of 

the new reading, writing, speaking/listening and language standards that emphasized 

higher-level comprehension skills than the standards promulgated under NCLB. The 

authors noted that in order to help students to meet the new goals “teachers need to draw 

upon the knowledge of our field” (p. 13). Unfortunately, they neglected to offer any 

suggestions to pre-service teachers regarding teaching methods, curriculum, or 

assessment for EBs under the new standards. 

Summary  

The content analysis of five ELA methods textbooks found that the amount of 

space that authors devoted to topics about educating EBs ranged from zero percent to 

almost 50%. An unexpected finding was that Calkins et al. (2012) failed to discuss EBs 

or any of the ten topics. The remaining four textbooks referred to EBs most often as 

English learners or English language learners and mentioned ESL methods more than any 
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other topic. While Towell (2013), Tompkins (2013), and Tompkins (2015) provided 

enough detail to permit implementation of ESL methods by pre-service teachers, only 

Herrell and Jordan (2012) devoted sufficient attention to the topic to constitute a major 

instructional objective. Meanwhile, the average earned scores for suitability and 

completeness of all ten topics about educating EBs ranged from 1.0 to 1.4. While 

Tompkins (2015) and Herrell and Jordan (2012) were the only textbooks to mention 

content knowledge assessment with enough detail to allow implementation by pre-service 

teachers, only Herrell and Jordan (2012) also explained English proficiency assessment 

so that the importance of measuring the development of English language proficiency in 

EBs was underscored. 

Textual Analysis of Curriculum Bias 

 The third research question, which queries whether the presentation of content 

regarding teaching EBs sustains or challenges curriculum bias, is answered in the 

following section in which both quantitative and qualitative findings are analyzed across 

the texts. The section is divided into five subsections which represent the forms of 

curriculum bias found, i.e., invisibility, linguistic bias, fragmentation and isolation, 

stereotyping, and imbalance and selectivity (Sadker & Sadker, 1982; Zittleman & Sadker, 

2002, 2003). While the first four subsections focus largely on how the authors described 

EBs, the fifth subsection examines how the teaching methods, curriculum, and 

assessment topics were presented in the textbooks. 

Invisibility  

The analysis of texts for the representation of EBs found that these students were 

literally invisible in one textbook, while three of the remaining four textbooks devoted 
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less than five percent of the narrative text to topics about educating students who speak a 

language other than English at home. The lack of content about EBs comprises a null 

curriculum that fails to recognize the needs of a rapidly increasing and marginalized 

school population (Watson et al., 2005). Moreover, the message implied by these four 

authors suggests a hidden curriculum (Apple, 2004) in ELA methods, i.e., that the 

education of EBs merits less attention than the education of mainstream students. This 

limited representation was contrasted with the students’ appearance in almost half of the 

lines of the fifth textbook, an amount far in excess of the combined total of the other four 

(see Table 26). 

Table 26: Percentage devoted to topics about effective teacher preparation for EBs 

Textbooks Estimated 

total number 

of lines 

Number of 

lines with 

ESL/BE 

content 

Estimated % of 

narrative text 

devoted to 

ESL/BE content 

Herrell and Jordan (2012) 12,126 6,022 49.66 

Tompkins (2015) 14,960 740 4.95 

Tompkins (2013) 17,040 573 3.36 

Towell (2013) 18,568 434 2.34 

Calkins, Ehrenworth, and 

Lehman (2012) 

 

7,486 

 

0 

 

0 

 

In addition to the number of lines about EBs, the location of this content within 

the textbook suggested bias as well. For example, Towell (2013) not only devoted few 

lines to topics about educating EBs, but also failed to mention any descriptors for EBs in 

the table of contents, index, or references. Meanwhile, in both Tompkins (2013) and 

Tompkins (2015) the locations of separate sections about EBs were noted in the table of 

contents and in the index, but each text included three chapters in which EBs were barely 

mentioned or not present at all. Only Herrell and Jordan (2012) consistently discussed 



 

97 

these students in each of the six sections of the textbook that included English language 

learners in its title. 

In those chapters in which Tompkins (2013) included separate sections entitled 

Engaging English Learners, the author mentioned English learners an average of 10 

times; however, they were not mentioned in one chapter entitled Emergent Literacy, 

present only once in another chapter entitled Visual Language, and only twice in a third 

chapter entitled Putting it all Together. Likewise, in the chapters in which Tompkins 

(2015) included sections entitled Nurturing English Learners, the author mentioned 

English learners an average of 13.44 times; however, the author mentioned them only 

four times in one chapter entitled Examining Children’s Literacy Development, only 

twice in another chapter entitled Scaffolding Children’s Reading Development, and not at 

all in a third chapter entitled Facilitating Children’s Comprehension: Text Factors. While 

it appeared that both authors increased the percentage of content about EBs by placing 

separate sections in many of the chapters, they neglected to address the needs of EBs in 

their discussions of certain important topics about ELA methods. These absences suggest 

that the education of EBs merits less attention than the education of native English-

speakers in the English language arts. 

Linguistic Bias  

The analysis of texts for the representation of EBs found evidence of linguistic 

bias in the choice of terms used to describe the students as well as in the language used to 

define the terms. The four textbooks that mentioned EBs evidenced an overwhelming 

preference for the descriptors English learner and English language learner (see Table 

27). While three of the authors selected those two descriptors more than ninety percent of 
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the time, Towell (2013) used them 71% of the time. Meanwhile, bilingual student and 

dual language learner were rarely seen. The preference for descriptors that essentialize 

students by implying that their most significant characteristic is that they are learning 

English devalues the cultural and linguistic assets students bring from home while 

recognizing only “perceived deficits they bring to school” (Grant & Sleeter, 2011). 

Table 27: Estimated percentage of descriptors for EBs in narrative text 

Textbooks Estimated % 

English learner or 

English language learner 

 Estimated % 

Bilingual student or 

Dual language learner 

Herrell and Jordan (2012) 91  < 1 

Tompkins (2015) 94  < 1 

Tompkins (2013) 90  < 1 

Towell (2013) 71  8 

Calkins, Ehrenworth, and 

Lehman (2012) 

 

0 

  

0 

 

While two textbooks, Tompkins (2013) and Tompkins (2015), defined the 

descriptor English learners, Herrell and Jordan (2012) discussed the students in detail in 

the first paragraph of the preface: 

The United States becomes more ethnically and linguistically diverse every year. 

More than 90 percent of new residents come from non-English-speaking 

countries. The number of students with non-English-speaking backgrounds 

represents the fastest growing group of this population. In the last decade, the 

total student enrollment in public schools increased by only 14 percent, while the 

number of English learners grew 70 percent and is projected to grow even more 

(National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education, 1999). The 2000 U.S. Census 

identified 20 percent of school-age children as non-native English speakers 

(Jamieson, Curry, & Martinez, 2001). (Herrell & Jordan, 2012, p. xiii)  
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Meanwhile, Tompkins (2015) defined English learners as “children who come from 

language backgrounds other than English and aren’t yet proficient in English” (p. 26). 

Both statements highlight what students are not, also making the assumption that all 

monolingual students of the linguistic mainstream are proficient in English. Notably, 

Tompkins (2013) explained that “children of diverse cultures come to school with a 

broad range of language and literacy experiences … communicate in at least one 

language … and … want to learn English to make friends, learn, and communicate just 

like their classmates” (p. 12). While Tompkins (2013) recognized the varied experiences 

and linguistic backgrounds represented among EBs, the author acknowledged limited 

potential, suggesting only that EBs desire to be like their English-speaking classmates. 

Such comments imply that they only aspire to assimilation, and assume that EBs are 

unable to learn in a language other than English.  

 Moreover, none of the textbooks defined bilingual students or dual language 

learners. Although these terms recognize the additional linguistic skills that students 

learn at home and bring to the classroom, it was never suggested in the textbooks that 

bilingualism contributes to academic success. On the contrary, one could only infer that 

academic success must be measured by improved English literacy, and that bilingualism 

may be an impediment to that literacy. Tompkins (2013) did acknowledge that both 

bilingual students and English learners might be empowered by instruction in two 

languages: “When bilingual students and English learners read and write bilingual poems, 

they move between the linguistic and cultural communities of home and school, and the 

poems they create are often very powerful” (p. 326). However, the author mentioned 
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bilingual students only this once and only in the context of bilingual poetry. A mere six 

lines in the entire textbook (.04%) were devoted to bilingual methods. 

 Meanwhile, Tompkins (2015) suggested that bilingualism was an impediment to 

English literacy. In two Literacy Portraits, Tompkins (2015) noted that “Michael, who’s 

bilingual, was reading below grade level and couldn’t stay on task” (p. 2) and Rakie, who 

“currently [is] enrolled in the school’s pull-out ESL program … has difficulty 

understanding what she reads, mainly because of unfamiliar vocabulary, a common 

problem for English learners” (p. 1). While the author offered no explanation for why one 

student was characterized as bilingual while the other was referred to as an English 

learner, both students were described as having difficulty with reading. 

 Herrell and Jordan (2012) used both descriptors in the same paragraph, sending a 

confusing message about academic success for EBs:  

 The ongoing quest for ways to foster and sustain proficient bilingual students 

[emphasis added] in schools can only be achieved with teachers who understand 

the value of good teaching. These are teachers who produce academically 

successful students who stay in school and are given every opportunity to 

participate fully and equitably. (p. 1)  

By associating the phrase proficient bilingual students with good teaching, and by linking 

these phrases with academically successful students and participate fully and equitably in 

the next, the message appears to imply a preference for bilingual instruction which 

encourages native language proficiency. However, the first two sentences of the 

paragraph, which employ the term English language learners twice, suggest a very 

different message:  
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This fourth edition of Fifty Strategies for Teaching English Language Learners is 

aligned with the national standards for teaching English language learners 

published by Teachers of English for Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL). 

These standards provide teachers with clear guidelines for supporting English 

language learners as they become proficient in speaking, writing, and 

comprehending social and academic English. (p. 1) 

By describing EBs as English language learners while alluding to the national TESOL 

standards – at least the 1997 edition which the authors cited – the text implies that 

academic success for EBs means improved English literacy only. The national TESOL 

Standards (Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages, 1997) incorporated three 

goals: learning to communicate in English in social settings, learning to use English in 

socially and culturally appropriate ways, and achieving academically [in English] in all 

content areas. The entire paragraph can only mean that academic success is measured by 

improved English literacy rather than by bilingual proficiency. 

 Four of the textbooks utilized the descriptors English learner or English language 

learner to describe EBs, only mentioning the referents bilingual student or dual language 

learner infrequently. The choice of these terms essentialized EBs, implying that their 

most significant characteristic is limited English proficiency while devaluing the culture 

and linguistic skills that they bring from home. The language used to define the terms 

assumes that EBs are not yet proficient in English, but that monolingual mainstream 

students are. Meanwhile, the limited use of terms like bilingual student and dual 

language learner may suggest that native language skills have a place in the ELA 
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classroom, but the messages presented by the authors imply that bilingualism is 

undervalued and may even be seen as an impediment to English literacy. 

Fragmentation and Isolation  

Although Calkins et al. (2012) failed to present any content about EBs, three of 

the textbooks infused topics about educating these students through isolated comments or 

in separate sections at the ends of chapters. While Towell (2013) inserted isolated 

comments into discussions that appeared to be primarily focused on mainstream students, 

Tompkins (2013) and Tompkins (2015) each presented material in separate sections at 

the ends of chapters. Only Herrell and Jordan (2012) consistently integrated content 

about educating EBs throughout the six sections of the textbook. 

 Isolated comments. Towell (2013) presented content about educating EBs by 

inserting comments into discussions about language arts topics that appeared to be 

primarily written for mainstream students. For example, when explaining phonics, the 

author noted that “there are many ways to spell long vowel sounds, which is another 

problem of the English language, especially for children whose native language is not 

English” (p. 48). While distinguishing sight words from meaning vocabulary, the author 

offered that “some of the words may have multiple meanings, which can be confusing for 

English learners” (p. 49). Often these isolated comments addressed both EBs and 

struggling readers. For example, the buddy-reading model was described as the “type of 

program [that] works especially well with English learners and older struggling readers” 

(p. 103), and books on tape were recommended “especially for struggling readers and 

English learners” (p. 226). While EBs were included in these discussions, the author 

provided no specific details about how to adapt the strategies to meet their particular 
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needs, suggesting that ELA methods instruction was geared largely toward native 

English-speakers. Moreover, by addressing both EBs and struggling readers together, 

Towell (2013) implied that the same interventions may be used for both, a popular 

misconception about educating EBs (Harper & de Jong, 2004). 

 Separate sections. Both Tompkins (2013) and Tompkins (2015) addressed topics 

about educating EBs in separate sections located at the ends of chapters. Tompkins 

(2013) titled these sections Engaging English Learners, while Tompkins (2015) named 

them Nurturing English Learners. Unique to Tompkins (2013) were identical panels at 

the ends of chapters which directed pre-service teachers to A+RISE® accessed at 

http://www.myeducationlab.com. The activities presented on this publisher’s website, 

which were designed by a different author, were described as research-based instructional 

strategies that met the linguistic needs of EBs while they learned content. This 

differentiated instruction for all grades and abilities offered scaffolding and alternative 

assessment, and was aligned to CCSS Elementary Language Arts standards and WIDA 

English language proficiency standards. Meanwhile, Tompkins (2015) offered embedded 

classroom video segments in the eText version of the textbook. 

Consistent integration. By contrast, Herrell and Jordan (2012) divided the 

textbook into six sections, integrating content about EBs in each of them. Section I 

offered a theoretical overview of the linguistic principles on which the 50 strategies were 

based. The authors suggested that “reading and understanding the theoretical overview 

(Section I) is vital to understanding the basic principles of instructing and assessing 

English learners. This should be approached first” (p. xiv). Section II contained eleven 

strategies for encouraging active involvement in the classroom. Section III included 
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twelve strategies for language development. Section IV contained thirteen strategies for 

literacy development. Section V included ten strategies for content instruction. Section 

VI included four strategies to encourage the use of technology. 

Each of the 50 strategies was presented in detail to pre-service teachers using 

step-by-step instructions. A section entitled Applications and Examples followed the 

instructions, offering two applications for each strategy – one example from the early 

elementary grades and one from the upper elementary or secondary grades. At the end of 

each chapter, Herrell and Jordan (2012) included a section entitled Examples of 

Approximation Behaviors Related to the TESOL Standards. In this section, the authors 

listed the skills that each strategy was designed to develop, taken from the national 

TESOL standards for each of three grade-level groupings. Located on the inside back 

cover, Herrell and Jordan (2012) offered a correlation chart that connected each strategy 

to the national TESOL Standards, so that 

the reader will be reminded of the national TESOL Standards by means of a chart 

on the inside back cover, which connects the strategy to the reasons for its 

appropriateness to English language learners. Strategies will be related to the 

goals deemed by TESOL to be important in supporting students who are acquiring 

English. This will enable teachers to select activities that best suit the needs of 

their learners. (p. 7) 

An examination of the correlation chart revealed that 49 of the 50 strategies were 

designated as helpful for using English language to achieve academically. Only one 

strategy, Total Physical Response, was described as not used for this purpose. 
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 The analysis for the bias of fragmentation revealed that three textbooks presented 

content about educating EBs in isolated and unconnected passages or separate sections at 

the ends of chapters, while only one consistently integrated content related to EBs 

throughout the text. While isolated comments about teaching EBs presented those topics 

as peripheral to the main narrative of teaching English language arts to native English-

speakers, separate sections at the ends of chapters may have made the needs of EBs more 

visible to pre-service teachers. However, the consistent integration of topics throughout 

Herrell and Jordan (2012) offered a clear contrast to fragmentation and isolation, 

suggesting that educating EBs was a significant objective of the narrative. 

Stereotyping  

 The analysis of the descriptions of EBs yielded various stereotypes that emerged 

across multiple texts. Four of the five textbooks stereotyped EBs by describing them in 

terms of their limited English proficiency and identifying them as struggling students and 

struggling readers. While Herrell and Jordan (2012) noted that diverse students were a 

major source of difficulties faced by all teachers, Towell (2013) pathologized EBs by 

discussing their language limitations alongside physical limitations and learning 

disabilities, even implying that the same adaptations were appropriate for EBs and ESE 

students. Such messages suggest that EBs share broad and rigid characteristics as one 

homogeneous group of at-risk students. 

 Struggling students. According to Tompkins (2013), “the No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) Act of 2001 was designed to close the achievement gap between affluent, white 

students and other students [emphasis added]” (p. 56). Although the term other students 

may refer to all underachieving students, the author specifically named English learners 
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and students from low-income families as struggling students who lack academic 

language because they read less: 

 Most struggling middle school students, including those who are English learners 

or who come from low-income backgrounds, have gaps in their vocabulary 

knowledge and lack the academic language that they need for school success. 

These students can’t rely on learning words through wide reading as their higher 

achieving classmates do because they read less often, encounter less grade-level 

academic vocabulary, and apply only a limited number of word-learning 

strategies. In addition, they can’t use surrounding known words to figure out the 

meaning of an unknown word because their ratio of known to unknown words is 

too low. (p. 238) 

Similarly, Tompkins (2015) singled out students “who struggle with learning to read and 

write, include children whose first language isn’t English” (p. xxi), noting repeatedly that 

“learning to read and write is more challenging because they’re learning to speak English 

at the same time” (p. 26; see also 56; 57; 178; 179; and 310). These messages suggest 

that EBs are struggling readers because they make less effort, and that speaking a 

language other than English is an impediment to learning to read and write English. 

 Meanwhile, Herrell and Jordan (2012) portrayed EBs as low achievers and a 

major source of difficulties faced by teachers: 

 Teachers everywhere face enormous challenges in their classrooms. They are 

expected to meet the needs of an increasingly diverse population. There is more 

content to teach each year as well. Teachers are now expected to integrate 

technology and teach to myriad standards, and they are judged by the 
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standardized test scores achieved by their students, with no excuses tolerated and 

little understanding of the challenges they face daily in the classroom. (p. xiii) 

Although the authors address the unfair burden on teachers, they fail to pinpoint the 

educational policies and institutional structures that have led to the challenges teachers 

face. Instead, in making these comments, the authors invited resentment for the additional 

effort required for pre-service teachers to learn strategies designed to overcome the 

perceived limitations of students who speak a language other than English at home: 

English learners continue to lag behind their native English-speaking peers on 

national assessment measures (Lee, Grigg, & Donahue, 2007). As well, English 

learners are three times as likely to drop out of school before they complete high 

school (NCES, 2004). (Herrell & Jordan, 2012, p. 221) 

Such resentment is even more likely when teachers are reminded that they will be held 

accountable for their students’ low standardized test scores and high dropout rates. 

 To meet the needs of low achieving EBs, Herrell and Jordan (2012) offered a 

strategy that focuses on closing the achievement gap for “at-risk” students in general. 

Called the continuous improvement model (CIM), the strategy offers a set sequence of 

instructions which includes warm-up, lesson for the day, independent practice, and daily 

quiz. Tutorials are provided for students who need more time and practice to ensure 

mastery of skills. The authors noted that “one of the most valuable lessons to come from 

the use of CIM in highly diverse schools is the understanding that students who have 

traditionally been low achievers can meet state standards with daily additional 

instruction” (p. 260). By including this strategy in a textbook that focuses on the 

instructional needs of EBs, the authors reinforce the stereotype of “at-risk” students. 
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 Pathologizing. Towell (2013) not only referred to EBs as struggling readers, but 

also pathologized students by conflating linguistic differences with disabilities, either 

equating the struggles of these groups of students or recommending similar instructional 

strategies for both. Initially appearing to separate the causes, Towell (2013) noted that 

 English learners may have additional reading stumbling blocks because of 

language barriers. Other readers may be struggling because of visual or hearing 

limitations including learning disabilities. Struggling readers are usually one or 

more years behind in their reading/language arts scores on standardized tests. (p. 

43) 

Subsequently, the author conjoined causes, noting that “some of the children only speak 

limited English or have autism, dyslexia, ADD or ADHD” (p. 107). By making single 

recommendations “for meeting the needs of English learners, students in Exceptional 

Student Education and struggling readers” (p. 88), Towell (2013) then suggested that the 

same instructional strategies were appropriate for all three groups. 

 Regarding the Adaptations for ESOL/ESE offered in all 32 strategies or activities 

contained in the Compendium, the author explained that for each strategy “adaptations 

have been suggested for English learners and students with special needs. These research-

based strategies have been used successfully for many years with different types of 

students in a variety of contexts” (Towell, 2013, p. 375). By implying that a language 

barrier is the same as a learning disability, the author marginalizes EBs while 

recommending a one-size-fits-all approach to differentiated instruction that will have 

limited success for all these students. 
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 Similarly, Tompkins (2013) pathologized EBs’ families by linking them to 

poverty, prisons, gangs, homelessness, and lost dreams: 

The students who come to your classroom may speak a different language at 

school than they speak at home, and they’re growing up in varied family 

structures: Many live in two-parent families, but others live with single parents or 

grandparents, in blended families, or with two moms or dads. Far too many are 

growing up in poverty, some with parents in prison and siblings in gangs. Still 

others are homeless. Sadly, some have lost sight of the American dream, 

believing that a college education is out of reach. Clearly, the way you teach the 

language arts must address not only your beliefs about how children learn but also 

the language and culture of the students you teach. (p. 5) 

Although these messages may be interpreted as sympathetic, they highlight deficits only, 

rather than assets, implying that speaking a different language can be as much of a 

problem as homelessness, poverty, parents in prison, or siblings in gangs. Furthermore, 

while these demographic data may well describe the structural inequalities face by many 

immigrants to the U.S., this discussion makes no distinction between personal 

characteristics and institutional barriers. While these circumstances may lead some 

students to believe that for them a college education is unattainable, there is little reason 

why for most students who speak a language other than English at home the goal is 

unachievable. Suggesting that it is places blame on the students and their families and 

allows teachers to evade responsibility for providing inadequate instruction to EBs. 

 Four of the texts described EBs as struggling students, and their families as poor 

and powerless. While one text offered a strategy meant for EBs that was designed solely 
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for “at-risk” students, another conflated EBs with students with disabilities, suggesting 

that the same adaptations should be used for both ESOL and ESE students. This 

unexpected finding underscores the fact that none of the texts highlighted the wide range 

of differences among immigrant students who were EBs, nor were they represented in 

terms of their potential for learning. By stereotyping EBs, the authors tacitly promote low 

expectations for students who speak a language other than English at home, imply that 

bilingualism is an impediment to literacy, and even characterize limited English 

proficiency as a learning disability. 

Imbalance and Selectivity  

 To this point, the analysis has focused upon the manner in which the authors have 

described EBs and their families, the quantity of material about educating these students, 

and the location of that material in the textbooks. This subsection examines which 

instructional topics authors select and which details they offer about each topic. The 

discussion begins with an explanation of the average earned scores for suitability and 

completeness. 

 The average earned scores awarded for each textbook represent the coder’s 

evaluations of decisions made by the authors to select certain topics over others, and to 

present those topics in more or less detail. A higher average earned score indicates that 

the author(s) covered multiple topics in greater detail, while a lower score means that the 

author(s) offered fewer topics in less detail. Based upon a 3-point rubric, the average 

earned scores fell within a range from 1.0 to 1.4 points (see Table 28).  
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Table 28: Average scores for suitability and completeness of topics about EBs 

Textbooks   Average 

Scores 

Herrell and Jordan (2012)   1.4 

Tompkins (2015)   1.2 

Tompkins (2013)   1.1 

Towell (2013)   1.1 

Calkins, Ehrenworth, and 

Lehman (2012) 

   

1.0 

 

 As reflected in their average earned score, Herrell and Jordan (2012) presented 

the most comprehensive approach to educating EBs in comparison to the other textbooks 

in the sample, while still earning only 1.4 out of a possible 3 points. Although 3 points 

were earned for ESL methods, 2 for content knowledge assessment, and 2 for English 

proficiency assessment, only one point was awarded for each of the remaining seven 

topics. The selection of topics, as well as the amount of detail provided, evidenced an 

imbalance in the ELA methods curriculum. A discussion of the curriculum bias 

evidenced in the areas of ESL methods, literacy, and assessment follows. 

 ESL methods. Four textbooks that attempted to prepare pre-service teachers to 

educate EBs devoted the largest number of lines to ESL methods, while offering only a 

few about bilingual methods (see Table 29). For Herrell and Jordan (2012), ESL methods 

was a major instructional objective of the textbook. For Tompkins (2013), Tompkins 

(2015), and Towell (2013), sufficient details were offered to support the implementation 

of ESL methods by pre-service teachers, but not enough to suggest that the topic was a 

major instructional objective. In comparison, three textbooks barely mentioned bilingual 

methods, while Calkins et al. (2012) and Tompkins (2015) failed to touch upon the topic 

at all. The aim of these textbooks was to improve English literacy, only occasionally 
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using native languages to aid English acquisition and content learning, rather than to 

achieve bilingualism and biliteracy. This preference for English-only instruction 

evidenced imbalance and selectivity in the ELA methods curriculum. 

Table 29: Comparison of lines devoted to ESL methods and bilingual methods 

Textbooks Lines devoted 

to topics 

about 

educating EBs 

Lines devoted 

to ESL 

methods 

Lines devoted to 

bilingual 

methods 

Herrell and Jordan (2012) 6,022 5,396 107 

Tompkins (2015) 740 499 0 

Tompkins (2013) 573 339 6 

Towell (2013) 434 313 27 

Calkins, Ehrenworth, and 

Lehman (2012) 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

  

 Although Towell (2013) recommended differentiated instruction for culturally 

and linguistically diverse students, stressing that “as a classroom teacher, it is important 

for you to meet the needs of all of your students” (p. 46), the author offered no 

explanation of second language (L2) acquisition theory to help pre-service teachers 

understand how to adapt instruction that would improve academic English proficiency. 

Instead, Towell (2013) offered a few activities designed to help EBs learn academic 

vocabulary, e.g., word maps, character report card, and story pyramids. The relatively 

small number of these strategies suggests that differentiated instruction for EBs should 

largely consist of providing context clues to improve comprehensible input. 

 Towell (2013) recommended physical strategies that utilized hand gestures, finger 

spelling, and role play; visual strategies which encouraged students and teachers to 

communicate using pictures, drawings, wordless picture books, and illustrations; and 

small group work which paired English-proficient students with English learners. 
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Moreover, the general adaptations suggested by Towell (2013) provided more time for 

completion of tasks, reduced the number of vocabulary words required from ten to five, 

and instructed English learners to respond orally rather than in writing or to hum along 

with songs rather than sing the lyrics. In addition to taking an English-only approach to 

educating EBs, Towell (2013) de-emphasized the importance of academic language in 

content learning, and reduced expectations for EBs. 

 Unlike Towell (2013), Tompkins (2013) and Tompkins (2015) provided more 

detail about the function of language in learning English language arts. Both textbooks 

explained that while BICS, the social language which is both context-embedded and 

cognitively undemanding, may be acquired in two to three years, CALP, the abstract 

academic language that is context-reduced and cognitively demanding, may require five 

to seven years or more to learn. This important distinction aids pre-service teachers to 

understand the need for focusing upon the English language demands of academic tasks 

(Lucas et al., 2008). 

 Tompkins (2013) noted that “when teachers work with English learners, they 

scaffold students’ language development at the same time they’re teaching language arts” 

(p. 24). Tompkins (2015) emphasized that “it’s essential that teachers learn about English 

learners’ home language, especially about the ways it differs from English, and then they 

need to explicitly teach children about the contrasts because they’re harder to learn than 

the similarities (Helman et al., 2012)” (Tompkins, 2015, p. 139). Both authors 

recommended that teachers scaffold language and literacy development through explicit 

instruction about literacy skills and strategies, providing opportunities to speak English in 
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small groups, building background knowledge, reading aloud, and encouraging students 

to participate in meaningful literacy activities. 

 Herrell and Jordan (2012) offered the most detailed explanations about how to 

ensure that EBs continue to understand what goes on in the classrooms while they 

develop academic language skills. The authors reminded pre-service teachers that EBs 

need comprehensible input (Krashen, 1982) along with opportunities to produce language 

(Swain, 1985) in order to develop CALP: 

 The teacher is responsible for providing the understandable language 

(comprehensible input), along with whatever supports are necessary for students 

to understand the messages. Using approaches and materials that add context to 

the language – props, gestures, pictures – contributes to the child’s language 

acquisition and eventually to the production of new language. (Herrell & Jordan, 

2012, p. 2) 

Moving beyond the basic goal of making content lessons more comprehensible, the 

authors explained that teachers must support academic learning by planning language 

objectives along with content objectives, building academic vocabulary into all lessons, 

activating background knowledge, providing opportunity for academic English 

interaction, and providing feedback related to language usage (p. 6). Herrell and Jordan 

(2012) encouraged pre-service teachers to “consistently use scaffolding strategies 

(context supports, simplified language, teacher modeling, visuals and graphs, and 

cooperative and hands-on learning) to help English learners organize their thoughts in 

English … making significant gains in knowledge of both academic English and 

curriculum content” (p. 7). 
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 Twelve of the fifty strategies offered by Herrell and Jordan (2012) were designed 

to develop academic language in order to improve literacy. The authors noted that “the 

strategies [were] chosen to reflect our continued belief in the importance of authentic, 

active-learning activities to support language and literacy development” (p. xiii). One 

example, language focus lessons, emphasized English vocabulary and usage, with “the 

focus of the lesson [placed] on the language being used rather than the content itself” (p. 

120). Another strategy, language framework planning, required teachers to “identify the 

academic language necessary for students to be successful in a lesson and plan activities 

that support the use of language in multiple functions” (p. 126). A third example, 

communication games, encouraged teachers to organize activities that “provide practice 

in the use of a particular language function such as giving directions or asking questions” 

(p. 136). These types of strategies are considered essential to preparing pre-service 

elementary teachers to educate EBs (de Jong et al., 2013). 

 While ELA methods textbooks predominantly offered English-only activities, 

some suggestions for utilizing native languages and cultures were also presented; 

however, these served largely to make content lessons comprehensible while celebrating 

diversity rather than maintaining native language proficiency. For example, Towell 

(2013) presented one lesson in which the teacher read and discussed Officer Buckle and 

Gloria, a Caldecott Medal winning book by Peggy Rathmann, in both Spanish and 

English. The students were assigned to create a two-sided poster featuring their favorite 

health or safety rule in Spanish on one side and in English on the other. The teacher 

utilized the students’ native language to make safety rules comprehensible to all. The 

only other lesson that involved native languages was one in which students were 
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challenged to retell a story utilizing native language translations written on sticky notes. 

While this strategy served to make the reading comprehensible, Towell (2013) noted that 

it also “will help to establish and celebrate their cultural identities” (p. 185). 

 Both Tompkins (2013) and Tompkins (2015) mentioned culturally responsive 

instruction, noting that teachers can “create culturally responsive classrooms that 

empower everyone, including those from marginalized groups, to become successful 

readers and writers (Gay, 2000)” (Tompkins, 2015, p. 8). However, neither textbook 

offered specific strategies that included native languages for a purpose other than creating 

a comfortable community of learners or celebrating the contributions of EBs. Students 

“value culturally and linguistically diverse classmates and recognize that everyone makes 

important contributions to the classroom (Wells & Chang-Wells, 1992)” (Tompkins, 

2013, p. 15). The author suggested that “at the same time they’re adapting the language 

arts program to scaffold English learners, teachers celebrate these students’ special 

contributions” (p. 42), referring to unique interpretations of readings, and fresh images 

and metaphors used in creative writing.  

 Similarly, the incorporation of native languages in two of 50 strategies in Herrell 

and Jordan (2012) made lessons comprehensible, but failed to serve the purpose of 

maintaining native language proficiency. One strategy utilized a collection of poetry in 

English and Spanish for third-graders which provided “many opportunities for active 

lessons and vocabulary in both languages” (p. 90). The teacher in this example, Ms. 

Castaño, used realia, such as a broom, gourds, and ears of corn, to help students learn to 

read bilingual poems. In a second example, the teacher, Ms. Torres, read to her fifth-
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grade students from bilingual picture books in English and Spanish, asking students to 

help her add words in both languages to a word wall. 

 The curriculum in these ELA methods textbooks stressed ESL over bilingual 

methods, implying that linguistic skills learned by EBs in school were valued more than 

those learned at home. Authors mentioned culturally responsive instruction but only 

occasionally presented lessons that utilized native languages. When they did, their 

purpose was to celebrate diversity, value students’ contributions, or create a comfortable 

community of learners. 

 Literacy. Four textbooks that devoted content to educating EBs offered almost no 

discussion about native language (L1) literacy and very little about second language (L2) 

literacy (see Table 30). Material included within the category of ESL methods prepared 

pre-service teachers to teach functional literacy to EBs. Authors celebrated cultural and 

linguistic differences through the infusion of multicultural materials, including bilingual 

and multilingual books. 

Table 30: Lines devoted to L1 literacy and L2 literacy 

Textbooks Lines devoted 

to topics about 

educating EBs 

Lines devoted 

to L1 literacy 

Lines devoted 

to  

L2 literacy 

Herrell and Jordan (2012) 6,022 0 0 

Tompkins (2015) 740 6 47 

Tompkins (2013) 573 0 82 

Towell (2013) 434 0 36 

Calkins, Ehrenworth, and 

Lehman (2012) 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

 Towell (2013) recommended the language experience approach (LEA) which 

utilizes stories dictated by students themselves for EBs. In order to learn meaning, words, 

letters and sounds, “LEA is highly recommended for beginning readers, struggling 



 

118 

readers, or English learners” (p. 11). Towell (2013) noted that English learners gain 

confidence in a risk-free environment in which cooperative group strategies and pair-

sharing are used to create a community of learners. 

 Towell (2013) suggested combining a basal reader program with other 

instructional approaches such as book clubs, literature focus units, or reading and writing 

workshops, to support literacy development for EBs. The author explained that for 

standards-based instruction, most schools use basal readers with teacher’s guides that 

offer “directions for teaching phonics, vocabulary, fluency, comprehension, and writing 

skills … made for meeting the needs of English learners, students in Exceptional Student 

Education and struggling readers” (Towell, 2013, p. 88). Acknowledging that “English 

learners may need to use their primary language in lieu of English, or they could be 

allowed to combine the two” (p. 139), the author also recommended the use of 

multicultural materials, bilingual books, and websites. 

 Meanwhile, Tompkins (2015) recommended a balanced literacy program “for all 

children, including those in high-poverty urban schools, struggling readers, and English 

learners (Braunger & Lewis, 2006)” (Tompkins, 2015, p. 17). The author suggested that 

teachers provide explicit instruction about literacy strategies and skills, phonemic 

awareness, phonics, vocabulary, comprehension, literature, content-area study, oral 

language, writing, and spelling. Additionally, teachers should provide opportunities for 

students to work in small groups to practice conversational and academic language, 

develop background knowledge through minilessons, and encourage participation in 

meaningful literacy activities. 



 

119 

 Like Towell (2013), Tompkins (2015) recommended a basal reading program to 

support vocabulary and phonics skills, combined with materials that are “carefully chosen 

to incorporate different genres, a range of reading levels to meet the needs of all children 

in the class, and multimedia resources that present a variety of perspectives” (p. 347). 

The author noted that in order to appropriately select books for English learners, teachers 

should consider students’ background knowledge, vocabulary skills, and reading levels. 

“Teachers address these concerns by choosing books that are suitable for children at their 

level of English proficiency, and by providing extra support” (p. 235). 

 Tompkins (2013) recommended strategies to assist students to understand and use 

academic language, including reading aloud, explaining meanings of key words, 

demonstrating how to spell, pronounce, and use key words in sentences, and providing 

opportunities for independent reading. The author explained that “it’s essential that 

teachers put together a large collection of multicultural books at a variety of reading 

levels that their students will find interesting” (p. 263). Featured books in literature focus 

units should be “high-quality literature and should often include multicultural selections” 

(p. 405). The author highlighted bilingual poems, such as Gary Soto’s Neighborhood 

Odes (2005) and Sol a Sol: Bilingual Poems (Carlson, 1998), explaining that “when 

bilingual students and English learners read and write bilingual poems, they move 

between the linguistic and cultural communities of home and school, and the poems they 

create are often very powerful” (Tompkins, 2013, p. 326). 

 Herrell and Jordan (2012) recommended a functional approach to literacy 

development, offering 13 strategies for English learners. The authors explained that 

“literacy development involves a particularly complex set of skills and attitudes. 
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Phonemic awareness, phonics, oral reading fluency, comprehension, and writing skills 

are all acquired over time and require innovative instruction and active participation” (p. 

141). Examples of strategies included by the author were repetition and innovation, 

which provides multiple opportunities to learn new concepts such as adjectives; sorting 

activities such as word walls; read-aloud plus, in which the teacher reads aloud to the 

students who are then actively engaged in an activity related to the reading; imaging, 

which encourages students to visualize concepts; read, pair, share, which provides 

opportunities for English learners to reread difficult text with the support and 

encouragement of a partner; and generating interaction between schemata and text 

(GIST), which encourages students to create a new version of the text to support 

understanding. Herrell and Jordan (2012) included only one strategy to support biliteracy 

awareness that utilized bilingual and multicultural books. The authors noted that “the 

comparison and celebration of a variety of approaches and beliefs helps to build a 

cohesive community in the classroom” (p. 191). 

 While four textbooks insisted that EBs require extensive instruction in phonemic 

awareness, phonics, oral reading fluency, comprehension, and writing skills, little or no 

content in the textbooks related theoretical knowledge about native language (L1) literacy 

or second language (L2) literacy. Two authors recommended basal readers to teach 

functional literacy skills. The use of multicultural materials, including bilingual and 

multilingual books, was encouraged for the purpose of creating a comfortable community 

of learners, or celebrating students’ diverse cultures, languages, and contributions. 

 Assessment. Although Calkins et al. (2012) and Towell (2013) offered no 

material at all about assessment, both Tompkins (2015) and Herrell and Jordan (2012) 



 

121 

presented sufficient detail about content knowledge assessment to prepare pre-service 

teachers to understand the importance of language in testing, standardized testing 

validity, and choosing alternative assessments. Meanwhile, Tompkins (2013) presented 

only minimal material about content knowledge assessment and English proficiency 

assessment for EBs. 

 Only one textbook mentioned English proficiency assessment with sufficient 

detail to prepare pre-service teachers for implementation (see Table 31). Four textbooks 

failed to acknowledge that pre-service teachers must be prepared to assess the language 

proficiency levels of EBs in order to identify and place them in ESL/bilingual education 

programs, or that the improvement in students’ listening, speaking, reading and writing 

skills must be regularly measured. “Language is the medium through which students gain 

access to the curriculum and through which they display – and are assessed for – what 

they have learned” (Lucas et al., 2008, p. 362). While none of the textbooks 

recommended native language assessment for EBs, two textbooks recognized that if 

students cannot adequately function in the language of the tests, then alternative 

assessments must be used. 

Table 31: Comparison of lines devoted to English proficiency and content knowledge 

assessment 

Textbooks Lines devoted 

to topics about 

educating EBs 

Lines devoted 

to content 

assessment 

Lines devoted 

to English 

proficiency 

assessment 

Herrell and Jordan (2012) 6,022 281 94 

Tompkins (2015) 740 88 29 

Tompkins (2013) 573 41 2 

Towell (2013) 434 0 0 

Calkins, Ehrenworth, and 

Lehman (2012) 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 
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 Tompkins (2013) suggested that “teachers monitor ELs’ progress closely and 

provide assistance when needed so they can be successful” (p. 42); however, few details 

about assessing content knowledge or English proficiency were offered beyond 

suggestions regarding retelling stories to assess comprehension, and monitoring writing 

to assess understanding. Tompkins (2013) briefly mentioned one method for assessing 

oral language fluency, i.e., retelling stories, which required students to organize 

information and offer a summary of what they read. According to the author, “this 

activity is especially valuable for English learners because teachers can assess both 

students’ comprehension and their oral language fluency (O’Malley & Pierce, 1996)” (p. 

268). The author recommended that spelling tests for EBs should be eliminated, where 

possible, explaining that “the words on a grade-level spelling list may be too difficult for 

English learners who might not be familiar with the words or understand their meaning” 

(p. 371). 

 Tompkins (2015) discussed various issues dealing with content assessment at 

length, including testing bias, assessment of background knowledge for the purpose of 

differentiating instruction, reading self-assessment, writing assessment, and choosing 

alternative assessments. The author noted that “assessment results must be valid because 

teachers use them to make placement decisions, modify instruction, and document 

learning” (p. 91). For these reasons, “it’s important to use varied types of assessment that 

involve different language and literacy tasks and ways of demonstrating proficiency” (p. 

91). Tompkins (2015) suggested that teachers utilize “oral performances, story retellings, 

oral interviews, writing samples, illustrations, diagrams, and projects” (p. 91). 
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 Meanwhile, the author devoted only 29 lines to the discussion of English 

proficiency assessment, describing two widely used commercial tests – Language 

Assessment Scales and IDEA Language Proficiency Test – and noting that such tests 

were typically aligned with states’ English language proficiency standards. Tompkins 

(2015) described an authentic assessment tool known as Student Oral Language 

Observation Matrix (SOLOM), which addresses listening, fluency, vocabulary, 

pronunciation, and grammar, rating the student’s ability in each of these skills. The 

author concluded that “it’s more challenging to assess ELs than native English speakers, 

because when children aren’t proficient in English, their scores don’t accurately reflect 

what they know (Peregoy & Boyle, 2013)” (Tompkins, 2015, p. 88). 

 Only Herrell and Jordan (2012) recognized that “recent trends in language 

acquisition … rely heavily on using assessment of the learner’s needs, present level of 

functioning, and individual motivation to acquire the target language in structuring the 

teaching methods to be employed (Canagarajah, 2006)” (Herrell & Jordan, 2012, p. 2). 

The authors noted the importance of documenting student progress through the language 

acquisition stages: “Whenever you have an opportunity to interact verbally with English 

learners in your classroom, you have an opportunity to document their levels of language 

development” (p. 11). Step-by-step instructions were provided to assist pre-service 

teachers to identify standards to be used, prepare a functional profile, plan regular 

observations, and document students’ progress. Herrell and Jordan (2012) suggested that 

teachers utilize language development profiles for each student, allowing them to track 

student improvement and to appropriately differentiate instruction. An example of an 
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English language development profile was included along with suggestions for 

differentiating instruction based upon language development level. 

 Herrell and Jordan (2012) noted that “students in the process of acquiring English 

often have difficulty expressing themselves in conveying their understanding of the 

content they are learning. Beginning English learners often understand much more than 

they are able to express” (p. 7). The authors recommended observations and anecdotal 

records, performance sampling, and portfolio assessment, which “when combined, 

provide a rich store of information about English learners that give a more complete 

picture of their individual growth and learning development” (p. 8). Additionally, they 

suggested that teachers utilize formative assessment to differentiate instruction based 

upon language development level.  

 The absence of detailed content about measuring English language proficiency 

levels in four of the textbooks suggested that authors failed to acknowledge the 

significance of assessment in language and content learning. Two textbooks addressed 

content knowledge assessment in detail, suggesting that the use of authentic assessment 

strategies would prove to be equitable for EBs. However, only one textbook described 

English proficiency assessment in sufficient detail for implementation by pre-service 

teachers, recognizing that to develop English language proficiency requires knowledge of 

how to measure its improvement. 

Emerging Concerns about Linguistic Pluralism in Teacher Education 

 The textual analysis of five ELA methods textbooks revealed that the material 

devoted to preparing pre-service teachers to teach English language arts generally 

marginalized linguistic minority students in two ways. The limited representation of 
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students who speak a language other than English suggests that knowledge about 

teaching EBs merits less attention than knowledge about teaching native English-

speakers. The characterizations offered by the authors devalues EBs by stereotyping 

students and highlighting their deficiencies, as evidenced in the analysis of curriculum 

biases.  

 Moreover, the additive approach utilized by the authors failed to alter the 

assumptions underlying the ELA methods curriculum (Banks, 2008a). The authors’ 

messages supported an English-only ideology, preferred ESL methods over bilingual 

methods, and devalued diverse cultures and linguistic skills. The texts presented language 

as a decontextualized phenomenon (Pennycook, 2001), and suggested that bilingualism 

may be an impediment to academic success. 

 Whether content devoted to educating EBs was added in the form of isolated 

comments, separate sections at the ends of certain chapters, or as an entire book, the 

authors maintained a tokenizing approach toward teaching the culturally different 

(Gorski, 2009; Sleeter & Grant, 2009). Their strategies sought to assimilate EBs into the 

English-dominant mainstream by eliminating perceived deficits in their content 

knowledge and linguistic skills (Jenks et al., 2001). A conservative multicultural 

philosophy opposed to bilingualism and biliteracy informed this approach with an 

occasional suggestion of liberal multiculturalism in the form of repeated calls for 

tolerance and the celebration of cultural and linguistic diversity (Gorski, 2009). 

Limited Representation of EBs  

 The visibility of EBs in ELA methods textbooks only slightly improved during 

the past ten years. A prior study of 25 teacher education textbooks found that the 
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percentage of content devoted to topics about educating EBs “varied from a low of 0 to a 

high of about 3” (Watson et al., 2005, p. 151). Of the five ELA methods textbooks 

examined in that study, only two were found to devote at least 2% of the total content, 

leading the study’s authors to conclude that “it is quite evident that ELL issues are not a 

significant component of the content of the texts reviewed” (p. 151). In comparison, this 

study encountered a slightly increased representation of EBs in the ELA methods 

curriculum, finding that four textbooks devoted between 0 and 5% of total content to 

topics about educating those students, while one textbook devoted almost 50%. 

 Other marginalized groups have been found to be virtually invisible in teacher 

education textbooks (Jennings & Macgillivray, 2011; Macgillivray & Jennings, 2008; 

Zittleman & Sadker, 2002). For example, the average amount of text devoted to women’s 

topics in 23 textbooks published between 1998 and 2001 was 3.3% (Zittleman & Sadker, 

2002). Seven foundations textbooks included an average of 7.4%, while 16 methods 

textbooks devoted an average of only 1.3%. Four reading methods textbooks devoted an 

average of 0.3% of total content to gender issues, the lowest of any category. Meanwhile, 

content about LGBT topics varied between 0.08 and 0.7% in foundations textbooks 

(Macgillivray & Jennings, 2011) and between 0 and 12.2% in multicultural education 

textbooks (Jennings & Macgillivray, 2008). 

The manner in which authors present material about marginalized students affects 

their visibility in textbooks. Often the physical location of content “teaches the subtle 

lesson that these topics are outside the mainstream, and of less importance” (Zittleman & 

Sadker, 2003, p. 60). While Towell’s (2013) sprinkling of isolated comments about EBs 

throughout the textbook, without mentioning topics in the table of contents or index, 
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suggested that the content was of little importance, the opposite impression was given in 

Herrell and Jordan (2012) in which the needs of EBs were highlighted in all 50 strategies 

offered in the textbook. By choosing to present material about EBs in separate sections at 

the ends of chapters, Tompkins (2013) and Tompkins (2015) improved visibility, but also 

left the impression that certain topics were not as important for EBs as they were for 

native English-speakers.  

Finding similar evidence of fragmentation in their analysis of LGBT content in 

foundations of education textbooks, Macgillivray and Jennings (2008) suggested that 

For the sake of visibility, it might be better for each text to have a separate section 

that deals exclusively with LGBT topics. But there is also a danger in isolating the 

LGBT content, which in effect can marginalize the portrayal of LGBT people and 

perspectives. (p. 184) 

While visibility of EBs may have been improved in chapters where separate sections 

were included by Tompkins (2013) and Tompkins (2015), the absence of these sections 

from three chapters in each of these textbooks – Emergent Literacy, Visual Language, 

Examining Children’s Literacy Development, Scaffolding Children’s Reading 

Development, Facilitating Children’s Comprehension: Text Factors, and Putting it all 

Together – suggested that those topics were less important for EBs. Moreover, Tompkins 

(2013) reinforced the impression that the ELA methods curriculum was geared towards 

native English-speakers when, at the end of every chapter, the author directed pre-service 

teachers to a publisher’s website about educating EBs that was written by another author.  

Although EBs were virtually invisible in Towell (2013), they were completely so 

in Calkins et al. (2012). While Tompkins (2013) and Tompkins (2015) may have 
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improved the visibility of EBs by adding sections at the ends of many chapters, they 

failed to include linguistic minority students in the discussion of certain important topics, 

e.g., emergent literacy and facilitating comprehension. Moreover, the authors’ additive 

approach to curriculum reform failed to alter any of the underlying assumptions about 

ELA instruction (Banks, 2008a). As Zittleman and Sadker (2002) concluded upon finding 

only a slight improvement in the representation of gender issues in two studies of teacher 

education textbooks completed 20 years apart, “Clearly, there has been progress, but it is 

minimal and disappointing” (p. 178). Only Herrell and Jordan (2012) gave the 

impression, by integrating content throughout their textbook, that preparing pre-service 

teachers to educate EBs is as important as preparing them to educate native English-

speakers. 

Deficit Perspective  

 The deficit perspective emerged in four portrayals of EBs: as members of a 

homogeneous group, pathologized as at-risk students, as struggling readers, and as low 

achievers. Likewise, family members were often stereotyped as superstitious and 

impoverished. These characterizations undervalued students’ identities, implied that they 

were located outside the mainstream, and suggested that their cultures and languages 

were repugnant (Gorski, 2009; Macedo & Bartolomé, 2014). 

 These findings are consistent with Watson et al.’s (2005) observations that 

textbooks often mentioned EBs “in a negative context” and “explore[d] the problems 

faced by ELLs but offer[red] few solutions” (p. 151). Gorski (2009) found that MTE 

course syllabi utilized “othering” language to describe a person or group “as being 

outside the realm of normalcy” (p. 313). The author also noted that while members of 
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non-dominant groups were often described as homogeneous, members of dominant 

groups were not.  

 Although the authors of the five textbooks eschewed the most egregious 

descriptor, limited English proficient, they consistently referred to EBs as either English 

learners or English language learners. While both terms are currently in use in the U.S., 

the Florida TESOL Standards prefer the descriptor English language learners (Florida 

Department of Education, 2010). English learners and English language learners have 

been defined as students who know a language other than English and are being served in 

appropriate programs of language assistance (U.S. Department of Education, 2013; 

National Council of Teachers of English ELL Task Force, 2006). Bartolomé (1994) noted 

that “despite current liberal rhetoric regarding the equal value of all cultures, low SES 

and ethnic minority students have historically (and currently) been perceived as 

deficient” (p. 179). 

 While some authors may characterize the terms English learner and English 

language learner as neutral (Ovando & Combs, 2012), past descriptors referring 

specifically to Latino students have included mentally retarded, linguistically 

handicapped, culturally and linguistically deprived, semilingual, and at-risk. The use of 

any of these terms in textbooks contributes to the reproduction of the marginalized status 

of EBs (Macedo & Bartolomé, 2014). Moreover, the “lack of a standard definition for 

ELLs has led to inconsistencies in identifying and supporting ELL students” in the 

various states (NEA, 2015, p. 7). 

 Additionally, the pathologizing of EBs, as evident in Towell’s (2013) association 

of language barriers with learning disabilities and problems such as “autism, dyslexia, 
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ADD or ADHD” (p. 107), reveals another layer of concern beyond the undifferentiated 

deficit perspective inherent in the “struggling” stereotype identified previously. By 

failing to differentiate between language difference and disability, the text further 

perpetuates a key barrier facing EBs when their linguistic background is framed as a 

disability. By noting that the Adaptations for ESOL/ESE recommended in the 32 

strategies located in the Compendium “have been suggested for English learners and 

students with special needs” (p. 375), the text conflates instructional strategies for both 

groups of students. By suggesting that the same adaptations could be used 

interchangeably, Towell (2013) implies that a language barrier is one more learning 

disability, a troubling mischaracterization in the context of the overrepresentation of EBs 

in special education (Harry & Klingner, 2006). 

 As curriculum that shapes the perceptions and pedagogy of future teachers of 

students from diverse language backgrounds, the deficits highlighted in the analysis of 

these ELA methods textbooks raise crucial concerns about educational equity. For 

instance, in framing EB students as “struggling” students and readers, the authors 

rendered a view that must be problematized on two fronts: first, EBs are not, as suggested 

in these portrayals, a homogenous group; neither are they passive in their struggles with 

the English language. Moreover, the deficit perspective offered by the authors presents 

the academic underachievement of EBs as a technical issue which can be solved by 

specific teaching methods (Bartolomé, 1994; Macedo & Bartolomé, 2014). These 

messages most certainly leave a lasting impression on pre-service teachers (Zittleman & 

Sadker, 2003).
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English-Only  

 The textual analysis revealed biased assumptions present in messages found in 

ELA methods textbooks including that English language arts instruction is geared 

towards monolingual English-dominant student populations, and that students who fall 

outside of this category benefit from an English-only approach. The bias is reinforced by 

the persistent use of the descriptors English learner and English language learner, the 

preference for ESL methods over bilingual methods, and the devaluation of diverse 

cultures and linguistic skills. By implying that English is a necessary prerequisite for 

equal participation in mainstream society, the authors erect barriers that may prevent EBs 

from access to education and knowledge (Macedo et al., 2003). 

 Within the Anglo-conformity orientation of ESL methods, EBs are forced to 

adopt the culture, English language, and values of the dominant group, with limited 

parental or community participation (Cummins, 1986; Macedo, 1998). It is significant to 

note that “language is the only means through which one comes to consciousness” 

(Macedo & Bartolomé, 2014, p. 25). Pre-service teachers must be made aware that 

“without opportunities to use family and community knowledge students are presented 

barriers to English language acquisition and academic achievement” (Fránquiz, 2012, p. 

33). Moreover, Sleeter (2005) warned that “everyone needs to see her or his own reality 

mirrored in the curriculum. Students who experience curriculum mainly as a window into 

someone else’s world often disengage after a while” (p. 150). 

 By failing to consider alternative languages of instruction, the authors preclude 

any discussion of the most effective program models available for educating EBs 

(Honigsfeld, 2009; Thomas & Collier, 2012). Through the limitation of instructional 
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options, students who speak a language other than English at home are subordinated to 

students who speak the dominant language used in school. “The attack on bilingual 

education by the proponents of the English Only movement points to a pedagogy of 

exclusion that views the learning of English as education itself” (Macedo & Bartolomé, 

2014, p. 27). As a consequence of English-only ideology, language minority students 

must rely upon their teachers to provide competent instruction using ESL methods alone. 

Pedagogical Approach  

 The pedagogical approach which is offered by the authors fails to take into 

account the effectiveness of native language use in instruction as well as the cognitive 

advantages of bilingualism and biliteracy. Additionally, the persistent use of the 

descriptors English learner and English language learner implies criticism rather than 

support of bilingual education (Fránquiz, 2012; Honigsfeld, 2009). The philosophy that 

limits pedagogical approach creates an almost insurmountable barrier to educational 

equity for EBs (Honigsfeld, 2009). 

 The evaluation for suitability and completeness of ten topics about educating EBs 

found that all five ELA methods textbooks earned average scores between 1.0 and 1.4 

points. Calkins et al. (2012), Towell (2013), Tompkins (2013), and Tompkins (2015) 

earned average scores between 1.0 and 1.2 points; only Herrell and Jordan (2012) earned 

a higher score of 1.4 points. These scores represented a slight improvement over the prior 

study in which 25 teacher education textbooks earned average scores between 1.0 and 

1.23. While those researchers concluded that “practical strategies for teaching English 

Language Learners, information pertaining to the assessment of ELLs, and instruction for 

making oral language comprehensible to the English Language Learners were almost 
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nonexistent in most texts” (Watson et al., 2005, p. 151), this study found that four texts 

stressed ESL methods, while two texts also provided sufficient details about assessment 

to allow pre-service teachers to implement those strategies. 

 The preponderance of ESL methods in the textbooks suggested that the needs of 

culturally and linguistically diverse students may be met using a “one size fits all” 

approach (Bartolomé, 1994; Macedo et al., 2003). While both ESL and bilingual 

education methods incorporate a similar knowledge base, “which includes an 

understanding of native language literacy and English language development” (López et 

al., 2013, p. 6), the differences in these approaches have significant long-term 

implications for the academic success of EBs. ESL methods are teaching strategies that 

occasionally incorporate students’ native languages to aid comprehensible input 

(Krashen, 1982), whereas the most effective bilingual methods maintain the centrality of 

students’ native languages (Honigsfeld, 2009). “It is important to point out that 

knowledge is not exclusive to English and that bodies of knowledge can be both 

produced and learned in other languages” (Macedo et al., 2003, p. 41). 

 Moreover, the long-term impact of bilingual educational models as compared 

with ESL has been well-documented in the longitudinal studies by Collier and Thomas 

(2009; Thomas & Collier, 2012). After examining over six million student records in 35 

school districts and 16 states, Thomas and Collier (2012) found that “only those students 

who attended two-way or one-way dual language programs for at least six to eight years 

completely closed the achievement gap in their second language” (p. 16). According to 

the threshold hypothesis, the aspects of bilingualism that positively affect cognitive 

development only come into play when EBs maintain a minimal proficiency in their L1 
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while maintaining a similar competence in the L2 (Ardasheva et al., 2012; Collier & 

Thomas, 2009; Cummins, 1992).  

 Curriculum that neglects to support the maintenance of L1 proficiency facilitates 

a gradual reduction in native language skills as they are replaced by the dominant 

language, a condition known as subtractive bilingualism (Lambert, 1975). Consequently, 

any instructional models other than maintenance (late-exit) bilingual or dual language 

immersion, whether transitional (early-exit) bilingual, sheltered instruction (ESL 

content), or ESL pullout/push-in, are considered remedial (Collier & Thomas, 2009). It is 

crucial that English language arts teachers understand longitudinal language development 

and the life-altering consequences for their students. 

 The pedagogical approach offered by Towell (2013) reflects two common 

misconceptions about EBs – they require the same interventions used for other struggling 

readers and effective instruction means nonverbal support (Harper & de Jong, 2004). 

While Towell (2013) presented physical and visual strategies designed to assist literal 

comprehension, the author suggested very few activities designed to improve academic 

English or develop critical analytical skills. Having already pathologized students who 

speak languages other than English at home, Towell (2013) prepared pre-service teachers 

to use strategies that avoid the language demands of learning and lower expectations for 

the academic success of EBs. 

 Both Tompkins (2013) and Tompkins (2015) recommended practices that make 

content comprehensible, such as physical actions, artifacts, and pictures, while creating a 

nurturing classroom environment. Such strategies are easier to implement than those that 

scaffold language and literacy development (de Jong et al., 2013). Tompkins (2013) 
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recognized that differences in culture and language proficiency must be considered when 

adapting instruction, recommending that “teachers don’t lower their expectations for any 

group of students; instead, they create a nurturing classroom environment, differentiate 

instruction, and engage English learners in meaningful, functional, and genuine oral, 

written, and visual language activities” (p. 24). Tompkins (2015) noted that “it’s 

important that teachers understand that ELs have different cultural and linguistic 

backgrounds and plan instruction accordingly” (p. 27). The authors recommended few 

strategies for developing English proficiency, including learning to use context clues, 

morphology, and cognates. 

 Only the language and literacy development strategies presented by Herrell and 

Jordan (2012) prepare pre-service teachers to help EBs to develop academic English and 

literacy skills needed to understand content instruction. In order to provide the most 

effective ESL instruction, pre-service teachers require knowledge of “students’ linguistic 

and academic backgrounds; an understanding of the language demands inherent in the 

learning tasks that students are expected to carry out in class; and skills for using 

appropriate scaffolding so that ELLs can participate successfully in those tasks” (Lucas et 

al., 2008, p. 366). However, even this pedagogical approach may be characterized as a 

“methods fetish” that avoids the critical analysis of minority experiences and fails to 

include students’ viewpoints as an integral part of the curriculum (Bartolomé, 1994).  

 It is erroneous to assume that blind replication of instructional programs or 

teacher mastery of particular teaching methods, in and of themselves, will 

guarantee successful student learning, especially when we are discussing 
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populations that historically have been mistreated and miseducated by the 

schools. (p. 174) 

A pedagogical approach that fails to take into account the effectiveness of native 

language instruction and the cognitive advantages of bilingualism and biliteracy prepares 

pre-service teachers to educate EBs for continued academic underachievement. 

Chapter Summary 

 The textual analysis of five ELA methods textbooks found evidence of five forms 

of curriculum bias – invisibility, linguistic bias, stereotyping, fragmentation and isolation, 

and imbalance and selectivity. Overwhelmingly, the textbooks referred to EBs as English 

learners or English language learners, essentializing them in terms of their limited 

English proficiency and stereotyping them as struggling students. Unexpectedly, one 

textbook even conflated language differences with physical limitations and learning 

disabilities. 

 Meanwhile, the authors stressed English-only instructional methods and focused 

upon the teaching of functional literacy skills. All but one failed to explain to pre-service 

teachers the appropriate language assessment required for students who aspire to 

continued improvement in academic English and learning in the content areas. None of 

the textbooks incorporated a critical pedagogy necessary to protect the linguistic and 

cultural dignity of all students equally (Bartolomé, 2010; Freire, 2008; Macedo & 

Bartolomé, 2014). 

 The implications of these findings for students who speak a language other than 

English at home are dire. The deficit perspective presented by the authors of ELA 

methods textbooks implies that the cultures and linguistic skills that EBs learn at home 
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are valued less than the English they study in school. This conservative multicultural 

message suggests that any blame for academic underachievement should fall upon EBs 

and their families, rather than upon the biased curriculum, allowing teachers and schools 

to evade responsibility for the consequences to EBs of receiving English-only instruction. 

Moreover, the selection of ESL methods over bilingual methods, based upon various 

misconceptions about how EBs learn (de Jong & Harper, 2005), implies that the primary 

instructional goal should be to develop English literacy with native languages functioning 

as bridges to English proficiency (Cummins, 2000). Unless textbook authors transform 

the ELA methods curriculum, pre-service teachers will perennially fail to recognize 

research-based alternatives to ineffectual language-learning and literacy practices that 

prevent EBs’ academic success (Jenks et al., 2001; Lucas et al., 2008; Macedo & 

Bartolomé, 2014).
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CHAPTER 5: IMPLICATIONS

The textual analysis of five ELA methods textbooks, sampled from teacher 

education programs in Florida that are required to infuse content about educating EBs 

(Florida Department of Education, 2011), found curriculum bias in the forms of 

invisibility, linguistic bias, fragmentation and isolation, stereotyping, and imbalance, and 

selectivity. Revealing a conservative multicultural philosophy, the authors’ messages 

encourage pre-service teachers to facilitate the assimilation of EBs into an English-

dominant mainstream by eliminating perceived knowledge deficits (Jenks et al., 2001). 

Even the textbook that devoted the largest share of content to educating EBs, nevertheless 

“reinforced a disarticulation between the embraced method[s] and the sociocultural 

realities within which each method is implemented” (Bartolomé, 1994, p. 175). Rather 

than preparing pre-service teachers to critically question the underlying assumptions of 

ELA instruction on the education of EBs (Bartolomé, 2010), the authors presented a 

dehumanizing pedagogy that results in cultural reproduction and subtractive bilingualism 

(Bartolomé, 1994; Kincheloe & McLaren, 2003; Macedo & Bartolomé, 2014). In their 

attempts to bridge the “achievement gap” in English language arts, textbook authors 

offered a hidden curriculum of dominant ideologies more likely to maintain an 

inequitable status quo for EBs (Apple, 2004). 

Additive Approach Perpetuates Status Quo  

 The authors’ approach to presenting content about preparing pre-service teachers 

to educate EBs represented the lowest level of curricular adaptation recommended by 
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scholars (Banks, 2008a). The fragmented efforts to integrate content suggest that ELA 

instruction is geared towards a monolingual English-dominant population, and that 

knowledge about teaching ELA to EBs is less valued than knowledge about teaching 

native English-speakers. In four of the analyzed textbooks, infused material amounted to 

less than 5% of the total content, while the percentage of persons who are five years and 

older and who speak a language other than English in Florida exceeds 27%. The student 

group identified as “ELLs,” who comprise 11% of the total student population in Florida 

(Florida Department of Education, 2016), remain virtually invisible in the ESOL-infused 

ELA methods curriculum.  

Moreover, in the required textbook that describes the Common Core State 

Standards (CCSS), material about educating EBs was absent. The purpose of the CCSS is 

to provide students with a thinking curriculum “instead of continuing to provide the vast 

majority of students with a skill-and-drill education” (Calkins et al., 2012, p. 9). Noting 

that its design takes “skills that college students need and distill(s) those down through 

every single grade” (p. 4), the authors suggest that implementation of the CCSS is the 

sole responsibility of teachers. Without preparing pre-service teachers to provide 

adequate instruction to EBs, the authors condemn linguistic minority students to the same 

skill-and-drill instruction that historically has failed to prepare them for college (Kanno & 

Kangas, 2014). 

While the majority of pre-service teachers rely upon textbooks in teacher 

education courses to provide them with the knowledge that they need to be adequately 

prepared to teach all of their students, fragmented content added to the curriculum often 

receives less emphasis or may not be utilized at all (Banks, 2008a; Jenks et al., 2001). 
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Even the textbook that infused almost 50% of its narrative with content about educating 

EBs appears to have been added to the curriculum as a supplemental text, suggesting that 

its content as a whole is less important than the mainstream curriculum (Bello et al., 

2003; Zittleman & Sadker, 2003). Although “extensive and meaningful curricular 

changes” (Florida Department of Education, 2011, p. 10) are encouraged in ESOL-

infused ELA methods courses, the additive approach utilized by these textbook authors 

not only fails to transform the curriculum (Banks, 2008a), but also encourages a 

continuation of discriminatory instructional practices that “become part of a cycle of 

oppression” (Sherman, 2010, p. 268; Bartolomé, 2010).  

A meaningful education for EBs in ELA requires that teachers value and support 

the development of their L1 (Fránquiz, 2012; García, 2006). ELA methods textbooks 

must offer integrated content that provides thorough explanations of the L1 and L2 

acquisition processes (Bartolomé, 2010; Honigsfeld, 2009; Menken & Antunez, 2001). 

Authors must encourage pre-service teachers to value cultural and linguistic assets 

(Macedo et al., 2003), while exploring linguistically responsive instruction that focuses 

upon “the language demands inherent in the tasks that students are expected to carry out 

in class” (Lucas et al., 2008, p. 366). Material about fair assessment of content 

knowledge must address formative assessment of English language proficiency (López et 

al., 2013) while challenging standardized tests administered exclusively in English 

(Cummins, 1986; Sato et al., 2010). 

Dominant Ideologies Limit Choices in ELA Curriculum 

The dominant ideologies that influence the messages in ELA methods textbooks 

limit those instructional options offered to pre-service teachers to ineffectual language-
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learning and literacy practices for EBs (Thomas & Collier, 2002). Textbooks in this study 

stereotyped EBs as a homogenous group, and suggested that English-only instruction was 

effective for overcoming the knowledge deficits of students who speak a language other 

than English at home. The clear message communicated by the authors of the textbooks 

analyzed in this study is that bilingualism and biliteracy are not valued in the ELA 

curriculum. This hegemony of English devalues speakers of other languages and ignores 

the advantages of developing and maintaining native language proficiency for English 

literacy (Macedo et al., 2003). 

The dominant English-only ideology that informs ELA instruction takes limited 

advantage of the prior knowledge and experiences that EBs are able to access only 

through their native languages while developing proficiency in English (Bartolomé, 

1994; Collier & Thomas, 2004; Cummins, 2000). During the time that it takes for EBs to 

acquire academic English, they often fall behind their English-dominant peers in content 

areas that are presented exclusively in English (Collier & Thomas, 2009; Cummins, 

2000; Thomas & Collier, 2002, 2012). Only by adequate instruction in both L1 and L2 

can EBs continue to experience cognitive growth and positive academic achievement. 

According to Cummins’ (2001) threshold hypothesis, the aspects of bilingualism that 

positively affect cognitive development only come into play once an EB has attained a 

minimal competence in L2 while maintaining a similar proficiency in L1 (Collier & 

Thomas, 2009; Cummins, 2001). Oral proficiency in both languages, either through 

language exposure or classroom instruction, is necessary to trigger the cognitive benefits 

of bilingualism (Ardasheva et al., 2012). 
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The suggestion that ELA instruction is geared towards monolingual English-

dominant students, and that any who fall outside of that category benefit from an English-

only pedagogy, fails in the face of research. Studies have found that effective bilingual 

instruction assists EBs to score standardized reading and math test results that are 

comparable to those of monolingual English-speakers (Collier & Thomas, 2009). Over 

time, EBs who received competent instruction in both languages performed better on 

measures of English reading proficiency than students instructed only in English (August 

& Shanahan, 2006). Maintenance (late-exit) bilingual and dual language immersion 

program models have proven most effective for teaching English literacy and content 

knowledge to EBs in elementary grades (Thomas & Collier, 2012). 

The language of instruction remains a critical issue in literacy education (Slavin & 

Cheung, 2005). Through daily interaction, family activities, and problem-solving at 

home, EBs acquire L1 and experience cognitive development (Krashen, 1982). Once in 

school, students work at listening, speaking, reading, and writing academic content. If 

curriculum is presented in L1, then cognitive development continues uninterrupted. L1 

oral proficiency and literacy skills then transfer to support L2 literacy development 

(August & Shanahan, 2006; Cummins, 2000). Researchers agree that it is better to 

provide reading, writing, and content area instruction in L1 throughout the elementary 

grades (Collier & Thomas, 2009; Cummins, 1992; Thomas & Collier, 2002, 2012). 

Language minority students cannot fully participate and succeed in school without 

acquiring the language of instructional content (Lucas et al., 2008). Maintenance (late-

exit) bilingual programs, designed to instruct EBs in reading and core content areas, use 

both L1 and L2 during instructional periods. After the early grades, L2 instructional time 
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gradually increases, while L1 decreases. Dual language immersion programs place native 

English-speakers and EBs together in elementary classrooms where reading and other 

subjects are taught in both languages (Honigsfeld, 2009; Thomas & Collier, 2012). Both 

program models, by utilizing L1 predominantly during the early grades, develop bilingual 

and biliterate students by the fifth grade and beyond. 

Knowledge about ESL methods alone is inadequate for teaching a heterogeneous 

population that speaks a variety of languages, is distinguished by diverse personal factors, 

has varied educational experiences, exhibits multiple intelligences, and differs greatly in 

attitudes towards the dominant language and the mainstream culture (Harper & de Jong, 

2009; NCTE, 2008). A teacher who is familiar with a student’s oral proficiency and 

literacy skills in L1 is better prepared to set appropriate language and literacy objectives 

for learning L2 (Harper & de Jong, 2004). Pre-service teachers must become familiar 

with students’ linguistic and academic backgrounds in order to appropriately scaffold 

their participation in academic tasks (Lucas et al., 2008). 

The dominant ideologies presented in the messages of textbook authors eliminate 

from consideration the research-based bilingual education models that have shown 

promise in facilitating educational success for EBs (Collier & Thomas, 2009; Thomas & 

Collier, 2012). While ESL methods are a necessary and integral part of bilingual 

education (Ovando & Combs, 2012), pre-service teachers must also be exposed to 

alternative instructional models that maintain native language proficiency while 

developing English proficiency and biliteracy (Honigsfeld, 2009). When native languages 

and cultures are undervalued, subtractive bilingualism contributes to reduced cognitive 

function and lowered academic achievement (Collier & Thomas, 2009; Cummins, 2001; 
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Lambert, 1975; Thomas & Collier, 1997). The absence of successful instructional options 

for EBs in ELA methods textbooks influences teachers to make pedagogical choices that 

maintain ineffectual language-learning and prevent academic achievement (Jenks et al., 

2001; Macedo & Bartolomé, 2014). 

Critical Pedagogy Required in Teacher Preparation 

Attitudes about EBs and linguistic diversity held by pre-service teachers “varies 

according to the type of training and education received” (Doorn & Schumm, 2013, p. 

34). The additive approach preferred by the textbook authors fails to question the 

underlying purpose of the ELA curriculum (Banks, 2008a; Sleeter, 2005). As a result, 

pre-service teachers are prepared to facilitate assimilation and to develop English 

language proficiency at the expense of bilingualism and biliteracy. These biased 

messages exert a powerful influence on teacher education students, who are typically 

monolingual and raised in an English-dominant mainstream culture with little knowledge 

of cross-cultural competency or language learning (Harper & de Jong, 2004; Kubota, 

2010; Lucas et al., 2008; Zittleman & Sadker, 2003). In Florida’s ESOL-infused ELA 

methods courses, pre-service teachers are encouraged to undervalue the linguistic and 

cultural assets that are essential to EBs’ academic success (Fránquiz, 2012; García, 

2006). 

EBs must be afforded opportunities to confirm their bicultural identities through 

immersion in literate environments that affirm their languages and cultures, and reflect 

the experiences and perspectives of their communities (Cummins, 2000). Choice of 

identity, however, often is limited for language minority students (Freire, 2008; Giroux, 

2011). When native languages are viewed as mere bridges to learning English, students 
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suffer problems with self-esteem and cognitive function that contribute to lower 

academic achievement (Collier & Thomas, 2009; Cummins, 2001; Lambert, 1975; 

Thomas & Collier, 1997). The assumptions implied by the textbook authors’ messages, 

by undervaluing the identities of EBs and their families, contribute to their placement in 

remedial programs that often produce the same deficiencies they are intended to reverse 

(Cummins, 2001; Fránquiz, 2012). 

The conservative multiculturalism that informs the textbook authors’ approach to 

topics about educating EBs encourages a focus upon students’ perceived deficits, 

permitting teachers to evade responsibility for the consequences of failing to provide the 

most effective instruction for EBs. Unfounded assumptions presented by textbook 

authors suggest that EBs are struggling readers because they are still learning English, 

and that bilingualism is an impediment to English literacy. Such misconceptions 

unintentionally influence pre-service teachers to believe that blame for academic 

underachievement lies with the students and their families, rather than with detrimental 

educational policies that fail to take advantage of cultural and linguistic assets 

(Bartolomé, 1994). In order to develop critical thinking and social action skills that 

prepare pre-service teachers to advocate on behalf of EBs against inequitable 

instructional practices, a critical pedagogy is required for teacher education. 

In Towell (2013), the harmful effect on EBs was compounded by pathologizing. 

The author’s messages conflated linguistic differences with learning disabilities, and 

equated the struggles of both groups of students, while recommending the same 

instructional strategies for each. The mischaracterization of the process of acquiring a 

second language as learning disability is most troubling in the context of the 
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overrepresentation of EBs in special education (Artiles, Rueda, Salazar, & Higareda, 

2005; Harry & Klingner, 2006). For these students, the more likely cause of cognitive 

deficit is subtractive bilingualism – the replacement of native language skills with 

English proficiency (Ardasheva et al., 2012). 

Pre-service teachers who believe that all students in their classroom compete on a 

level playing field may have difficulty recognizing the impact of the hegemony of 

English on the lives of EBs (Lea, 2010; Macedo et al., 2003; May & Sleeter, 2010). 

While Herrell and Jordan (2012) presented 50 lessons with sufficient detail to make ESL 

methods a major instructional objective of the text, the authors neglected to address the 

political and ideological dimensions of ELA instruction that limit opportunities for 

academic success. Instead, they framed the “achievement gap” as a technical issue that 

may be resolved through specific strategies and step-by-step instructions (Bartolomé, 

1994; Macedo & Bartolomé, 2014). By failing to expose pre-service teachers to 

“effective counter-hegemonic discourses to name, interrogate, resist, and transform such 

oppressive ideologies and practices” (Bartolomé, 2010, p. 50), Herrell and Jordan (2012) 

effectively erected a linguistic barrier to educational equity (Bartolomé, 1994; de Jong et 

al., 2013). 

 Given the deficit-based ideologies evident in these texts, it is crucial that pre-

service teachers learn to deconstruct the potentially discriminatory ideologies that are 

presented as normal in the curriculum to learn how they “reproduce asymmetrical power 

relations along the lines of culture, ethnicity, gender, and language” (Bartolomé, 2010, p. 

50; Macedo et al., 2003). Only by “learning to identify the material, political, and 

ideological underpinnings of inequality” (May & Sleeter, 2010, p. 10) can pre-service 
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teachers recognize and resist educational policies that marginalize students. By 

examining instruction for EBs from a historical perspective, students may learn “to 

understand the legacy of imperialism and English language imposition inherent in their 

profession” (Bartolomé, 2010, p. 53). Pre-service teachers must be exposed to the role 

that ideologies play in shaping curriculum; the asymmetrical power relations that exist 

between white middle-class teachers and culturally and linguistically diverse students 

which affect decisions about curriculum, language use, and assessment; and effective 

strategies to transform oppressive ideologies and practices (Apple, 2004; Bartolomé, 

1994, 2010; Sleeter, 2005).  

 Critical pedagogy encourages a dialogical process in which both teachers and 

students examine and demythologize their beliefs and assumptions (Freire, 2008). While 

the majority of pre-service teachers may yet be monolingual, many – especially in Florida 

– are bilinguals whose own education may have been affected by English-only ideology 

(Macedo & Bartolomé, 2014). Monolingual and bilingual teacher-educators and pre-

service teachers may benefit from opportunities to explore their attitudes and varied 

educational experiences (Castro, 2010; Doorn & Schumm, 2013). 

Moreover, the traditions of assimilation and white supremacy in ELA instruction 

must be analyzed so that pre-service teachers “make concerted efforts to create more 

humane and respectful learning contexts that are conducive to linguistic minority students 

critically appropriating English rather than having it subtractively imposed” (Bartolomé, 

2010, p. 53). When students whose native languages are devalued are forced to learn the 

dominant language under coercive conditions, they frequently suffer the negative effects 

of subtractive bilingualism (Macedo & Bartolomé, 2014). The more effective and 
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educationally equitable approach values linguistic assets and encourages bilingualism and 

biliteracy. 

In order for pre-service teachers to understand how dominant ideologies shape the 

ELA methods curriculum, teacher education must adopt a critical multicultural approach 

that prepares them to recognize biased messages presented in textbooks and other 

educational materials. The National Education Association (2015) suggests that 

 There is nothing wrong with English Language Learners – no deficit to fix. They 

are whole students we must reach and teach in ways that open their minds to the 

amazing possibilities of their lives, and language must not be a barrier to that 

goal. (p. 19) 

In the absence of critical analytical skills, pre-service teachers take textbook authors’ 

messages at face value, failing to recognize that language legitimates the oppressive 

exercise of a teacher’s power and makes it appear natural and inevitable (Kincheloe & 

McLaren, 2003). While efforts by some textbook authors to celebrate diversity may result 

in reduced prejudice, only by learning to recognize and question educational policies and 

instructional practices that are unfair to EBs can pre-service teachers resist and challenge 

those inequities. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

 The purpose of this textual analysis was to determine whether EBs were 

represented fairly in ELA methods textbooks currently utilized in an infused teacher 

education curriculum (Florida Department of Education, 2011). Over ten years ago, 

Watson et al. (2005) established that issues about educating EBs lacked a visible presence 

in teacher education textbooks, recognizing that practical instructional strategies for 
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making content comprehensible to EBs were not discussed in foundations of education 

textbooks or those assigned in ELA, mathematics, science, and social science methods 

courses. While that study quantified the amount of content devoted to topics about 

educating EBs and evaluated the suitability and completeness of those topics, the current 

study has attempted to venture beyond by analyzing the messages presented by authors as 

they describe language minority students and present knowledge about their instruction.  

In the context of infused teacher education programs attended by monolingual 

pre-service teachers who have little knowledge of cross-cultural competency, this study 

has uncovered extensive evidence of bias in the ELA methods curriculum. The inferences 

drawn from the authors’ messages in five textbooks constitute the basic accomplishments 

of this content analysis (Krippendorff, 2013). 

The inability to observe phenomena of interest tends to be the primary motivation 

for content analysis. Whether the analyzed source has reasons to hide what the 

analyst desires to know … or the phenomena of interest are inaccessible in 

principle (e.g., an individual’s attitudes or state of mind, or historical events) or 

just plain difficult to access otherwise … the analyst seeks answers to questions 

that go outside a text. (p. 16)  

Recognizing that messages have meaning relative to specific contexts provided by an 

interpreter, and that those messages might be given different meaning by their producer, 

it would be most edifying to interview the authors of the five textbooks to inquire about 

their attitudes toward EBs and linguistic pluralism.  

 In addition, while this researcher can only speculate as to the effect of the authors’ 

messages on pre-service teachers in infused elementary-level ELA methods courses, it is 
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important that students in those courses be surveyed and interviewed to learn how the 

messages may have confirmed or changed their attitudes toward EBs. Of special interest 

is the potential difference between responses from monolingual English-dominant 

students and bilingual students who themselves may have been educated in programs of 

language assistance offered in U.S. public schools. Pre-service teachers who were 

identified as “ELLs” in the elementary grades may wish to share their experiences. An 

analysis of these students’ responses may enlighten monolingual pre-service teachers, 

and their educators, about the challenges of being labelled an “ELL.” 

Future studies might inquire into the knowledge pre-service teachers gain about 

the language demands of ELA, math, science, and social science methods by taking 

infused courses. Scholars have documented both the lack of preparation that the majority 

of pre-service teachers have for educating EBs (Ballantyne et al., 2008; López et al., 

2013), as well as their ability to assimilate certain kinds of strategies more readily than 

others into classroom practice (de Jong & Harper, 2011). It is important to determine 

whether pre-service teachers learn to understand the “language demands inherent in the 

learning tasks that students are expected to carry out in class” (Lucas et al., 2008, p. 366) 

in each of the content area methods courses. 

Chapter Summary 

The material about educating EBs that was infused into five ELA methods 

textbooks failed to challenge curriculum biases that reinforced misconceptions about 

EBs, offered limited choices for their instruction, and prepared pre-service teachers to 

continue discriminatory practices that imperil the academic success of students who 

speak a language other than English at home. Required by Florida law to expose teacher 
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education students to the competencies and skills described by the Florida TESOL 

Standards (Florida Department of Education, 2011), the textbooks offered material about 

ESL methods, supplemented with discussion about content knowledge assessment, but 

provided little guidance in the assessment of English language proficiency, and none 

about bilingual methods or other topics identified as necessary for assisting EBs to 

develop English proficiency while learning content knowledge (Menken & Antunez, 

2001). Moreover, none of the textbooks explored “the role of ideology in shaping the 

curriculum, and the often asymmetrical power relations that exist between the white, 

middle-class expectations inherent in the curriculum and students from groups that have 

been largely subordinated” (Bartolomé, 2010, p. 47). 

The implications for pre-service teachers and EBs of limited knowledge about 

how all students acquire language and literacy are considerable (Harper & de Jong, 

2004). A hidden curriculum that includes the hegemony of English limits instructional 

choices that marginalize linguistic minority students (Macedo et al., 2003). Only by 

transforming the ELA methods curriculum so that it values cultural and linguistic assets 

can pre-service teachers be prepared to utilize a humanizing pedagogy (Macedo & 

Bartolomé, 2014). A critical pedagogy for teacher education is required so that pre-

service teachers may learn to recognize educational inequities that result from 

discriminatory ideologies. By actively challenging unfair educational policies, educators 

can affect instructional decisions that empower EBs to academic success in elementary-

level ELA classrooms.
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Appendix A: List of Sample Textbooks 

Calkins, L., Ehrenworth, M., & Lehman, C. (2012). Pathways to the Common Core: 

Accelerating achievement. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 

Herrell, Adrienne, & Jordan, Michael (2012). Fifty strategies for teaching English 

Language Learners (4th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson. 

Tompkins, G. (2013). Language arts: Patterns of practice (8th ed.). Upper Saddle River, 

NJ: Pearson. 

Tompkins, G. (2015). Literacy in the early grades (4th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: 

Pearson. 

Towell, J. (2013). Hooked on books: Language arts and literature in elementary 

classrooms (2nd ed.). Dubuque, IA.: Kendall Hunt. 
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Appendix B: Codebook for Textbook Analysis 

1. For each textbook, please enter the bibliographic information in the space provided on 

the designated coding form (Forms C, D, E, F, G, H, and I). Please include author(s), date 

of publication, title, edition, place of publication, and publisher (alternatively, enter the 

number of the textbook according to the textbook ID list). 

 

Stage One - Descriptors 

 

2. In the first stage of your data collection, you will scan the textbook for descriptors in 

three different sections of the textbook (index and table of contents, narrative text, and 

references and bibliographies). Please use a separate form for each section of the 

textbook (e.g., Appendix C for Index and Table of Contents). Descriptors are words and 

phrases (or equivalent acronyms) that the author uses, in place of the phrase Emerging 

Bilinguals (EBs), to describe those students. Descriptors refer to persons rather than to 

topics. The following table lists some alternative words and phrases. There may be 

others. You may wish to use highlighters of two different colors. When you locate a 

descriptor, highlight it. Highlight all descriptors with the same color. Note other 

descriptors at the bottom of the form. 
 

 

3. Appendix C. To complete this form, scan the Index and Table of Contents. When you 

locate a descriptor in the Index and/or Table of Contents, highlight it. Highlight all 

descriptors with the same color. Place a tally mark in the ‘Occurrence’ column, noting the 

page(s) on which the descriptor is found. If you locate a descriptor that is not included in 

the list, please add it in the box designated ‘Other’ or at the bottom of the form. Note the 

page number where the descriptor is found along with the page number(s) where content 

about this topic will be found. Briefly add any comments that you deem to be helpful or 

relevant. When you complete this form, please add together the total number of 

occurrences for each descriptor. 

Descriptors Occurrence(s) Pages/Comments 

At-Risk student   

Culturally and linguistically 

diverse students 

  

Emerging Bilingual   

Emerging Biliterate   

English Language Learner 

(ELL) 

  

Hispanic/Latino student   

Indigenous student   

Language minority student   

Limited English Proficient 

(LEP) 

  

Limited Formal Schooling 

(LFS) 

  

Other:   
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4. Appendix D. To complete this form, complete a page-by-page and line-by-line scan of 

the Narrative Text. When you locate evidence of a descriptor in the narrative text, 

highlight it. Highlight all descriptors with the same color. Place a tally mark in the 

‘Occurrence’ column, noting the page(s) on which evidence is found. If you locate a 

descriptor that is not included in the list, please add it in the box designated ‘Other’ or at 

the bottom of the form. Briefly add any comments that you deem to be helpful or 

relevant. When you complete this form, please add together the total number of 

occurrences for each descriptor. 

 

5. Appendix E. To complete this form, scan the References and Bibliographies. When 

you locate a descriptor in the References and/or Bibliographies, highlight it. Highlight 

all descriptors with the same color. Place a tally mark in the ‘Occurrence’ column, noting 

the page(s) on which the descriptor is found. If you locate a descriptor that is not included 

in the list, please add it in the box designated ‘Other’ or at the bottom of the form. Briefly 

add any comments that you deem to be helpful or relevant. When you complete this form, 

please add together the total number of occurrences for each descriptor. 

 

Stage Two - Topics 

 

6. In the second stage of your data collection, you will scan the textbook for evidence 

(i.e., words and phrases) of the occurrence of 10 topics for effective preparation of 

teachers of emerging bilinguals in two different sections of the textbook (index and 

table of contents, and references and bibliographies). Please use a separate form for each 

section of the textbook (e.g., Appendix F for Index and Table of Contents). The following 

table lists and defines the topics in the left column. Please use only these topics. You are 

not limited to using the examples in the right column. 

 

Teaching Methods Examples of Topics  
Native language (L1) acquisition: 
knowledge of theories and research about how all 

students acquire their first language, including 

recognizing the stages and skills acquired at each 

stage. 

 Processes of first language acquisition (basic 

constructs of L1 development). 

Native language (L1) literacy: knowledge 

of how L1 reading and writing develop, and how 

L1 literacy influences the development of L2 

literacy.  

 

 Respect for and incorporation of student’s first 

language in instruction. 

 Knowledge of research regarding how L1 literacy 

influences development of L2 literacy. 

Second language (L2) acquisition and 

bilingualism: knowledge of theories and 

research about how students acquire a second 

language, including recognizing the stages and 

skills acquired at each stage, and understanding 

the role of individual learner variables in the 

process of learning a second language; knowledge 

of the components of students’ L1 and L2, 

including similarities and differences between L2 

and L1 (e.g., understanding 

phonological/grammatical interferences); 

knowledge of sociocultural processes for school 

success. Second language (L2) acquisition and 

bilingualism refers to content about how EBs 

learn to speak English. In contrast with ESL 

 Processes of second language acquisition (basic 

constructs of L2 development). 

 Cross-cultural issues in schooling. 

 How differences in language and culture affect 

students’ classroom participation. 

 Roles and responsibilities of school, school 

personnel, and parents regarding ELLs. 

 Nature of language and its relation to culture and 

society. 

 Native language support from parents for transfer of 

skills from L1 to L2. 
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methods, this category includes theoretical 

explanations or discussions of research. 

Second language (L2) literacy: knowledge 

of how L2 reading and writing develop, including 

sociocultural, sociopolitical, and psychological 

variables that affect L2 literacy development; 

differences between L1 and L2 literacy 

development. Second language (L2) literacy refers 

to content about how EBs learn to read and write 

English. In contrast with ESL methods, this 

category includes theoretical explanations or 

discussions of research, rather than how to teach 

the skills of reading and writing. 

 

 Current research relevant to best practices in L2 

literacy instruction. 

 How long does it take to read at grade level in a 

second language? 

 Literacy skills that transfer between L1 and L2 

regardless of similarity of languages. 

 Challenges to reading in a second language. 

 Standards-based writing instruction appropriate for 

EBs from diverse backgrounds and at varying 

English proficiency levels. 

ESL methods: knowledge of effective 

research-based strategies, used to develop both 

content knowledge and English language 

proficiency, which exclude the use of a student’s 

native language (e.g., application of sheltered 

instruction and content-based instruction models). 

In contrast to L2 acquisition and bilingualism and 

L2 literacy, this category includes content about 

how to teach the skills of reading, writing, 

speaking, and listening. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Making oral and written language comprehensible 

to EBs of differing English proficiency levels. 

 Sheltered instruction strategies for instructing EBs. 

 Use speech appropriate to students’ English 

proficiency levels. 

 Explicitly link concepts to students’ backgrounds 

and experiences. 

 Provide frequent interactions and discussions 

between teacher and students and among students. 

 Use a variety of techniques to make content 

concepts clear (e.g., modeling, visuals, hands-on 

activities, demonstrations, gestures, body language). 

 Use appropriate grouping to enhance instruction 

(e.g., mix children with high/low English 

proficiency levels). 

 Methods for communicating effectively with school 

personnel and parents regarding EBs. 

 Laws pertaining to EBs’ rights and school’s 

responsibilities. 

 Needs and characteristics of students with limited 

formal schooling. 

 ESOL standards. 

Bilingual methods: knowledge of culturally 

and linguistically responsive approaches to 

learning that build upon a student’s background 

knowledge by integrating native language, home 

culture, and learning needs; knowledge of methods 

that incorporate teachers’ use of both the student’s 

L1 and English to teach content and promote 

bilingualism and biliteracy. In contrast to L2 

acquisition and bilingualism, this category 

includes content about how to teach the skills of 

reading, writing, speaking, and listening utilizing 

both English and a native language. 

 

 Respect for and incorporation of student’s first 

language in instruction. 

 Bilingual instruction strategies for instructing EBs. 

 Allow students to write creative stories in L1 and 

L2 (serves as identity texts). 

 Allow students to discuss ideas related to classroom 

tasks in L1. 

 Use multilingual books and resources to enhance 

student connections (i.e., text-to-text connection, 

text-to-self connection, and text-to-world 

connections). 
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 Allow students to translate their own and peers’ 

ideas from L1 to L2. 

 Methods for communicating effectively with school 

personnel and parents regarding bilingualism. 

 Advocacy for equitable access to academic 

instruction for EBs. 

Curriculum Examples of Topics 

Materials selection: knowledge of how to 

select culturally responsive and linguistically 

accessible materials, including L1 resources, for 

EBs of diverse backgrounds and varying English 

proficiency levels that enhance standards-based 

language and content-area instruction. Included in 

this category is content that focuses on selecting 

curricular materials specifically for EBs, rather 

than selecting multicultural materials for the 

benefit of native English speakers. 

 

 Culturally and linguistically accessible materials for 

EBs of diverse backgrounds and varying English 

proficiency levels. 

 Learn to evaluate materials based on students’ 

English proficiency levels, cultural background, and 

learning needs. 

 Technological resources to enhance language and 

content-area instruction for EBs. 

Materials adaptation: knowledge of 

strategies to overcome linguistic obstacles in 

curricular materials that prevent students from 

understanding content as they develop proficiency 

in English. 

 

 Learn to adapt materials based on students’ English 

proficiency levels, cultural background, and 

learning needs. 

Assessment Examples of Topics 

English proficiency: understand and apply 
methods for assessing proficiency in listening, 

speaking, reading, and writing in English, 

including assessment in both real-life settings and 

for academic purposes; understand the limitations 

of standardized language assessments in English 

for EBs; use of appropriate formative and 

summative assessments for EBs; distinguish 

among language differences, giftedness, and 

special education needs. 

 

 Appropriate and valid language and literacy 

assessments for EBs of diverse backgrounds and at 

varying English proficiency levels. 

 Distinguish similarities between language 

differences, learning disabilities, and giftedness for 

EBs. 

 Use appropriate assessment procedures before 

making a special education/gifted referral. 

Content assessment: understand and apply 
various methods for assessing content knowledge, 

including issues of validity and reliability (i.e., 

assessing content knowledge versus linguistic 

proficiency); understand limitations of content 

area assessment for EBs; using accommodations 

for EBs at varying proficiency levels, including 

testing in the first language; advantages and 

limitations of assessments, including the 

accommodations allowed for EBs of diverse 

backgrounds and at varying English proficiency 

levels. 

 

 Linguistic and cultural biases in content assessment 

for EBs. 

 Identify and use a variety of assessment procedures 

for EBs of diverse backgrounds and varying English 

proficiency levels. 

 List state-approved accommodations and use them 

appropriately. 

 

7. Appendix F. To complete this form, scan the Index and Table of Contents. When you 

locate evidence (i.e., words and phrases) of a topic for effective preparation of teachers 

of emerging bilinguals in the Index and/or Table of Contents, highlight it. Highlight all 

of this evidence with the same color (different from that used for descriptors). Place a 

tally mark in the ‘Occurrence’ column, noting the page(s) on which the topic is found. 

Briefly add any comments that you deem to be helpful or relevant, including the page 
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number(s) and heading or sub-heading where content may be found. When you complete 

this form, please add together the total number of occurrences for each topic. 

 

8. Appendix G. To complete this form, scan the References and/or Bibliographies. When 

you locate evidence (i.e., words and phrases) of a topic in the References and/or 

Bibliographies, highlight it. Highlight all of this evidence with the same color (different 

from that used for descriptors). Place a tally mark in the ‘Occurrence’ column, noting the 

page(s) on which the topic is found. It may be helpful to write a brief note about the 

reference, including author(s) and date of publication. Briefly add any comments that you 

deem to be helpful or relevant. When you complete this form, please add together the 

total number of occurrences for each topic. 

 

Stage Three - Topics 
 

9. In the third stage of your data collection, you will scan the Narrative Text for evidence 

of the same 10 topics as those used above. On Appendix H you will be asked to count the 

total number of lines that contain content devoted to each of the 10 topics. On Appendix 

H you will be asked to evaluate each of the 10 topics according to the scoring rubric 

found at the bottom of the form (see below). The 10 topics are the same as those in the 

table above. Please use only those topics. 

 

10. Appendix H. The content in the textbook has already been bracketed to show you 

where you need to code. Once you have coded the bracketed location(s), count the total 

number of lines (rather than sentences) that have been bracketed. Round up if the length 

of the line is greater than or equal to ½ of a page width; round down if the length of the 

line is less than ½ of a page width. Write the number of lines in the ‘Lines’ column and 

note the page number(s) where the lines are found. When you have completed coding all 

of the narrative text, add the total number of lines found for each topic and then calculate 

the percentage of content devoted to each of the 10 topics in the Narrative Text, using the 

following steps: 

 

a. Add together the total number of lines found for all of the topics; 

b. Multiply the total number of lines on one page of the textbook, without illustrations or 

graphics, by the number of pages in the textbook, excluding prefaces, appendices, 

glossaries, reference lists, and indexes___________________________; and 

c. Calculate the percentage of total content (Jennings & Macgillivray, 2011, p. 47): 

 

(a)                                              (d) 

     = 
(c) 

 

 

11. Appendix I. To complete this form, evaluate each of the following topics according 

to the scoring rubric (see below). Consider a score of one as the lowest score possible and 

a score of two as “the point at which sufficient information is provided to provide the 

teacher meaningful guidance in the area to be instructed” (Watson et al., 2005, p. 151). 
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Please note the page number(s) in the narrative text on which evidence is found. Briefly 

note examples or add any comments that you deem to be helpful or relevant. 

 

Scoring Rubric 

 

Score of 1 = None or Very Minimal. There may be no mention of the topic or there may 

be very limited evidence of this element in the textbook being evaluated. 

 

Score of 2 = Frequent. The topic is mentioned occasionally and is sometimes described 

in sufficient detail to provide meaningful guidelines for implementation. 

 

Score of 3 = Substantial. The topic occurs in many instances throughout the text. 

Descriptions and applications are clearly defined and explained. The reader senses that 

this is a significant topic which constitutes a major instructional objective of the textbook 

(Watson et al., 2005, p. 155). 

 

References 
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10.1177/0049124113500475 
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Retention. (October 2011). Technical Assistance for Teacher Preparation: 

Meeting the Needs of English Language Learners (ELL) in Florida. Tallahassee, 
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Jennings, T., & Macgillivray, I. (2011). A content analysis of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 

transgender topics in multicultural education textbooks. Teaching Education, 
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Watson, S., Miller, T. L., Driver, J., Rutledge, V., & McAllister, D. (2005). English 

language learner representation in teacher education textbooks: A null 
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Appendix C: Index and Table of Contents (Frequency of Occurrence) 

Bibliographic Information: 

 

 

Directions: When evidence of a descriptor is found in the index or table of contents, 

please place a tally mark in the ‘Occurrence’ column, noting the page(s) on which 

evidence is found along with the page number(s) where content about this topic will be 

found. If you locate a descriptor that is not included in the list, please add it in the box 

designated ‘Other’ or at the bottom of the form. Briefly add any comments that you deem 

to be helpful or relevant. When you complete the analysis, add together the total number 

of occurrences for each descriptor. 

 

Descriptors Occurrence(s) Pages/Comments 

At-Risk student 

 

  

Culturally and linguistically 

diverse students 

 

  

Emerging Bilingual 

 

 

  

Emerging Biliterate 

 

 

  

English Language Learner 

(ELL) 

 

  

Hispanic/Latino student 

 

 

  

Indigenous student 

 

 

  

Language minority student 

 

 

  

Limited English Proficient 

(LEP) 

 

  

Limited Formal Schooling 

(LFS) 

  

Other: 
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Appendix D: Narrative Text (Frequency of Occurrence) 

Bibliographic Information: 

 

 

Directions: When evidence of a descriptor is found in the narrative text, please place a 

tally mark in the ‘Occurrence’ column, noting the page(s) on which evidence is found. If 

you locate a descriptor that is not included in the list, please add it in the box designated 

‘Other’ or at the bottom of the form. Briefly add any comments that you deem to be 

helpful or relevant. When you complete the page-by-page and line-by-line analysis of the 

narrative text, add together the total number of occurrences for each descriptor. 

 

Descriptors Occurrence(s) Pages/Comments 

At-Risk student 

 

  

Culturally and linguistically 

diverse students 

 

  

Emerging Bilingual 

 

 

  

Emerging Biliterate 

 

 

  

English Language Learner 

(ELL) 

 

  

Hispanic/Latino student 

 

 

  

Indigenous student 

 

 

  

Language minority student 

 

 

  

Limited English Proficient 

(LEP) 

 

  

Limited Formal Schooling 

(LFS) 

 

  

Other: 
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Appendix E: References and Bibliographies (Frequency of Occurrence) 

Bibliographic Information: 

 

 

Directions: When evidence of a descriptor is found in the references and bibliographies 

please place a tally mark in the ‘Occurrence’ column, noting the page(s) on which the 

evidence is found. If you locate a descriptor that is not included in the list, please add it in 

the box designated ‘Other’ or at the bottom of the form. Briefly add any comments that 

you deem to be helpful or relevant. When you complete the analysis, add together the 

total number of occurrences for each descriptor. 

 

Descriptors Occurrence(s) Pages/Comments 

At-Risk student 

 

  

Culturally and linguistically 

diverse students 

 

  

Emerging Bilingual 

 

 

  

Emerging Biliterate 

 

 

  

English Language Learner 

(ELL) 

 

  

Hispanic/Latino student 

 

 

  

Indigenous student 

 

 

  

Language minority student 

 

 

  

Limited English Proficient 

(LEP) 

 

  

Limited Formal Schooling 

(LFS) 

 

  

Other: 
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Appendix F: Index and Table of Contents Form (Frequency of Occurrence) 

Bibliographic Information: 

 

 

Directions: When evidence (i.e., words and phrases) of the following topics is found in 

the Index and/or Table of Contents please place a tally mark in the ‘Occurrence’ column, 

noting the page number(s) and heading or sub-heading where content may be found. 

Briefly note examples or add any comments that you deem to be helpful or relevant. 

When you complete the analysis, add together the total number of occurrences. 

 

Topics for Effective Preparation of Teachers of Emerging Bilinguals 

 

Teaching Methods Occurrence(s) Pages/Comments 
Native language (L1) 

acquisition: knowledge of theories 

and research about how all students 

acquire their first language, including 

recognizing the stages and skills 

acquired at each stage. 

  

Native language (L1) literacy: 
knowledge of how L1 reading and 

writing develop, and how L1 literacy 

influences the development of L2 

literacy.  

  

Second language (L2) 

acquisition and bilingualism: 
knowledge of theories and research 

about how students acquire a second 

language, including recognizing the 

stages and skills acquired at each stage, 

and understanding the role of individual 

learner variables in the process of 

learning a second language; knowledge 

of the components of students’ L1 and 

L2, including similarities and 

differences between L2 and L1 (e.g., 

understanding 

phonological/grammatical 

interferences); knowledge of 

sociocultural processes for school 

success. Second language (L2) 

acquisition and bilingualism refers to 

content about how EBs learn to speak 

English. In contrast with ESL methods, 

this category includes theoretical 

explanations or discussions of research. 

  

Second language (L2) literacy: 
knowledge of how L2 reading and 

writing develop, including 

sociocultural, sociopolitical, and 

psychological variables that affect L2 

literacy development; differences 

between L1 and L2 literacy 

development. Second language (L2) 

literacy refers to content about how 

EBs learn to read and write English. In 

contrast with ESL methods, this 

category includes theoretical 

explanations or discussions of research, 
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rather than how to teach the skills of 

reading and writing. 

ESL methods: knowledge of 

effective research-based strategies, 

used to develop both content 

knowledge and English language 

proficiency, which exclude the use of a 

student’s native language (e.g., 

application of sheltered instruction and 

content-based instruction models). In 

contrast to L2 acquisition and 

bilingualism and L2 literacy, this 

category includes content about how to 

teach the skills of reading, writing, 

speaking, and listening. 

  

Bilingual methods: knowledge of 

culturally and linguistically responsive 

approaches to learning that build upon 

a student’s background knowledge by 

integrating native language, home 

culture, and learning needs; knowledge 

of methods that incorporate teachers’ 

use of both the student’s L1 and 

English to teach content and promote 

bilingualism and biliteracy. In contrast 

to L2 acquisition and bilingualism, this 

category includes content about how to 

teach the skills of reading, writing, 

speaking, and listening utilizing both 

English and a native language. 

  

Curriculum Occurrence(s) Pages/Comments 
Materials selection: knowledge of 

how to select culturally responsive and 

linguistically accessible materials, 

including L1 resources, for EBs of 

diverse backgrounds and varying 

English proficiency levels that enhance 

standards-based language and content-

area instruction. Included in this 

category is content that focuses on 

selecting curricular materials 

specifically for EBs, rather than 

selecting multicultural materials for the 

benefit of native English speakers. 

  

Materials adaptation: knowledge 

of strategies to overcome linguistic 

obstacles in curricular materials that 

prevent students from understanding 

content as they develop proficiency in 

English. 

  

Assessment Occurrence(s) Pages/Comments 
English proficiency: understand 

and apply methods for assessing 

proficiency in listening, speaking, 

reading, and writing in English, 

including assessment in both real-life 

settings and for academic purposes; 

understand the limitations of 

standardized language assessments in 

English for EBs; use of appropriate 

formative and summative assessments 

for EBs; distinguish among language 

differences, giftedness, and special 

education needs. 

 

 

  



 

165 

Content assessment: understand 

and apply various methods for 

assessing content knowledge, including 

issues of validity and reliability (i.e., 

assessing content knowledge versus 

linguistic proficiency); understand 

limitations of content area assessment 

for EBs; using accommodations for 

EBs at varying proficiency levels, 

including testing in the first language; 

advantages and limitations of 

assessments, including the 

accommodations allowed for EBs of 

diverse backgrounds and at varying 

English proficiency levels. 
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Appendix G: References and Bibliographies Form (Frequency of Occurrence) 

Bibliographic Information: 

 

 

Directions: When evidence (i.e., words and phrases) of the following topics is found in 

the References and/or Bibliographies please place a tally mark in the ‘Occurrence’ 

column, noting the page(s) on which the evidence is found. It may be helpful to write a 

brief note about the reference, including author(s) and date of publication. Briefly note 

examples or add any comments that you deem to be helpful or relevant. When you 

complete the analysis, add together the total number of occurrences. 

 

Topics for Effective Preparation of Teachers of Emerging Bilinguals 

 

Teaching Methods Occurrence(s) Pages/Comments 
Native language (L1) 

acquisition: knowledge of theories 

and research about how all students 

acquire their first language, including 

recognizing the stages and skills 

acquired at each stage. 

  

Native language (L1) literacy: 
knowledge of how L1 reading and 

writing develop, and how L1 literacy 

influences the development of L2 

literacy.  

  

Second language (L2) 

acquisition and bilingualism: 
knowledge of theories and research 

about how students acquire a second 

language, including recognizing the 

stages and skills acquired at each stage, 

and understanding the role of individual 

learner variables in the process of 

learning a second language; knowledge 

of the components of students’ L1 and 

L2, including similarities and 

differences between L2 and L1 (e.g., 

understanding 

phonological/grammatical 

interferences); knowledge of 

sociocultural processes for school 

success. Second language (L2) 

acquisition and bilingualism refers to 

content about how EBs learn to speak 

English. In contrast with ESL methods, 

this category includes theoretical 

explanations or discussions of research. 

  

Second language (L2) literacy: 
knowledge of how L2 reading and 

writing develop, including 

sociocultural, sociopolitical, and 

psychological variables that affect L2 

literacy development; differences 

between L1 and L2 literacy 

development. Second language (L2) 

literacy refers to content about how 

EBs learn to read and write English. In 

contrast with ESL methods, this 

category includes theoretical 

explanations or discussions of research, 
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rather than how to teach the skills of 

reading and writing. 

ESL methods: knowledge of 

effective research-based strategies, 

used to develop both content 

knowledge and English language 

proficiency, which exclude the use of a 

student’s native language (e.g., 

application of sheltered instruction and 

content-based instruction models). In 

contrast to L2 acquisition and 

bilingualism and L2 literacy, this 

category includes content about how to 

teach the skills of reading, writing, 

speaking, and listening. 

  

Bilingual methods: knowledge of 

culturally and linguistically responsive 

approaches to learning that build upon 

a student’s background knowledge by 

integrating native language, home 

culture, and learning needs; knowledge 

of methods that incorporate teachers’ 

use of both the student’s L1 and 

English to teach content and promote 

bilingualism and biliteracy. In contrast 

to L2 acquisition and bilingualism, this 

category includes content about how to 

teach the skills of reading, writing, 

speaking, and listening utilizing both 

English and a native language. 

  

Curriculum Occurrence(s) Pages/Comments 
Materials selection: knowledge of 

how to select culturally responsive and 

linguistically accessible materials, 

including L1 resources, for EBs of 

diverse backgrounds and varying 

English proficiency levels that enhance 

standards-based language and content-

area instruction. Included in this 

category is content that focuses on 

selecting curricular materials 

specifically for EBs, rather than 

selecting multicultural materials for the 

benefit of native English speakers. 

  

Materials adaptation: knowledge 

of strategies to overcome linguistic 

obstacles in curricular materials that 

prevent students from understanding 

content as they develop proficiency in 

English. 

  

Assessment Occurrence(s) Pages/Comments 
English proficiency: understand 

and apply methods for assessing 

proficiency in listening, speaking, 

reading, and writing in English, 

including assessment in both real-life 

settings and for academic purposes; 

understand the limitations of 

standardized language assessments in 

English for EBs; use of appropriate 

formative and summative assessments 

for EBs; distinguish among language 

differences, giftedness, and special 

education needs. 
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Content assessment: understand 

and apply various methods for 

assessing content knowledge, including 

issues of validity and reliability (i.e., 

assessing content knowledge versus 

linguistic proficiency); understand 

limitations of content area assessment 

for EBs; using accommodations for 

EBs at varying proficiency levels, 

including testing in the first language; 

advantages and limitations of 

assessments, including the 

accommodations allowed for EBs of 

diverse backgrounds and at varying 

English proficiency levels. 

  



 

169 

Appendix H: Content Analysis Evaluation Form (Quantity of Lines per Topic) 

Bibliographic Information: 

 

 

Directions: The content in the textbook has already been marked to show you where you 

need to code. Once you have coded the marked location(s), count the total number of 

lines (rather than sentences) that contain content devoted to each of the 10 topics. Round 

up if the amount of content devoted to the topic is greater than or equal to ½ of a line; 

round down if the amount of content devoted to the topic is less than ½ of a line. Write 

the number of lines in the ‘Lines’ column and note the page number(s) and heading or 

sub-heading where the lines are found. When you have completed coding all of the 

narrative text, calculate the percentage of content devoted to each of the 10 topics in the 

Narrative Text, using the following steps: 

 

1. When you complete all of the narrative text, add together the number of lines found 

for each topic. 

2. Multiply total number of lines on one page of the textbook, without illustrations or 

graphics, by the number of pages in the textbook, excluding prefaces, appendices, 

glossaries, reference lists, and indexes___________________________. 

3. Calculate percentage of total content (Jennings & Macgillivray, 2011, p. 47): 

 

(1)                                              (4) 

     = 
(3) 

 

Topics for Effective Preparation of Teachers of Emerging Bilinguals 

 

Teaching Methods Line(s) Pages/Comments 
Native language (L1) 

acquisition: knowledge of theories 

and research about how all students 

acquire their first language, including 

recognizing the stages and skills 

acquired at each stage. 

 

  

Native language (L1) literacy: 
knowledge of how L1 reading and 

writing develop, and how L1 literacy 

influences the development of L2 

literacy.  

 

  

Second language (L2) 

acquisition and bilingualism: 
knowledge of theories and research 

about how students acquire a second 

language, including recognizing the 

stages and skills acquired at each stage, 

and understanding the role of individual 

learner variables in the process of 

learning a second language; knowledge 

of the components of students’ L1 and 

L2, including similarities and 
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differences between L2 and L1 (e.g., 

understanding 

phonological/grammatical 

interferences); knowledge of 

sociocultural processes for school 

success. Second language (L2) 

acquisition and bilingualism refers to 

content about how EBs learn to speak 

English. In contrast with ESL methods, 

this category includes theoretical 

explanations or discussions of research. 

 

Second language (L2) literacy: 
knowledge of how L2 reading and 

writing develop, including sociocultural, 

sociopolitical, and psychological 

variables that affect L2 literacy 

development; differences between L1 

and L2 literacy development. Second 

language (L2) literacy refers to content 

about how EBs learn to read and write 

English. In contrast with ESL methods, 

this category includes theoretical 

explanations or discussions of research, 

rather than how to teach the skills of 

reading and writing. 

 

  

ESL methods: knowledge of 

effective research-based strategies, used 

to develop both content knowledge and 

English language proficiency, which 

exclude the use of a student’s native 

language (e.g., application of sheltered 

instruction and content-based instruction 

models). In contrast to L2 acquisition 

and bilingualism and L2 literacy, this 

category includes content about how to 

teach the skills of reading, writing, 

speaking, and listening. 

  

Bilingual methods: knowledge of 

culturally and linguistically responsive 

approaches to learning that build upon a 

student’s background knowledge by 

integrating native language, home 

culture, and learning needs; knowledge 

of methods that incorporate teachers’ 

use of both the student’s L1 and English 

to teach content and promote 

bilingualism and biliteracy. In contrast 

to L2 acquisition and bilingualism, this 

category includes content about how to 

teach the skills of reading, writing, 

speaking, and listening utilizing both 

English and a native language. 

  

Curriculum Line(s) Pages/Comments 
Materials selection: knowledge of 

how to select culturally responsive and 

linguistically accessible materials, 

including L1 resources, for EBs of 

diverse backgrounds and varying 

English proficiency levels that enhance 

standards-based language and content-

area instruction. Included in this 

category is content that focuses on 

selecting curricular materials 

specifically for EBs, rather than 

selecting multicultural materials for the 

benefit of native English speakers. 
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Materials adaptation: knowledge 

of strategies to overcome linguistic 

obstacles in curricular materials that 

prevent students from understanding 

content as they develop proficiency in 

English. 

 

  

Assessment Line(s) Pages/Comments 
English proficiency: understand 

and apply methods for assessing 

proficiency in listening, speaking, 

reading, and writing in English, 

including assessment in both real-life 

settings and for academic purposes; 

understand the limitations of 

standardized language assessments in 

English for EBs; use of appropriate 

formative and summative assessments 

for EBs; distinguish among language 

differences, giftedness, and special 

education needs. 

 

  

Content assessment: understand 

and apply various methods for assessing 

content knowledge, including issues of 

validity and reliability (i.e., assessing 

content knowledge versus linguistic 

proficiency); understand limitations of 

content area assessment for EBs; using 

accommodations for EBs at varying 

proficiency levels, including testing in 

the first language; advantages and 

limitations of assessments, including the 

accommodations allowed for EBs of 

diverse backgrounds and at varying 

English proficiency levels. 
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Appendix I: Narrative Text Form (Scoring Rubric) 

Bibliographic Information: 

 

 

Directions: Evaluate each of the following topics according to the scoring rubric found 

below. Please note the page(s) in the narrative text on which evidence is found. Briefly 

note examples or add any comments that you deem to be helpful or relevant. 

 

Topics for Effective Preparation of Teachers of Emerging Bilinguals 

 

Teaching Methods Score Pages/Comments 
Native language (L1) 

acquisition: knowledge of theories 

and research about how all students 

acquire their first language, including 

recognizing the stages and skills 

acquired at each stage. 

 

  

Native language (L1) literacy: 
knowledge of how L1 reading and 

writing develop, and how L1 literacy 

influences the development of L2 

literacy.  

 

  

Second language (L2) 

acquisition and bilingualism: 
knowledge of theories and research 

about how students acquire a second 

language, including recognizing the 

stages and skills acquired at each stage, 

and understanding the role of individual 

learner variables in the process of 

learning a second language; knowledge 

of the components of students’ L1 and 

L2, including similarities and 

differences between L2 and L1 (e.g., 

understanding 

phonological/grammatical 

interferences); knowledge of 

sociocultural processes for school 

success. Second language (L2) 

acquisition and bilingualism refers to 

content about how EBs learn to speak 

English. In contrast with ESL methods, 

this category includes theoretical 

explanations or discussions of research. 

 

  

Second language (L2) literacy: 
knowledge of how L2 reading and 

writing develop, including sociocultural, 

sociopolitical, and psychological 

variables that affect L2 literacy 

development; differences between L1 

and L2 literacy development. Second 

language (L2) literacy refers to content 

about how EBs learn to read and write 

English. In contrast with ESL methods, 

this category includes theoretical 

explanations or discussions of research, 

rather than how to teach the skills of 

reading and writing. 
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ESL methods: knowledge of 

effective research-based strategies, used 

to develop both content knowledge and 

English language proficiency, which 

exclude the use of a student’s native 

language (e.g., application of sheltered 

instruction and content-based instruction 

models). In contrast to L2 acquisition 

and bilingualism and L2 literacy, this 

category includes content about how to 

teach the skills of reading, writing, 

speaking, and listening. 

 

  

Bilingual methods: knowledge of 

culturally and linguistically responsive 

approaches to learning that build upon a 

student’s background knowledge by 

integrating native language, home 

culture, and learning needs; knowledge 

of methods that incorporate teachers’ 

use of both the student’s L1 and English 

to teach content and promote 

bilingualism and biliteracy. In contrast 

to L2 acquisition and bilingualism, this 

category includes content about how to 

teach the skills of reading, writing, 

speaking, and listening utilizing both 

English and a native language. 

 

  

Curriculum Score Pages/Comments 
Materials selection: knowledge of 

how to select culturally responsive and 

linguistically accessible materials, 

including L1 resources, for EBs of 

diverse backgrounds and varying 

English proficiency levels that enhance 

standards-based language and content-

area instruction. Included in this 

category is content that focuses on 

selecting curricular materials 

specifically for EBs, rather than 

selecting multicultural materials for the 

benefit of native English speakers. 

 

  

Materials adaptation: knowledge 

of strategies to overcome linguistic 

obstacles in curricular materials that 

prevent students from understanding 

content as they develop proficiency in 

English. 

 

  

Assessment Score Pages/Comments 
English proficiency: understand 

and apply methods for assessing 

proficiency in listening, speaking, 

reading, and writing in English, 

including assessment in both real-life 

settings and for academic purposes; 

understand the limitations of 

standardized language assessments in 

English for EBs; use of appropriate 

formative and summative assessments 

for EBs; distinguish among language 

differences, giftedness, and special 

education needs. 
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Content assessment: understand 

and apply various methods for assessing 

content knowledge, including issues of 

validity and reliability (i.e., assessing 

content knowledge versus linguistic 

proficiency); understand limitations of 

content area assessment for EBs; using 

accommodations for EBs at varying 

proficiency levels, including testing in 

the first language; advantages and 

limitations of assessments, including the 

accommodations allowed for EBs of 

diverse backgrounds and at varying 

English proficiency levels. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Scoring Rubric 

 

Score of 1 = None or Very Minimal. There may be no mention of the topic or there may 

be very limited evidence of this element in the textbook being evaluated. 

 

Score of 2 = Frequent. The topic is mentioned occasionally and is sometimes described 

in sufficient detail to provide meaningful guidelines for implementation. 

 

Score of 3 = Substantial. The topic occurs in many instances throughout the text. 

Descriptions and applications are clearly defined and explained. The reader senses that 

this is a significant topic which constitutes a major instructional objective of the textbook 

(Watson et al., 2005, p. 155). 
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