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Abstract

The rapid growth of the K-12 English Learner (EL) student population in the United
States raises concerns related to their learning and growth in schools. Teachers are central figures
in their students’ achievement. The influence of teachers’ attitudes on student learning and
development validates the need to examine these in research studies. What influences teachers’
attitudes is an important part of understanding teachers’ attitudes towards their EL students.
Certain individual characteristics including teachers’ training, may be associated with their
positive attitudes. Studies have shown that effective teacher preparation programs can change
preservice teacher attitudes in general and specifically towards their EL students. The majority of
studies are survey-based. The surveys have consistently shown that teachers do not have
adequate training and skills to meet the needs of their EL students. The studies have shown that
attitudes make a difference in teacher actions and students learning. This study builds on the past
research using surveys to continue to extend our knowledge of teacher attitudes towards ELs to a
new context and populations of preservice teachers. The purpose of this dissertation study was to
examine the preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs. This study collected 162 surveys on
undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes towards ELs. Analysis of survey data indicated that
undergraduate preservice teachers at a diverse, public university reported positive overall
attitudes towards ELs and supporting their learning in mainstream classrooms. Participant degree
program membership showed differences in attitudes, but most demographic variables did not.
Taking courses in teaching ELs (ELAD) was not strongly related to differences in preservice
teacher attitudes. Results also showed that teacher preparation programs need to directly address
preservice teacher attitudes towards ELs.
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Chapter 1

Introduction
Statement of the Problem
The population of the United States continues to change with a growing number of
English learners (ELs) who speak languages other than English at home and learn English as an
additional language at school. There were 4.9 million (or 9.6 percent) ELs in public schools in
the United States in the fall of 2016, which was 1.1 million more students than the fall of 2000
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2019). Over five million ELs, approximately ten
percent of the total school population, were enrolled in public schools in pre-kindergarten
through grade twelve in 2012-2013 (Ruiz Soto, et al., 2015). The growth of ELs in schools is a
national phenomenon. In the 2016-2017 school year, 42 states in the United States saw growth in
the number of ELs (Office of English Language Acquisition, 2020). Future projections by the
United States Census Bureau indicate that the United States will become increasingly diverse
becoming a minority majority country by 2045 (Frey, 2018). This shows a continued and urgent
need for teachers that can provide positive educational experiences for EL students.
Even though most, if not all, teachers will have ELs in their classes at some point in their
careers, there is strong evidence that teachers do not have sufficient training and skills to enable
ELs to learn at their utmost. Scholars have reported that most mainstream teachers are not
sufficiently prepared to provide the types of assistance that ELs need (Coady, et al., 2016; Lucas,
et al., 2008; Villegas, 2018). Additionally, not all teachers adopt positive views towards ELs
(Huerta et al., 2019; Youngs & Youngs, 2001). Thus, the need of professional development for
preparing mainstream teachers to teach ELs was stated by a large number of studies (Bunch,
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2019; Janzen, 2008; Villegas, et al., 2018). Other scholars focus on the need for better and more
effective preservice preparation for teachers before they become full-time teachers of record (de
Jong, 2013; Villegas & Freedson-Gonzalez, 2008). This study will examine how preservice
teachers in the process of preparation report their attitudes towards ELs.
ELs’ Challenges in Mainstream Classrooms
Mainstreamed EL students struggle with cognitive load, culture load, language load, and
learning load (Meyer, 2000). Ideally, mainstream teachers can support ELs through reducing
cognitive load through effective scaffolding and other strategies. However, ELs are often
marginalized and their opportunities to interact are minimized even in classrooms where teachers
have the best intentions. Even well-intended teachers may have limited understanding of second
language acquisition and cultural diversity issues that affect the ELs in their classrooms
(Giambo, et al., 2005). As Lucas et al. (2008) point out, “most mainstream classroom teachers
are not sufficiently prepared to provide the types of assistance that ELs need to successfully meet
this challenge” (p. 361).
Students from immigrant families face challenges that can impede them from succeeding
in school (Lee, 2012). Immigrant children usually are automatically put into EL classes that often
dismiss academic content and consequently, affect the student’s achievement (Callahan, 2005;
Callahan et al. 2009). Lee (2012) noted that school-aged ELs face difficulties when preparing for
exams as they are stereotypically viewed by their teachers as unprepared to handle academic
content. Standardized tests also may not accurately assess ELs abilities (Gunderson & Siegel,
2001). ELs who came into the US as high school students encounter language and cultural issues
as these are both considered as obstacles by many teachers to them being successful in the
mainstream classes (Lee, 2012).
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Another challenge ELs face is being disproportionately represented in special education.
Studies have shown that minorities may have disproportionate representation in special
education due to factors such as poverty, cultural bias in referrals, cultural bias in assessments, as
well as other school-based factors (Oswald, et al., 1999). The most common groups over
represented in special education programs generally include African American, Chicano/Latino,
American Indian, and some subgroups of Asian American students (Rueda & Windmueller,
2006). Sullivan (2011) stated that the disproportionate representation of EL students in special
education has been an issue for quite some time.
Literature shows that many factors could contribute to the disproportionate representation
of racial minority students in special education: demographic factors, academic variables, and
child poverty among others (Artiles et al., 2005; Zehler et al., 2003). For example, Sullivan
(2011) examined Arizona state data to understand if EL students were disproportionately
identified as needing special education services at the state-level and found that across the state,
EL students tended to be overrepresented in special education. Overrepresentation was highest in
Specific Learning Disability (SLD) and Mild Mental Retardation (MMR), meanwhile a high
degree of underrepresentation was present in the area of Emotional Disability (ED). Data showed
that it was less likely to find underrepresentation and a higher frequency of overrepresentation in
special education generally and in the specific disability categories of SLD and Speech Language
Impairment specifically. Therefore, ELs may not be getting access to the best learning
environment for them due to inaccurate placement of them in special education programs. This is
another factor that might hinder their achievement in school.
Other than the challenges identified at school, being misplaced and being
disproportionately represented in special education, ELs face another barrier when returning
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home from school. Researchers show that parents, who do not understand English or have low
education levels, and experience a difference between school culture and home culture, tend to
have limited communication between the parents and the school (Arias & Morillo-Campbell,
2008). This can become a great challenge for students’ parental support. Bhattacharya (2000)
examined the reasons that are related to poor school adjustment, achievement and drop-out rate
among children who emigrated from Bangladesh, India, and Pakistan. The researcher found
similar factors that affect children’s achievement. When parents value education as a way to
accomplish goals in life and promote a positive role of school, it would reduce the barrier load
and promote achievement. Teachers need to be aware of potential challenges their EL students
may be facing so that the teachers can work to alleviate these challenges and boost their students’
success.
There are clearly obstacles and challenges for ELs in the United States school system.
Increasingly linguistically diverse schools in the United States necessitate a greater
understanding of teachers’ attitudes toward language diversity. In order to improve the
educational experiences and opportunities for ELs, it is imperative for educators to understand
the factors that influence teachers’ language attitudes.
Mainstream Teachers’ Training to Work with ELs
Zeichner (2010) stated that there is a lack of research on the preparation of teachers for
the cultural diversity in United States public schools. Additionally, most teacher education
programs do not prepare preservice teachers with the knowledge and skills they need to teach
ELs (Lucas et al., 2008). This might be related to the fact that many teacher preparation
programs do not specifically require courses that focus on training mainstream teachers to teach
ELs. In fact, 32 states do not require mainstream teachers to have any EL training requirement
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(Education Commission of the States, 2017). It is important to conduct research to understand
the preservice teachers’ needs for teaching ELs and the outcomes of university-based courses or
other training in the programs that provide EL teacher training for mainstream teachers.
Complexity of Training Preservice Teachers
The training of preservice teachers to meet the needs of ELs in mainstream classrooms is
complex (Martinez-Alvarez & Chiang, 2020). Assaf et al. (2010) learned that many teacher
educators did not feel adequately knowledgeable to teach “interculturally”. Milner et al. (2003)
stated that preservice teachers have not developed the skills necessary to be sensitive to cultural
differences and little attention has been paid to address helping preservice teachers be prepared
to work with multicultural/ lingual / EL students. Premier and Miller’s study (2010) pointed out
that there is need for teachers to be better prepared to have the confidence to teach culturally and
linguistically diverse students. Assaf and colleague’s (2010) self-study provided more
knowledge regarding the importance of how an often unintentional perspective can impact
students’ learning negatively. Meanwhile, Walker et al. (2004) assessed the beliefs and attitudes
mainstream teachers have regarding ELs. Their study showed that with some appropriate training
in EL education, mainstream teachers will have more positive attitudes toward working with ELs
in their classes and will accommodate students’ learning differences (Walker et al., 2004).
Pettit (2011) lamented that there is a poverty of language learning in the United-States’
teacher education; lack of knowledge of second language acquisition, multicultural education,
and pedagogy of teaching ELs. Similarly, Villegas et al. (2018) emphasized that mainstream
teachers need knowledge of second language development and learning. Bunch (2013) also
argued that mainstream teachers need pedagogical language knowledge; the teachers’
understanding of language is necessary not to teach the language (English) but to integrate the
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language knowledge to teaching the content. The process of learning to teach ELs is long and
while it should last the entire career, it should begin in the teacher education program (Lucas &
Villegas, 2013). Therefore, it is important to focus our research on critical aspects of preservice
teacher training to ensure teachers have the necessary skills to work with ELs in their
mainstream classrooms.
Importance of Direct Experience with ELs in Training
Learning experiences are associated with positive language attitudes and through formal
training that effectively prepares teachers to work with language minority students. The teacher
education experience for preservice teachers must include training in teaching ELs including
academic coursework as well as field experiences with attention to preservice teachers’ attitudes
(Byrnes, et al., 1997). Studies have shown that direct contact with ELs should be included in the
training such as field experiences, tutoring or mentoring ELs, conducting action research has
positive effect on teacher candidates’ attitudes toward ELs (Athanases et al., 2013; Catalano et
al., 2018; Cho & Johnson, 2020; Fitts & Gross, 2012; Villegas et al., 2018). For example,
preservice teachers observed ELs in the content classroom, examined the effects of their
instruction on ELs’ learning, and reflected on their beliefs and practices might offer preservice
teachers a productive opportunity to prepare to teach ELs (Song & Samimy, 2015). Meanwhile,
Torres and Tackett (2016) found that preservice teachers with exposure to field experiences had
higher efficacy with EL students in a mainstream context. Thus, Milner et al. (2003)
recommended that preservice teachers be required to enroll in multicultural education courses
and Youngs and Youngs (2001) concluded that the more preservice teachers are open to courses
in multicultural and multilingual training and EL training, the more confident teachers are
working with EL students.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine preservice teacher attitudes towards ELs.
Language is the channel through which students access the curriculum content and are evaluated
for what they can produce verbally and in writing. As Perez (2004) puts it, “Regardless of
language and level of bilingualism and bi-literacy, children’s knowledge of their home language,
literacy and culture will influence how they perceive, negotiate, and process school literacy and
learning” (p. 3). Students must be able to read academic texts in different subject areas, produce
written documents in the language appropriate for school and understand their teachers and peers
all in English in order to succeed in schools in the United States. Generally speaking, there is
much room for improvement in teacher education programs (Lucas, et al., 2008). Furthermore,
most mainstream classroom teachers are not adequately prepared to provide the types of
assistance that ELs need to successfully meet academic challenges. Therefore, the problem for
mainstream teachers is that they lack the necessary knowledge and skills to support their EL
students to be successful learners. This problem can be addressed in two ways. First, teacher
preparation programs could do a better job of training preservice teachers to meet the needs of
EL students in mainstream classrooms. Second, professional development opportunities could be
provided to practicing teachers to improve their skills and knowledge at working with ELs in
their mainstream classrooms. Most studies on mainstream teacher EL preparation and EL student
achievement have been abstract; the teacher preparation program lags far behind the discussions
on conceptual frameworks (de Jong, 2013).
One important component of EL success in schools is the attitudes that their teachers
have towards EL students. Studies have shown that attitudes can change in response to
professional development and preservice teacher education programs that are designed to
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influence specific attitudes and practices. According to Fives and Buehl (2012), the body of
research suggests that practicing and preservice teachers’ attitudes may change throughout their
careers in response to specific experiences.
Research Questions
Research indicates the importance of teacher attitudes to their students’ academic and
socio-emotional success. In a society that is becoming increasingly ethnically and linguistically
diverse, teachers must adopt positive attitudes towards working with ELs. This may be most
important in mainstreamed classrooms where teachers may not have sufficient knowledge and
training to fully understand how best to support these students’ learning. The following questions
addressed in this study are:
1. What attitudes do undergraduate preservice teachers have toward ELs?
2. What attitudes do undergraduate preservice teachers have toward ELs between three
stages of their programs: prior to field experience, practicum 1, and student teaching?
3. Do undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs differ between elementary
and secondary programs?
4. Do undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs differ among their
demographic variables including gender, race, languages, and international experience?
Explanation of Key Terms
English Learners (ELs). There are many terms related to English Learners when we
examine the literature. More complete discussion related to the terminology can be found in the
work of Garcia (2009) and Pettit (2011). Even though some authors prefer ELLs or ESOL
students, ELL could be placed in a variety of programs, and ESOL and ESL students are also
ELLs but they refer to students who enrolled in (ESL) English as Second Language program. In
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this paper, I use the term English Learner (EL) because it is the most updated and widely used
term currently (National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition, 2017). Even though
this term is not perfect (Huerta et al., 2019), it is commonly used by participants and scholars and
therefore a good choice for this study.
Mainstream Teachers. Mainstream teachers (or regular teachers or content area teachers)
refer to teachers who have had primary training in one or more subject areas such as
mathematics, English, science, social studies, or general elementary. The term ‘mainstream
teacher’ is complex as it implies that teachers of other subject areas are non-mainstream,
irregular, or non-content teachers (Pettit, 2011). Due to lack of a better term and the common use
in the literature (Pettit, 2011) I will use ‘mainstream’ in this paper to refer to teachers who are
not specifically trained to work with ELs. ELs in the mainstream classroom can be current
(receiving either push-in or pull-out EL instruction) and former ELs (who have been exited from
EL services).
Preservice Teacher Attitudes. Attitudes are clusters of beliefs that are considered to be
more stable and related to the affective. The literature does not use a clear definition of attitudes
versus beliefs (Huerta et al., 2019; Pajares, 1992; Rockeach, 1968), but this paper will use
attitudes to encompass attitudes, beliefs, and attitudinal beliefs.
Conclusion
The rapid growth of the K-12 EL population in the United States necessitates the
investigation of issues related to their growth and development in schools. These students face
challenges in their educational settings due to language differences, lack of teacher training, and
their teachers’ attitudes. Teachers are the central figure in their student achievement. The
importance of teachers and their influence on their students’ success endorses the important
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components of the effective teacher preparation programs. Although, teacher education programs
do change and influence teachers’ attitudes, the dedication on the study of teacher preparation
and teachers’ attitude remain significant and important. There are still more investigations and
studies on the effective teacher education programs that need to be pursued continuously. Further
research is still necessary as researchers carry on the work on improving and innovating teacher
preparation programs.
The purpose of this dissertation study is to examine undergraduate preservice teachers’
attitudes towards ELs. Furthermore, it seeks to understand if training in a teacher education
program makes a difference in preservice teachers’ attitudes. This project will build on previous
research and address the problems that these students face every day in schools across the United
States.
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Chapter 2

Literature Review and Theoretical Framework
Introduction
The purpose of this study is to examine preservice teacher attitudes towards ELs using
quantitative survey research. Providing beneficial educational experiences for English learners
(ELs) is critically important in the United States with a growing population of students in the
preK-12 school system whose home language is not English. Research has consistently shown
the importance of individual teachers to the academic and emotional growth of students
(Goldhaber, 2007; Nye et al., 2004; Pianta & Hamre, 2009; Rivkin et al., 2005; Rockoff, 2004).
Teacher education programs endeavor to prepare teachers to create learning experiences for all
of their students regardless of their cultural or linguistic background.
Effective teachers play a role as agents of change in students’ learning achievement.
Teachers are the central figures in their student success—both academically and socialemotionally. In order to ensure quality teachers, teacher preparation programs’ design critical
standards for well-prepared preservice teachers and play a critical role in shaping the teachers’
knowledge, attitudes and beliefs. Teacher preparation programs should consider developing
preservice teacher attitudes and beliefs and allow them to understand their development over
time.
This chapter will discuss the relationship of the importance of teachers and student
success, effective teacher preparation programs, components of good teacher education
programs, teachers’ attitudes and beliefs and the terminology used for this paper, and finally,
teacher education shaping teachers’ attitudes and beliefs. The success of students’ achievement,
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students’ positive learning growth and effective instruction starts with teachers and the
importance of teachers.
Teachers’ Importance to Student Success
Teachers are important. Research has reinforced the connection between individual
teachers and student learning and has shown teachers to be the most important in-school factor
related to student achievement (Goldhaber, 2007; Nye, Konstantopoulos, & Hedges, 2004;
Rivkin, et al., 2005; Rockoff, 2004). Teachers have vast influence on their students. This
influence can affect students from emotional to academic achievement growth (Pianta & Hamre,
2009). Research consistently finds teachers play important roles in students’ achievement and
growth.
The importance of teachers is illustrated in the work of Goldhaber (2008), who stated that
the quality of the teachers can be the predicting factor to students’ learning outcomes. Goldhaber
(2008) provided some outline of teacher quality traits observed in the research findings. For
instance: teachers’ years of experience, degree level and the knowledge of the subject- matter,
licensure holding and pedagogical preparation, teacher test performance, and more advanced
credentials such as National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) certification.
Hanushek (1986) found that teachers who possess more experience become more effective in
teaching and tend to teach higher-achieving students. However, Hanushek (1986) also found that
even though there is a positive connection between teacher degree and student achievement, it is
about the same percent (5 percent) as negative effect. Goldhaber and Brewer (2000) showed that
the teacher degree level matters in some content such as math and science. Additionally, they
found a correlation between students’ achievement increases in math and science and teachers’
math and science training.
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Most school systems require teachers to possess qualified licensure as a quickly evident
qualification element and evidence of minimal teacher quality. There are not many studies that
directly link students’ achievement to the teacher licensure status (Goldhaber, 2008). However,
there is evidence that high school students’ achievement in math is positively related to having
teachers who are certified in math as opposed to being certified in another subject content
(Goldhaber & Brewer, 2000; Dee & Cohodes, 2008). A qualified and effective teacher comprises
of teachers’ education degree levels, experience and licensure qualification, with increasing
demands of teachers, teachers’ success and quality will depend on the teacher preparation
programs.
Differences between the quality of individual teachers can be significant, but easily
accessible information about teachers (e.g. certification, degree, experience) do not provide
much information about those differences; however, the importance of teachers to student
learning is clear (Goldhaber, 2008). One approach to ensuring that teachers are effective is to
provide them with high quality experiences before they become full-time teachers of record in
their own classrooms.
Effectively Preparing Preservice Teachers
Effective teacher education programs have been the subject of studies concerning
teacher’s efficacy and preparedness and student learning outcomes. Different teacher preparation
programs appear to have different levels of effectiveness based on K-12 student achievement
(Gansle et al., 2012; Goldhaber et al., 2013) and administrator observation ratings (Ronfeldt et
al., 2016). Darling-Hammond et al., (2018) stated that “preservice teachers benefited from the
quality of practice that is modeled, the duration of the clinical experience, and timing of clinical
experience” (p.346) and they learned considerably more from their field experience where they
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had the opportunity to apply learned methods. This is a fundamental criterion for effective
teacher preparation.
We need to have an understanding of what programs can effectively prepare preservice
teachers that can ensure teachers’ success. Interested preservice teachers can choose either
traditional teacher preparation programs, alternative certification programs, or teacher
residencies. Each of these programs can potentially ensure high quality teachers to be present in
classrooms and teach the preservice teachers the skills and knowledge required for success in the
classroom. However, there is no conclusive evidence which teacher preparation programs are
better although these programs’ goals are to prepare teachers that can effectively teach students
(Mueller, 2012).
Teacher preparation is important to students’ achievement. Unfortunately, teacher
shortages are emerging due to low salaries and little financial support for teacher education. Less
prepared teachers will be working with the most educationally at-risk students such as ELs,
insufficient funding in less affluent communities on improving teaching setting and condition,
and lack of time for collaboration and professional learning opportunities (Darling-Hammond et
al., 2018). Research has consistently shown that more experienced and quality teachers generally
find teaching positions in high-achieving schools (Boyd et al., 2008; Lankford et al., 2002).
Nonetheless, U.S teacher education programs manage to attract educators from all over the world
for learning opportunities (Darling-Hammond et al., 2018).
Teacher preparation has historically been located in higher education institutions first as
Normal schools and then in colleges and universities (Fraser, 2007). As of 2010, 70-80 percent
of newly certified teachers completed traditional teacher education programs (National Research
Council, 2010) in spite of growth in alternative certification programs (Humphrey & Wechsler,
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2007; Zeichner & Hutchinson, 2008; Zumult & Craig, 2005). The traditional teacher preparation
programs of 4- year bachelor programs and 1-year post baccalaureate programs remained the
most common choice of institutions of higher education (Labaree, 2008). These traditional
teacher education programs provide a framework containing pedagogical coursework, subject
area coursework, and clinical or field experiences (Murray, 2008). The traditional teacher
education programs offer a framework that meets States’ requirement for initial licensure. States
require that secondary preservice teachers in most states major in their content area, including
minimum requirements in education courses and field experience (Boyd et al., 2007). Levine
(2006) reported that all 50 states required elementary teachers to have specific education course
work and field experiences whereas there is variation of course requirements by subject area.
The importance of teaching effectiveness when a teacher begins teaching (Attebery et al.,
2015), combined with the fact that a majority of new teachers are trained in traditional teacher
education programs (National Research Council, 2010) makes studying these teacher education
programs particularly important. Understanding the impacts of teacher preparation on the
individuals that enroll in these programs can help the field understand their learning and
development. This has the potential of positively influencing the learning and development of K12 students. Therefore, it is important to understand expected quality in teacher preparation and
how it can impact preservice teachers.
Impacts of Teacher Preparation on Teachers’ Thinking
The drive for studying teacher education arises from the important role teacher education
plays in the preparation of preservice teachers in classroom teaching. In order to have effective
teachers they must be prepared well. Darling-Hammond & Baratz-Snowden (2007) stated that
teacher education shapes preservice teachers’ knowledge, attitudes, beliefs, and values. In the
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past, teacher preparation programs have been criticized for being overly theoretical and lacking a
coherent vision (Darling-Hammond, Hammerness, et al., 2005). However, in recent decades
more theoretical and empirical literature has provided a developing discussion around what
constitutes effective teacher preparation.
The evolving focus of teacher education programs continues to be debated, but scholars
have put forward important components of teacher preparation programs. A practice of sound
teacher preparation programs consist of a justice and equity focus (Cochran-Smith, 2020).
Teaching justice and equity are part of the teacher preparation programs that provide focus on
equity related advocacy and to learn to reform teaching. Cochran-Smith’s (2005) new idea of
teacher education includes teacher education as a political problem, teacher education based on
evidence and as learning driven. Zeichner (2020) and Cochran-Smith (1991) both advocate for
preparation that transforms and reforms educational institutions by benefitting local minority
communities, breaking the current colonial approach to teacher education, and by exploring
education of reforms.
Extensive empirical research in teacher education has indicated components of the
construction of teacher preparation programs that produced excellent teachers. DarlingHammond (2020) describes the positive components a teacher preparation program should take
into account:
● a common, clear vision of good teaching that permeates all coursework and clinical
experiences, creating a coherent set of learning experiences;
● well-defined standards of professional practice and performance that are used to
guide and evaluate coursework and clinical work;
● a strong, core curriculum, taught in the context of practice, grounded in knowledge of
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child and adolescent development and learning, an understanding of social and
cultural contexts, curriculum, assessment, and subject matter pedagogy;
● extended, well-supervised clinical experiences that are carefully chosen to support the
ideas presented in closely interwoven coursework;
● use of performance assessments and portfolio evaluation that apply learning to real
problems of practice;
● shared beliefs and practices among school- and university-based faculty, along with
well-established partnerships between the schools and university (p. 61)
Strong curriculum, clear common goals among schools and university, and extensive wellsupervised field experience components make up a respectable teacher preparation programs
with positive teachers’ attitudes.
In addition to training teachers how to teach, another important outcome of teacher
preparation programs is to influence the way in which preservice teachers think. This may lead to
important changes in attitudes. Studies reported that preservice teachers showed changes of
attitudes after the experience in their teacher preparation program following methods courses,
field experiences and student teaching (Fives & Buehl, 2012). A case study by Doppen (2007)
suggested that students had steered change in their beliefs and a visible impact after the
experiences they had in their methods courses and field teaching. Isikoglu (2008) confirmed
Doppen’s finding as the researcher studied seventy-eight pre- and post- surveys on teacher
beliefs. The finding that teachers’ attitudes/beliefs improve after an educational methods course
shows the importance of teacher preparation programs and its influence on teachers’ attitudes.
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Theoretical Framework
Attitudes are important concepts that influence teachers’ perceptions, practices, and
judgements which in turn, affect their behaviors and decision making. “Attitudes are a subset of
a group of constructs that name, define, and describe the structure and content of mental states
that are thought to drive a person’s actions” (Richardson, 1996, p. 103) Consequently, teachers’
attitudes matter in designing teacher education programs (Dos Santos, 2019). While teacher
attitudes have received considerable attention, these concepts have fairly been termed “messy”
(Pajares, 1992, p. 329). There is considerable overlap in the way researchers have used the terms
“beliefs” and “attitudes”, with some lack of clarity in many instances. Some scholars (e.g. Flores
& Smith, 2009) have combined the terms to study “attitudinal beliefs”.
For more than 50 years scholars have examined theories related to teacher attitudes and
beliefs (Campbell, 1967; Fishbein, 1967; Richardson, 1996). Although the distinctions between
these two terms remained somewhat unclear, Richardson (1996) provided a broad clarification of
attitudes and beliefs. Richardson (1996) explained attitudes as “predispositions that consistently
affect actions” (p.103). Teachers’ attitudes refer to a multidimensional assimilated system of
teacher self, teaching context, content or knowledge, specific teaching practices and approach,
and students (Fives & Buehl, 2012; Pajares, 1992). The social psychology that was more
cognitively oriented separated attitudes as constructs of affective and beliefs to cognitive.
Rokeach (1968) defined attitudes as a collection of several beliefs and as “a package of beliefs
consisting of interconnected assertions to the effect that certain things about a specific object or
situation are true or false and other things about it are desirable or undesirable.” (p.16)
According to Fishbein (1967), the notion of attitudes includes three components:
affective, cognitive, and conative (action). Compared with beliefs, attitudes are generally
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considered to be more affective and more stable (Charalambous, et al., 2009). Recent research
has focused on attitudes as a “series of belief phrases” (Huerta et al., 2019, p. 2).
Richardson (1996) defined beliefs as “psychologically-held understandings, premises or
propositions about the world that are felt to be true” (p. 104-105). Beliefs of educators are
complex (Pajares, 1992). A teacher’s beliefs are related to the teacher’s own personal
characteristics and experiences as well as external contexts such as the demands of the school,
district, community, state or national context (Dooley & Assaf, 2009; Fives & Buehl, 2012;
Harklau & Yang, 2019; Woolfolk Hoy et al., 2006). Because of the dynamic aspect of teacher
beliefs, teachers might have different beliefs toward student abilities of different groups of
students (e.g., ELs; Lucas, et al., 2015). Teacher beliefs are important because teachers’ beliefs
adjust their motivation to engage with their students, which can interpret as higher student
motivation and performance (Buehl & Beck, 2015) and they guide teachers’ decisions and
actions (Bandura, 1997; Dos Santos, 2019; Farrell & Guz, 2019). However, empirical research
results are still assorted around the underlying relations from teachers’ beliefs and their teaching
practices (Buehl & Beck, 2015). Pettit (2011) used the term belief in a wide-ranging approach
whereby beliefs included mental constructs such as knowledge, attitudes, and perceptions (Pettit,
2011).
Compared with attitudes, beliefs tend to be more cognitive in nature (Charalambos,
2009). In the literature there is considerable commonality between beliefs and knowledge
(Abelson, 1979; Flores & Smith, 2009; Pajares, 1992). Buehl and Beck (2015) presented a model
of the iterative nature of beliefs and practices that shows the influence of internal supports and
interventions and external supports and interventions. Clearly there is a great deal of complexity
and lack of clarity when examining beliefs and attitudes.
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There is a lack of empirical literature that clearly defines the distinction between attitudes
and beliefs and the two terms are often used inconsistently (Pajares, 1992) and are intertwined
(Huerta et al., 2019). As noted earlier, attitudes according to Rockeach (1968) and Pajares (1992)
are constructed by several clusters of beliefs, therefore, as Huerta (2019) explained, “A cluster of
the beliefs can then be defined as an attitudinal construct” (p.2). Consequently, beliefs about ELs
are included under teacher attitudes. In this study, I will use attitudes as it includes beliefs and it
is a more comprehensive term. Also, many articles in this paper use these terms interchangeably
and therefore, teachers’ attitudes toward ELs include teachers’ beliefs about ELs, preservice
teachers’ attitudes towards ELs, preservice teachers’ attitudes and beliefs and diversity.
Teachers’ attitudes about teaching and learning can serve as a framing device, then the
beliefs help the teachers define and interpret the nature of a problem (Enyedy et al., 2006;
Nespor, 1987). Thus, teachers should be aware of their own beliefs and have continuous
opportunities to reflect on their beliefs and practices (Fives & Buehl, 2012). Teacher preparation
programs need to address preservice teacher attitudes and its development.
This dissertation study builds on previous research that theorizes attitudes as clusters of
beliefs (Pajares, 1992; Rockeach, 1968) that are relatively stable (Charalambous, et al., 2009),
but can be changed through internal and external factors (Dooley & Assaf, 2009; Fives & Buehl,
2012; Harklau & Yang, 2019; Woolfolk Hoy et al., 2006). The focus of this study is on
preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs students in their classes.
Literature Review
Process of Searching Relevant Literature
Among a vast array of skills and knowledge that individuals must master in order to be
effective teachers of ELs (de Jong et al.,2013; Lucas & Villegas, 2013), one encouraging area of
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research on teacher education for mainstream teachers of ELs is to focus on teacher attitudes.
The articles were selected based on relevancy to the current project. From this literature search,
Google scholar was used as the search engine under the following list of keywords:
● Non English proficient teacher attitudes
● Non English proficient teacher beliefs
● Limited English proficient teacher attitudes
● Limited English proficient teacher beliefs
● ESL teacher attitudes
● ESL teacher beliefs
● ELL/ English Language Learners teacher attitudes
● ELL/English Language Learners teacher beliefs
● EL/English Learner teacher attitudes
● EL/English Learner teacher beliefs
The search continued until saturation of articles was complete. A total of 18 articles were found
to be relevant to this study and were used for the literature review. Articles were selected for
relevance to the current topic. Additional references were taken from articles found from the
search based on recurring and relevant citations.
Teacher Education Can Shape Attitudes
Effective teacher preparation has the power to shape the way in which teachers think and
teach (Polat et al., 2019). The effective training of preservice teachers to meet the needs of ELs
in mainstream classrooms is complex. Attitudes have been shown to be important in how
teachers interact with their students and design learning experiences (Basturkmen, 2012; Fives &
Buehl; 2012; Nieto, 2013). Increasingly linguistically diverse schools in the U.S. necessitate a
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greater understanding of teachers’ attitudes toward language diversity and culturally and
linguistically diverse (CLD) students.
While teacher’s attitudes are relatively stable (Kagan, 1992), teacher’s beliefs can change
(La Paro et al., 2009). Studies from teachers of various subject contents (mathematics, and social
studies) and across different educational levels (early childhood preservice to graduate teacher
education programs) overall had similar experience of transformation and promoting change in
their attitudes (Charalambos et al., 2009; Doppen, 2007; Kim, 2011; Isikoglu, 2008; Tournaki, &
Samuel, 2016; Wiens, 2018). Charalambos (2009) explored the effectiveness of history of
mathematics that focused on improving preservice teachers’ epistemological and efficacy beliefs
and attitudes toward mathematics. The survey tracked 94 preservice teachers for 2 years.
Charalambos (2009) found that preservice teachers leave the program with stronger formalist
beliefs and less intense experimental beliefs. Spending time on hands-on activities improved the
participants’ negative experiences of the content. One preservice teacher expressed that she sees
the struggles as opportunities to experience what the students face when working on the
problems.
Doppen (2007) studied 19 preservice social studies teachers’ using questionnaires and
interviews to understand their changes in beliefs about teaching and learning social studies after
their methods courses, field experiences and student teaching. The courses and the experiences
made visible impacts. The intensive student-centered social studies methods courses changed the
student participants’ instructional approaches away from direct instruction. The field experiences
influenced their beliefs on the importance having clear expectations and goal understanding to
students as well as their cooperating teachers. With collaboration with the cooperating teachers,
the student teaching experiences provided the opportunities for the preservice teachers to
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experiment with student-centered approaches they learned in class. The findings confirm that
teacher preparation programs do make a difference and influence the attitudes preservice
teachers have about teaching prior the program as well as their instructional approaches.
Additionally, Kim (2011) investigated the influence of the teacher preparation program
toward inclusion in ten teacher preparation programs. A survey was used to collect data from 110
preservice teachers. The infused curricula of general education and special education showed
significant impact and positive attitudes toward inclusion than for preservice teachers from
separate programs.
Tournaki and Samuels (2016) studied 98 general and 76 special education students in the
master’s program during their first semester in their first year of their program. The data results
showed that the attitudes toward inclusion became positive after the inclusion course. The data
showed general education students’ attitudes improved more considerably compared to special
education students; however, the positivity reverted in both groups after a year. This suggests
that one course might influence preservice attitudes toward inclusion, however, for a short period
of time. Exposure to students with disabilities does not need to be limited to courses and can
extend to field experiences in special education classes (Tournaki & Samuel, 2016).
Particularly, Brownlee et al., (2001) suggested that teaching preparation programs that
focus on encouraging students to reflect on their epistemological belief helped students to be
metacognitive. Programs that facilitated self-awareness of knowledge and epistemological
beliefs developed learning environments that endorse a belief change.
Kumar & Hamer (2012) analyzed cross-sectional data of 784 preservice teachers in a
Mid-Western United States university that showed results of preservice teachers who expressed
uneasiness with students’ diversity and recognized stereotypic beliefs about low socio-economic
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minority students. These preservice teachers gained more comfortable perspectives toward
multiculturalism, were less prejudiced and were more willing to adapt differentiated instructional
practices by the end of their programs. Meanwhile, Gao and Mager (2011) investigated an
inclusive teacher education program in the United States. Their study showed that preservice
teachers overall had positive attitudes toward socio-cultural diversity; however, they had
negative attitudes toward students with behavioral disabilities toward the end of the course of
preparation.
Research also indicates that field experiences can influence teacher attitudes towards ELs
(Daly, 2021; Durham et al., 2019; Heineke & Giatsu, 2020; Pollard-Durodola & Miller, 2021).
The context of field placements as well as the relationships preservice teachers are able to
develop are crucial to their learning (Cho & Johnson, 2020; Martinez-Alvarez & Chiang, 2020).
Siwatu (2007) showed the value of including authentic field experiences with ELs within a
teacher preparation programs. In a survey of 275 preservice teachers, Siwatu (2007) found a
significant relationship between having authentic experience with ELs and effective teachers of
ELs. Working with ELs during the field placement and excellent instruction about diversity
would help preservice to become effective teachers of ELs. Preservice teachers placed in field
placements with ELs have been shown to struggle to develop relationships with ELs (Durham et
al., 2019). However, even though preservice teachers enter the program with ideas of
ethnocentricism and gaps in language learning practices, they do show growth in their beliefs
and practices (Catalano et al., 2018).
Darling-Hammond et al. (2002) stated that teachers’ feelings of preparedness are
connected with their level of teaching efficacy, and level of responsibility for student learning. If
we want schools to produce solid learning on the part of students, we have to offer great learning
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opportunities to teachers (Feiman-Nemser, 2001). Meanwhile, Dewey (1938) believed that every
experience should prepare a person for later experiences of a deeper, more expansive quality.
Based on her research and a broad base of literature, Feiman-Nemser (2001) noted that if
preservice teacher educators could count on induction programs to build on and extend their
work, they could concentrate on laying a foundation for beginning teaching and preparing
novices to learn in and from their practice. The importance of teachers to student learning
imposes specific training so that trained teachers can improve student success in academic
learning. The more solid introduction programs are, the more they could help laying a
foundation for beginning teaching and preparing the preservice teachers to learn from their
practice. Then, the preservice teacher educators could count on introduction programs and
accentuate on specific training so that trained teachers can improve students’ success in their
academic learning.
Mainstream Teachers’ Attitudes towards ELs
Attitudes that Relate to Student Success and Well-Being of ELs
Attitudes have been shown to be important in how teachers interact with their students
and design learning experiences (Basturkmen, 2012; Buehl & Beck, 2015; Fives & Buehl; 2012;
Nieto, 2013; Polly et al., 2013). Researchers connected attitudes of mainstream teachers to
students’ beliefs and confidence. Stipek et al. (2001) presented their 21 pre-and post- surveys to
fourth through sixth grade teachers. The teachers completed a pre- and post- four-page surveys
measuring teachers’ beliefs about mathematics and teaching. They found that there is a
relationship between teachers’ high scores on the belief/attitude scale and high score of their
confidence. Students’ perceptions of their own competence as mathematic learners were
considerably correlated to the teachers’ self-confidence as mathematics teachers. Additionally,
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language teacher dispositional attitudes have been directly linked to those in their students
(Moskowitz & Dewaele, 2021).

Table 1.
Articles Related to Teacher Attitudes towards ELs
Authors
Year
Findings
Stipek et al.
2001 High scores on belief/ attitudes lead to higher score of confidence.
Karabenick &
2004 Teachers with more accepting of ELs versus less accepting of ELs
Nada
were more likely to provide equality instruction for ELs.
Hansen-Thomas
2010 Extensive training of understanding the 2nd language acquisitions
& Cavagnetto
learning and language demands in content areas ensures EL’s
success.
Polat
2010 Content area teachers may not be prepared to help ELs due to lack
of practicum with ELs, courses related to ELs support in
mainstream classes, and lack of teaching experience with ELs.
Rizutto
2017 Although the participants were aware of students’ fund of
knowledge, teachers were reluctant to differentiate their
instruction for their ELs.
Garcia- Nevarez
2005 Teachers’ attitudes were associate with types of certificate, years
et.al
of teaching, and ethnicity.
Reeve
2006 72 % welcome the inclusion of ELs, 66 % disagreed that teachers
should not modify assignments for the ELs, 82 % teachers did not
have adequate training an nearly half of teachers surveyed were
open to training.
Huerta et al.
2019 Bilingual teachers held positive attitudes toward ELs. The
multilingual teachers incorporated research-based practices than
monolingual teachers.
Youngs &
2001 Mainstream teachers have positive attitudes toward EL students if
Youngs
they have had formal language and multicultural education
courses, formal English Language training, and personal contact
with diverse cultures and contact with EL students.

Furthermore, teachers’ negative or positive attitudinal beliefs towards EL students and
their families can affect their teaching approaches for their ELs (Karabenick & Noda, 2004;
Polat, 2010; Yoon, 2008). Researchers also have concluded that teacher expectations are linked
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to student behaviors (Olmedo, 1992). Teachers who have more positive attitudes towards ELs
are more likely to have an asset-oriented perspective (e.g., to believe that EL’s first language
promotes school performance and that ELs should be tested in their first language). For example,
Karabenick and Noda (2004) studied teachers from two angles/perceptions which one involves
the assessment of teachers’ beliefs, attitudes and practices on ELs; and the second one inspects
differences between teachers who were more accepting of ELs versus less accepting of ELs in
their classes. They found that teachers with more positive attitudes toward ELs were more likely
to provide quality instruction for ELs and likely to include more mastery learning than
performance approaches.
In contrast, teachers’ negative attitudes towards ELs can create the negative effect on
minority-student outcomes because teacher’s attitudes and expectations with regard to their
students often lead to the expected behavior, even when teachers are communicating different
expectations for different students. Rizzuto (2017) observed that teachers use a weak level
curriculum for the ELs. For example, a second-grade teacher used a basic shape book and color
book during the hour-long reading block. While other teachers use some basic literacy
instruction in the literacy manual for their ELs (Rizzuto, 2017). Thereby illustrating how
teachers’ attitudes are predictive of their instructional decisions.
Teachers’ attitudes towards ELs can also affect a teacher’s receptivity to professional
development efforts to improve EL capabilities and can elicit new instructional practices that are
more conducive to EL student success (Karabenick & Noda, 2004). From Hansen-Thomas and
Cavagnetto’s (2010) surveys of 118 middle school teachers in Texas, New York, and
Pennsylvania, the authors determined that the training of understanding the second language
acquisition, learning and language demands in content areas, EL’s prior knowledge, linguistic,
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cultural, and educational backgrounds, and integration of instructional practice in mainstream
classes must be extensive in order to ensure EL’s success. However, the researchers learned that
the trainings are lacking and inadequate (Hansen-Thomas & Cavagnetto, 2010).
Teachers’ Attitudes toward ELs
The increasing number of ELs in classrooms has been considered a challenge for many
mainstream teachers who feel that they are not sufficiently prepared to work with ELs (Lucas,
2011; Lucas et al., 2015; Rodriguez et al., 2010; Polat, 2010). Polat’s study (2010) addresses
differences between preservice and in-service teacher beliefs about readiness and selfcompetency in helping ELs language and academic achievement in content area classes. The
study consists of three beliefs questionnaires administered to 83 in-service and 88 preservice
teachers. The Beliefs about Readiness and Competencies Questionnaire (BRCQ) aimed to
identify participants’ beliefs about their current level of self-competency and readiness in helping
ELs in mainstream classes. Their findings suggest that content area teachers may not be prepared
to help ELs as a result of lacking practicum in mainstream class with ELs, courses related to ELs
support in mainstream classes, and lack of teaching experience with ELs (Polat, 2010).
Furthermore, Murphy and Torff (2019) discovered that teachers supported a less rigorous
curriculum for ELs.
Some mainstream teachers think that teaching ELs is the responsibility of EL teachers
(Bacon, 2021; Harklau & Yang, 2019; Yoon, 2008), they are passively interested in having ELs
in their classes (Walker et al., 2004), or they do not feel that teachers should have to differentiate
their instruction for ELs (Rizzuto, 2017). Rizutto (2017) conducted a survey and interviews in 10
kindergarten to third grade classrooms. They found that even though the participants were aware
of students’ funds of knowledge and background; however, they were reluctant to differentiate
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their instruction for their ELs. The teacher participants also felt that ELs’ low literacy levels
problematic and outside of their control. Furthermore, a number of researchers have reported that
while some teachers have positive attitudes toward ELs (e.g., Cho & Christenbury, 2009;
Reeves, 2006), many mainstream teachers have lack of understanding of ELs or hold deficit
views toward ELs, focusing more on ELs’ limited English proficiency than their resources and
experiences as emergent bilinguals (García, 2015; Walker et al., 2004). Walker et al. (2004)
found from six EL teachers’ survey data that 70 % of mainstream teachers were unenthusiastic of
having ELs in their classroom and 20% of teachers openly objected to adapting their instruction
for their ELs. For even the most well- intended teacher, not knowing how to help ELs caused the
teachers to become frustrated and they began to direct their negative emotional state onto their
ELs (Walker et al., 2004).
Researchers have sought to identify predictive characteristics that may be associated with
teacher attitudes toward ELs that include individual characteristics (e.g., race, ethnicity,
multilingual ability: Ricklefs, 2021) and formal training. Garcias-Nevarez, et al. (2005)
distributed a 27- item Likert-scale survey to 152 first through fourth grade teachers in Arizona.
The researchers discovered that the different types of certificate or endorsement, years of
teaching, and ethnicity, were associated with teacher’s attitudes (Garcias-Nevarez, et al., 2005).
Reeves (2006) explored teacher attitudes toward inclusion of ELs in mainstream classrooms. The
researcher studied 279 high school teachers through surveys that measured teacher attitudes
toward professional development and modification of coursework. The research found that 72%
of teachers agreed on welcoming the inclusion of ELs in their class. However, 66% of teachers
disagreed that teachers should not modify assignment for the ELs in the subject-area classes.
Additionally, 82% of teachers did not agree on having adequate training to work with ELs.
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However, nearly half of the teachers surveyed were open to training (Reeves, 2006). Petit (2011)
strongly believed that by embracing the attitude for successful inclusion of ELs, mainstream
teachers will be able to teach more successfully.
Individual characteristics. Research has explored the relationship between individual
characteristics and attitudes towards ELs. Race or ethnicity has been linked to teacher attitudes
towards ELs (Goodwin, 1997). However, ethnic matching between teachers and students is no
guarantee that teachers will adopt attitudes conducive to their EL students (Dee & Henkin,
2002). Race was not a significant variable to predict positive attitudes toward ELs in Huerta,
Garza, Jackson, & Murukurtla’s (2019) study probably because the participating teachers had a
high level of professional development or training to work with ELs.
Experienced teachers may also have different attitudes towards ELs compared to their
less experienced peers (Karabenick & Noda, 2004). One of the individual characteristics that are
related to teachers’ attitudes towards ELs is a teacher’s multilingual ability (Flores & Smith,
2008). Huerta et al. (2019) administered Byrnes’ and Kiger’s (1994) Language Attitudes of
Teacher Survey (LATS) survey to 553 participants. They found that, similar to previous studies,
the bilingual teachers held positive attitudes toward ELs. The multilingual teachers incorporated
more research-based practices for teaching academic content and language to ELs in science than
monolingual teachers (e.g., allowing ELs to use their first language to clarify the thinking in the
classroom, using EL’s home culture in the science classroom as ways to facilitate learning). Even
though there is evidence of some individual characteristics being predictive of teacher attitudes,
this is an area of research that would benefit from additional empirical exploration.
Experiential factors. One of the strong experiential factors that are related to teachers’
attitudes is experience with ELs or linguistically diverse students (Flores & Smith, 2008;
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Karabenick & Noda, 2004; Polat, 2010). For example, teachers with more positive attitudes
toward ELs were more likely to have had more contact with ELs (Karabenick & Noda, 2004).
Another strong predictor reported in the previous research is prior preparation to work with ELs.
Teachers with an EL endorsement tend to have more favorable attitudes toward ELs’ first
language maintenance (Lee & Oxelson, 2006) and using first language in instruction (GarciaNevarez, et al., 2005) than mainstream teachers without an ELs’ endorsement. Bilingualcertified teachers tend to encourage ELs use of their native language, as they believe the skills
learned in first language could transfer to the second language and were comfortable using the
first language for instructional purposes (Garcia-Nevarez, et al., 2005).
Having a graduate degree might impact attitudes towards ELs (Byrneset al., 1997), but
having extensive professional development to work with ELs and regular contact with diverse
students seem to have stronger impact on teachers’ attitudes (Huerta et al., 2019). Youngs and
Youngs (2001) surveyed 143 junior high/middle school mainstream teachers in a community of
approximately 80,000 in the Great Plains region of the United States. Two questions measured
teachers’ attitude toward teaching EL students. The analyses relied on descriptive statistics and
inferential statistics on the five predictors. The researchers generated a model of predictors that
are likely to explain mainstream teachers’ attitudes toward EL students. Their results suggest that
mainstream teachers are more likely to have positive attitudes toward EL students if they have
had formal language and multicultural education courses, formal English language learner
training, and personal contact with diverse cultures and contact with EL students (Youngs &
Youngs, 2001).
Meanwhile, preservice teachers tend to have somewhat neutral attitudes to teaching EL
students (Durgunoglu & Hughes, 2010). Durgunoglu and Hughes (2010) show the result of the
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surveys on 62 student teachers’ perceived preparation and self-efficacy and 4 female teachers
were observed. They all had positive attitudes toward the ELs; however, the perceived
preparedness and self-efficacy were rated rather low (i.e., they did not feel well prepared to
address the needs of ELs) because the preservice teachers had completed their teaching
education coursework and diversity training and were doing their student teaching. While other
researchers have also found a link between training and teacher attitudes towards ELs (Freeman
& Freeman, 1999; Song & Samimy, 2015), other research has not confirmed this (Karabenick &
Noda, 2004). Byrne and colleagues (1997) suggested that formal training is associated with
positive language attitudes. Presumably formal training, particularly preservice training
conducted by teacher preparation programs gives teachers’ skills and knowledge to work
effectively with children who are limited in their English proficiency, but this remains a
somewhat open question in the literature.
Review of Research Methodologies
Another important component of understanding the literature in the field of preservice
teachers’ attitudes towards ELs is examining the methodologies that researchers have used in
their empirical exploration of the subject. In this section, I will describe the research methods of
empirical studies that have examined teacher attitudes towards ELs.
Qualitative Research Design
A literature search of research on teacher attitudes towards working with EL students,
there were limited number of qualitative articles (ex. Johnson, 1994). Johnson (1994) exclusively
used qualitative methods to explore the inter-relationship between preservice English as second
language teachers’ attitudes about second language teachers and teaching and their perceptions
of their instructional practices during the practicum. Each teacher in this study kept a written
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journal which consisted of open-ended reactions and observations about the practicum. These
include comments about the students, the curriculum, the cooperating teacher, and the practicum
experience itself. The journal entries were assigned at the beginning, at the four points
throughout the practicum and at the completion of the practicum.
Mixed Methods
Two papers used mixed methods research (Olson & Jimenez-Silva, 2008; Walker et al.,
2004). Both studies used a combination of surveys as the quantitative data and either interviews
or observations as the qualitative data.
Olson and Jimenez-Silva’s study (2008) focuses on the influence that Arizona’s
mandated structured English Immersion endorsement policy has on 72 preservice teachers’
beliefs and attitudes toward ELLs. The analysis uses both quantitative and qualitative methods of
inquiry. The study focuses on answering the first research question on the teacher’s beliefs after
taking the course. A follow-up study to observe, interview, and survey the preservice teachers in
their student teaching and first–year placement. Another survey created to measure preservice
teachers’ beliefs and attitudes toward teaching ELs after taking the requisite Structured English
Immersion (SEI) endorsement courses in the undergraduate teacher education program. For the
quantitative analysis, the data were entered into SPSS. In addition, the frequency tables were
used to determine the mean scores on the Likert-scale questions to establish the students’ beliefs
and confidence about different aspects of the curriculum the SEI offers.
Walker et al. (2004) collected survey data from 422 K-12 teachers and interview data
from 6 EL teachers. The study uses a triangulation mixed method. The study aimed to assess the
beliefs and attitudes mainstream teachers have regarding ELs. The quantitative data was needed
to determine the extent and degree of teacher attitudes towards ELLs, and cross – analyzed data
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in multiple demographic factors. The qualitative data was needed to more deeply understand the
factors influencing the teacher attitudes.
Quantitative Research
The most prevalent research method for examining teacher attitudes towards ELs is
quantitative survey research. These studies used surveys to collect data and various statistical
procedures for analyzing the data. Several studies used a similar survey instrument (Byrnes &
Kiger, 1994; Flores & Smith, 2009; Huerta et al., 2019) while yet another group of research
papers developed and implemented their own original surveys (Coady, 2011; Youngs & Youngs,
2001).
The instruments included the Language Attitude of Teachers Scale (LATS: Byrnes &
Kiger, 1994)) or the updated version the Language Attitude of Teachers Scale-Revised (LATSR) survey (Flores & Smith, 2009). Flores and Smith’s study (2009) used a 34 - item survey
based on the Byrnes and Kiger’s original LATS. I plan to use this survey for the following
reasons: a) established reliability with similar regional samples, b) theoretical framework
alignment with constructs being measured and c) hypothesis testing of Byrnes et al.’s original
study. Besides 13 original LATS Likert items, 17 demographic items were added to provide a
description of the sample. The study was carried out over two phases. First, t-tests were
conducted to discern differences between probable mean and group mean. In the second phase,
MANOVA was conducted to explore whether group differences existed using the sample
characteristics as independent variables and the rotated factors as dependent variables.
In the two earlier studies, the LATS (Byrnes & Kiger, 1994; Byrnes et al., 1997) was
used to survey 191 teachers selected from three states: Arizona, Utah, and Virginia. This original
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version of the LATS consists of 13 attitude statements concerning language diversity and assess
participants’ attitudes towards ELs.
In Youngs and Youngs (2001), Predictors of Mainstream Teachers’ Attitudes toward EL
students was used to survey 143 junior high/middle school mainstream teachers in the Great
Plains region of the United States. Two questions measured teachers’ attitudes toward teaching
EL students. The analyses relied on descriptive statistics and inferential statistics on the five
predictors.
Coady, Harper, and de Jong (2011) studied how graduates from one elementary teacher
education program, in which the state-required English for Speakers of Other Language teacher
credential, has been evaluated about their preparedness for and efficacy in working with ELs in
mainstream classroom settings. The first part of the data survey uses basic descriptive statistics
to calculate and report the background information of teachers and students as well as school
characteristics. In the second part of the survey, it uses response means, standard deviations, and
confidence intervals computed for responses to individual items and for composite responses to
items in each of the five domains represented in part two of the survey.
Strengths and Weaknesses of Survey Research
“The use of surveys in social science research is abundant and may appear
straightforward, but can involve a complex set of procedures” (Stapleton, 2010, p. 397). As
shown above, the survey research method has been very popular among educational researchers
exploring teacher attitudes towards ELs. In this section, the strengths and weaknesses of survey
research will be discussed along with some challenges associated with this method.
Strengths and Weaknesses of Survey Research

35

Survey research has several strengths. It provides researchers the ability to collect data on
large populations of people (Creswell, 2008). Surveys have the ability to capture attitudes and
beliefs of many teachers and are relatively inexpensive to administer—particularly with the
advent of electronic, or online, surveys. It is also possible to collect both qualitative and
quantitative data through surveys and collect longitudinal or cross-sectional data (Groves et al.,
2009). Surveys can be particularly effective in collecting data on people’s attitudes, beliefs, or
opinions on various topics (Creswell, 2008).
Surveys do, however, present certain weaknesses. This type of data collection relies on
self-report. This can be problematic because participants may provide incorrect information or
not give their true opinions (Creswell, 2008). For example, a preservice teacher given a survey
on their attitudes towards working with students of color may provide the answers they think the
researcher wants to hear instead of what they actually believe.
An additional problem with survey research—especially in institutions of higher
education—is low response rates (Porter et al., 2004). This may be especially true for
longitudinal surveys (Apodaca et al., 1998). As technology has made it easier to create and
distribute surveys, college and university students are overwhelmed with requests and may be
less likely to agree to participate in them (Porter et al., 2004). This survey tiredness causes
problems when collecting data that tempers the results and becomes a significant barrier to
researchers.
Challenges of Using Surveys
Implementing survey research has specific challenges. The first challenge is creating
valid and reliable surveys that effectively measure the construct of interest (Krathwohl, 1993).
This is a long and complex process of creating and testing survey items (Groves et al., 2009). An
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alternative strategy to creating an original survey instrument is to adopt a survey that has been
created and validated by other researchers. A researcher may identify a high-quality survey
instrument in the empirical literature.
A second important consideration is the statistical rigor required for analysis when
conducting quantitative survey data collection. Survey research can require sophisticated
statistical techniques. Once the instrument has been sufficiently validated, univariate inferential
statistics and correlational analysis (Hinkle et al., 2003; Lomax, 2007) can be used to analyze the
data and evaluate the findings of the research. These procedures need to be conducted carefully
and following established procedures.
Conducting survey research has strengths and weaknesses that are important to
understand prior to beginning a study. Using the strengths and mitigating the weaknesses can
create a strong research study. The way that survey research will be used in this project will be
explained in the following chapter.
Conclusions about Reviewed Research Methods
Research discussed in this paper covers a span of thirty-years of empirical investigation
into the attitudes of teachers towards ELs. The majority of research studies are based on survey
methods and range in sample size from 72 to 729. These surveys have consistently shown that
teacher attitudes are multidimensional and that teachers feel that they do not have the adequate
training and skills to meet the needs of their EL students. There is a clear need for
methodological diversity in the field; however, the reliance of researchers on surveys is
understandable and remains rather underdeveloped. Additionally, these studies do not connect
teacher’s attitudes to the impact on the academic and emotional growth of students. Overall,
there continues to be room for more empirical research on teachers’ attitudes towards ELs. Any
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well-designed research study will help to move the field forward and better our understanding of
this topic.
Conclusion
Scholars have defined and established a theoretical foundation or the examination of the
attitudes of teachers towards their students. These attitudes make a difference in teacher actions
and student learning. This makes it important to study teacher attitudes towards student groups
whom have substantial challenges to their learning such as ELs.
There is not enough empirical research examining the attitudes of mainstream teachers
towards ELs. Within this literature, a large percentage of the research is survey-based
quantitative research; however, the field can still benefit from additional studies using valid and
reliable survey instruments. Studies using surveys can continue to extend our knowledge of
teacher attitudes to new context and populations of teachers. While significant research has been
completed on teacher attitudes, this is still area of research that would benefit from additional
empirical exploration. Based on the research presented here, this paper examines teacher’s
attitudes because they are significant for multiple aspects of their teaching. Specifically, it is
important to examine the teachers’ attitudes about ELs, and to see if there are certain individual
characteristics of the teachers, experiences, and trainings that may be associated with their
positive attitudes.
This study will build on theories of teacher attitudes and past empirical research to
employ statistical analyses to better understand preservice teacher attitudes. This can contribute
to the literature by extending previous research to a new and important context.
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Chapter 3

Methodology
This chapter explains research designs of examining teacher attitudes towards working
with ELs and how training might influence those attitudes. The chapter includes research
questions, participants and the program of the study, instruments, data collection procedure, and
data analysis as well as limitations.
Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to examine preservice teacher attitudes towards ELs using
quantitative survey research. The following questions addressed in this study were:
1. What attitudes do undergraduate preservice teachers have toward ELs?
2. What attitudes do undergraduate preservice teachers have toward ELs between three
stages of the programs: prior to field experience, practicum 1, and student teaching?
3. Do undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs differ between elementary
and secondary programs?
4. Do undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs differ among their
demographic variables including gender, race, languages, and international experience?
The proposed research study was a cross-sectional survey design (Creswell, 2008). “A
cross-sectional survey collected information from a sample that has been drawn from a
predetermined population” (Fraenkel et al., 2013, p. 394). There were several types of crosssectional designs. A design that examined current attitudes or practices; designs that compared
two or more educational groups in terms of attitudes or practices; designs that measured
community needs of educational services; designs that evaluated programs, and designs for a
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large-scale assessment of students or teachers (Creswell, 2008). Each cross-sectional research
design made sense for research based on the researcher’s goals for the project.
This study used a cross-sectional survey design that captured participants’ attitudes
toward ELs and compared two or more educational groups in terms of their views on attitudes
toward ELs (Creswell, 2008). It was a one-time survey designed to examine if there were
changes in pre-service teachers’ attitudes toward ELs based on where they were in their program
as well as individual characteristics. The study included preservice teachers’ studying to become
teachers in three stages:
1. pre-practicum through both elementary and secondary introductory courses,
2. during practicum through general instructional methods courses and
3. after student teaching.

Table 2
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample
Demographic
Number
Percent
Gender
Male
23
12.8
Female
141
82.0
Transgender
1
6.0
Non-binary / third gender
3
1.7
Prefer not to say
5
2.9
Race
African American/Black
8
4.70
Asian/Asian American/Pacific
18
10.5
Islander
Caucasian/White/European
65
37.80
American
Hispanic/ Latinx
51
28.70
Others
2
1.20
Multi-race
28
16.30
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Participants and Program of the Study
Data collection was completed in a highly diverse community in the southwestern United
States. The university was one of the most diverse in the United States, a Minority Serving
Institution. Participants in this study were undergraduate students enrolled in teacher education
courses of different stages of their program. A total of 162 participants completed the survey.
Participants were asked to indicate their race and gender on the survey. As shown in Table 2,
these included Black or African Americans (n = 8, 4.7%) Asians (n = 18, 10.5%), White (n = 65,
37.8%), Hispanics (n = 51, 29.7%), two more races (n = 28, 16.5%), and others (n = 2, 1.2%).
The majority of participants identified as female (82%) with the other selections shown in Table
2. Among the participants, the mean age was 23.3 (minimum = 18, maximum = 41, SD = 4.06.
Participants responded that 62.8% were functionally multilinguals and 69.8% responded that
English was their primary home language while growing up.
Preservice teachers in the teacher education program completed field placements
throughout their programs in the local public school district. The district is, similar to the urban
population, highly diverse with a minority-majority population. In the 2018-2019 school year,
46.3% of students were Hispanic/Latino and 19.35% were identified as ELs. The university plays
an important role in training and supplying teachers to the local school district. As the largest
institution of higher education in the region, the university has a key relationship with the local
school district.
The participants in this study were recruited through introductory courses, elementary
and secondary general teaching methods courses, and the student-teaching practicum. The
elementary and secondary teacher preparation programs each contain four field experiences,
which have increasing amount of time spent in the diverse local schools. The first field
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experience is aligned with the introductory course, which is generally taken in the first or second
year of the undergraduate programs. The second field experience is aligned with the general
teaching methods course in both the elementary and secondary programs. The third field
experience follows the second, but is not aligned with a specific general methods course. The
final field experience is the student teaching semester which occurs at the end of the preservice
teachers’ program. The first, second, and final field experiences were selected due to the fact that
they offered different stages of the program and were aligned with general teaching methods
courses where survey data could be collected.
The participants were preservice teachers enrolled in undergraduate courses and studying
to become teachers. All students enrolled in these courses were invited to participate in the study.
The specific number of participants in each course was shown in Table 3. The study was
designed to collect responses from preservice teachers at three different points in their
undergraduate program. This included the following courses:
Group 1. Introductory Courses. Introduction to education courses in elementary and
secondary education: These courses are designed as an overview of teaching as prospective
elementary/secondary school teachers. The course requires 25 hours of structured observation
with an experienced teacher. The guided observations are conducted using videos and on-site.
Both these courses are completed prior to students formally entering the teacher education
program. Course topics include teaching philosophy, historical and social context of schools,
educational finance and law, and teaching strategies. The courses include an objective related to
understanding second language acquisition and how to incorporate strategies to support language
acquisition. Students generally take these courses either in their first or second year of their
undergraduate program.
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Table 3
Teacher Education Course Enrollment
Teacher Education Class
Number
Elementary Introductory Course
19
Secondary Introductory Course
32
Elementary Methods Course
41
Secondary Methods Course
32
Elementary Student Teaching
29
Secondary Student Teaching
19

Percent
11.0
18.6
23.8
18.6
16.9
11.0

Group 2. General Instructional Methods Courses. General instructional methods in
elementary and secondary education: The courses are based on current research-based practices
in classroom management, delivery of instruction, and lesson design. Lesson planning and micro
peer teaching are required in these classes. The courses are concurrently taken with the second
practicum. In the aligned practicum experience, preservice teachers complete 150 hours of
observation and teaching in local schools. Objectives for these courses include learning
instructional techniques to support the learning of culturally and linguistically diverse students.
The preservice teachers are expected to enact lesson plans they develop in the general methods
course as well as their subject area methods courses in their aligned practicum course and be able
to recognize effective teaching through observation.
Group 3. Student Teaching. For undergraduate students, student teaching represents the
culmination of their teacher education program. This course lasts for one semester and is the
student-teaching practicum where preservice teachers are placed in either an elementary or
secondary school placement. Preservice teachers demonstrate their knowledge and skills
developed throughout the program of study. Preservice teachers are placed in diverse school
settings and are expected to demonstrate the ability to teach effectively to all students including
culturally and linguistically diverse students. The student teaching experience is supervised by
university supervisors hired by the teacher education program. In addition to the full-time
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placement in a local school, preservice teachers also attend a weekly seminar to receive further
support from the teacher education program. Preservice teachers generally complete their student
teaching in their final semester prior to graduating from the program.
The teacher education program was undergoing a transition during the course of this
study in the number of required EL methods (English Language Acquisition and Development:
ELAD) courses. Previously, the elementary education program required one ELAD methods
course while the secondary program did not require any ELAD courses. However, both programs
are transitioning to requiring four ELAD courses plus a one-credit field placement. As shown in
Appendix A, the survey asked participants to provide the number of ELAD courses they had
taken, which was used in the analysis.
Instrument
Data for this study came from a survey that consisted of both a measure of teacher
attitudes towards ELs and demographic questions. Each is described in detail below. The full
survey as it was administered to participants can be seen in Appendix A.
This study used the Language Attitudes of Teachers Survey (LATS: Byrnes & Kiger,
1994). The LATS has been used and adapted in several published studies. It was implemented by
Byrnes and Kiger (1994) as well as Byrnes, Kiger and Manning (1997) who surveyed 191
teachers selected from three states: Arizona, Utah, and Virginia. This original version of the
LATS consisted of 13 items with Likert responses from 1= Strongly Disagree to 5= Strongly
Agree. Demographic questions were also included in each of these survey studies such as
ethnicity, mother tongue, teaching experience, and international experiences.
The Language Attitude of Teachers Survey-Revised (LATS-R) was based on the original
(LATS) and used by Flores and Smith (2005). The LATS-R consists of 17 Likert items with
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demographic items added to provide a description of the sample, and this type of data assisted in
measuring the independent variables (e.g. ethnicity, mother tongue, teaching experience, and
living abroad experiences). Smith and Flores (2009) demonstrated a four-construct model for
analysis of the LATS-R Likert items. The first construct was Rights and Privileges which
includes statements such as, “Having a non-English-proficient student in the classroom is
detrimental to the learning of other students.” The second construct, Aesthetic Caring, had
statements such as, “Teacher should modify their instruction for their students’ cultural and
linguistic needs”. The third construct, Exclusion/Assimilationist, had questions related to, “To
be considered American, one should speak English”. The final construct,
Responsibility/Culpability, had questions such as, “English should be the official language of the
U.S.”. Smith and Flores (2009) reported reliability coefficients as follows: Rights and Privileges
alpha = .66; Aesthetic Caring alpha = .63; Exclusion/Assimilationist alpha = .57;
Responsibility/Culpability = .51.
More recently, Huerta et al. (2019) returned to the original 13-question version of the
LATS. In their survey of 553 teachers, they conducted principal component analysis and found a
three-construct model to best fit the data. The constructs are as follows with alpha values as
reported by Huerta et al. (2019). The first construct was called Attitudes about ELs and Learning
(α = .694) with six items such as, “Having an EL in the classroom inhibits the learning of the
other students”. The second construct was called Attitudes about External Supports for ELs (α =
.516) with three items such as, “It is important that people learn a language in addition to
English.”. The third construct was called Attitudes about Language Value in Home Country (α =
.733), with four items and a sample question of, “To be considered a citizen of my country, one
should speak English” (Huerta et al. 2019, p. 5). Huerta et al (2019) also added an additional
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block of 13 questions related to the extent that participants believe certain pedagogical questions
related to science instruction to be true. These statements also used a 5-point Likert response
scale from 1 = no to 5 = yes all the time. Principal components analysis on these 13 questions
came to a two-factor solution. The first of these constructs was called Beliefs about Integrating
Language and Culture into Science Instruction (α = .838). With ten items such as, “Is it feasible
to provide regular, structured opportunities for ELs to develop written language skills during
science instruction?”. The second construct was called Beliefs about Allowing ELs to use their
Native Language during Science Instruction (α = .615). With three items such as, “Does allowing
ELs to use their first language to clarify their understanding of English during instruction help
their understanding of the content?”
This study followed Huerta et al., (2019) and used the original LAT survey developed by
Byrnes and Kiger (1994). This study also followed Huerta et al.’s (2019) framework for
compositing the 13 statements into three categories. The reason for following Huerta et al.’s
framework for analyzing the LATS was because it represented the most recent version of the
survey with demonstrated reliability and validity in a similarly aged population. The study also
followed Huerta et al’s (2019) use of a five-point Likert scale with 1 = disagree strongly, 2 =
disagree mildly, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree mildly, and 5 = agree strongly. Likewise, this study also
used the additional 13 questions developed by Huerta et al., however, the questions changed
from focusing on science instruction to all content areas.
This study followed Huerta et al.’s strategy for compositing the 13 statements into two
categories. Again, following Huerta et al.’s (2019) model, the additional questions had a fivepoint Likert scale with the following markers for the first three questions: 1 = definitely not, 2 =
not really, 3 = undecided, 4 = somewhat, 5 = very much. The following 10 questions also had a
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five-point Likert scale, but with different markers as follows: 1 = no, 2 = not all the time, 3 = not
sure, 4 = yes, most of the time, 5 = yes, all the time. The resulting factors with alpha values from
this sample are as follows: ELs and Learning (α = .663). External Supports for ELs (α = .501),
Language Value in Home Country (α = .665), Language and Culture (α = .849), Use of Native
Language (α = .675). In addition to the attitude questions used by Huerta et al. (2019) this survey
included demographic questions including the following: ethnicity, gender, intended teaching
specialty, intended teaching age level, languages other than English, experiences living outside
the United States, and the amount of ELAD courses participants have completed. The complete
survey can be seen in Appendix A.
Data Collection
As a survey-based research project, this study was designed to address some of the
potential weaknesses of survey research. However, all research must adjust to the current
situation in which it was conducted. The researcher pursued a two-part approach to collecting
survey responses form the preservice teachers including face to face and online survey
administration. This study took place during the COVID-19 pandemic. During the pandemic,
many courses were being taught fully online or remotely to ensure student and faculty health.
Therefore, it was important to have a strategy for collecting responses through an online survey
instrument and in-person. The researcher contacted instructors of the appropriate courses to help
with distribution of the survey link. For online surveys, the instructor forwarded an email
invitation to students in the class that included the survey link. The instructor was asked to
forward the invitation for three consecutive weeks. The researcher asked the instructor to provide
class time, for the researcher to invite the students to participate and for the students to actually
complete the survey. Data was collected in the second half of the semester across two different
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semesters.
In order to address the issue of low response rates in surveys among college students
(Porter et al., 2004), the researcher requested to go to any in-person classes to invite the students
in those classes to participate in the survey. These students were provided a paper copy of the
survey as well as a link to the online survey so they could complete the study while the
researcher was present. Any survey responses collected using paper surveys were entered into
the online Qualtrics survey by the researcher. A total of 176 surveys were begun by participants.
However, only 162 participants completed any portion of the LATS survey items. The 162
surveys that included responses to at least one LATS item were kept and used for analysis.

Table 4
Timeline of Research Project
Activity
Survey Implementation (Data Collection)

Proposed Time
May 2021 & OctoberNovember 2021
December 2021

Data Aggregation & Analysis

It was the researcher’s duty to collect and manage data in an ethical manner. This
included ensuring that participation was voluntary, that data was protected, and that responses
were kept confidential (Fraenkel et al., 2013). The study was submitted to the University’s
Institutional Review Board prior to starting (approval letter forthcoming in Appendix B). Once
approval had been received from the IRB, instructors was contacted to assist in reaching out to
their students for participation in this study. For the online classes, instructors were asked to
forward an invitation email, but was asked not to pressure their students to participate. For face
to face courses, the instructors were asked to allow the researcher to come to their classes, but
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the instructors were not involved in the consent or administration of the surveys. This removed
any concerns over power and coercing the participants to participate. Additionally, measures
were taken to ensure data safety through password protected accounts and the researcher would
maintain participant confidentiality by not sharing data with others. Participants consented to
participate on the first page of the survey where the informed consent would provide them with
information about the study and gave them the opportunity to opt into participation. Once all data
was collected, it was cleaned and prepared for quantitative analysis which is described later in
this chapter.
Data Analysis
Data analysis for this study followed the research questions for the project. The analysis
strategy relied on descriptive analysis and analysis of variance (ANOVA: Hinkle et al., 2003).
ANOVA is a statistical test design to determine if there is a difference between groups on a
certain variable (Fraenkel, et al. 2013). The analysis consisted of independent variables which
were the different groups in the analysis (ex. first-year students versus fourth-year students) and
the dependent variable which was the outcome variable or the variable of interest (ex. test score
or teacher attitude score). In ANOVA analysis, there are generally two hypotheses. The first is
called the null hypothesis which states that there is no difference on the dependent variable for
the different groups being analyzed. The research hypothesis states that there is a statistical
difference between the groups on the dependent variable (Fraenkel, et al., 2013). For each
analysis, the generally accepted significance standard of p < .05 was used as the cutoff for
statistical significance (Hinkle et al., 2003). All analyses were conducted using SPSS version 26.
What attitudes do undergraduate preservice teachers have toward ELs?
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To answer the first research question, descriptive statistics were calculated for each of the
three LATS constructs and for each of the two constructs in the pedagogical attitudes questions
added by Huerta et al. (2019). This first analysis only focused on the entire population of
participants; however, subgroups were disaggregated in the following analysis.
What attitudes do undergraduate preservice teachers have toward ELs between three stages of
the programs: prior to field experience, practicum 1, and student teaching?
The second research question was addressed through ANOVA. For the ANOVA, the
independent variable was the group membership according to how far into the teacher education
program the preservice teacher is. There were three groups for this analysis, which were used as
independent variables: beginning of the program (introductory course), middle of the program
(instructional methods course/practicum 1), and end of the program (student teaching). The
dependent variables were attitudes of the preservice teachers towards ELs as measured by the
three constructs of the LATS and the two constructs of the Pedagogy Attitudes (Huerta et al.,
2019).
Do undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs differ between elementary and
secondary programs?
The third research question was addressed through ANOVA. For ANOVA, the
independent variable was the teaching levels. There were two groups for this analysis, which
would be the independent variables: teaching elementary and secondary education. The
dependent variables were attitudes of the preservice teachers toward ELs as measured by the
constructs of the LATS and the two constructs of the Pedagogy Attitudes (Huerta et al., 2019).
Do undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs differ among their demographic
variables including gender, race, languages, and international travel?
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The fourth research question was addressed through a series of ANOVAs for the
categorical variables. For the ANOVA, the independent variables were gender, race, languages,
living abroad and ELAD coursework. The dependent variables were attitudes of the preservice
teachers toward ELs as measured by the constructs of the LATS and the two constructs of the
Pedagogy Attitudes (Huerta et al., 2019). Additional analysis consisted of bivariate Pearson
correlations between the continuous variables of age, number of languages spoken, and number
of ELAD courses completed, with the five attitudes variables.
Limitations
The first limitation to this study is the issue of generalizability. This study was
implemented in a specific region and population to expand the knowledge base of preservice
attitudes towards ELs. However, each geographical region is unique and it may not be possible
to generalize the results of this study to other areas of the country. This study focused on
undergraduate preservice teachers in a highly diverse, urban area. The findings from data
collected in this study must be understood within the context in which the study took place. As
started previously by researchers (Byrnes & Kiger, 1994; Byrnes, et al., 1997), the survey should
continue to be implemented in new and different areas to expand our knowledge on the topic.
A second limitation to this study is inherent in all attitudinal research and that is social
desirability bias (Nederhof, 1985), which is the tendency of research participants to give
responses that make themselves look better. In other words, to tell the researcher what the
participant thinks the researcher wants to hear even if this is not the participant’s true belief.
Surveys are not as susceptible to this as some other types of research, such as interviews and
focus groups, it is still a concern. While this study has assured the participants that data will be
analyzed anonymously, it is still possible that some response bias exists.
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An additional limitation is that this study surveyed students in multiple sections of the
same course. Due to the size of the sample, it was not possible to analyze each section
independently. It is likely that instructors in different sections had varied approaches to teaching
about meeting the needs of ELs. This was not possible to analyze in this study and would warrant
additional research.
Conclusion
Research on the attitudes of teachers towards their EL students had a history of surveybased studies. There were strengths and weaknesses with conducting survey research, but there
was great value in well-constructed survey-based studies. My study built on past research and
relied on statistical analyses to better understand preservice teacher attitudes towards ELs. This
contributed to the literature by extending previous research to a new and important context while
employing a cross-sectional study as my research design. To the best of the researcher’s
knowledge, this was the first research study to examine preservice teachers’ attitudes at different
stages of their teacher preparation program.
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Chapter 4

Results
This chapter explains the results of examining teacher attitudes towards working with
ELs and how training may influence those attitudes. The chapter shows the research results of
the data analysis. The results are displayed by the order of the research questions.
Research questions
The purpose of this study was to examine preservice teacher attitudes towards ELs using
quantitative survey research. The following questions addressed in this study were:
1. What attitudes do undergraduate preservice teachers have toward ELs?
2. What attitudes do undergraduate preservice teachers have toward ELs between three
stages of the programs: prior to field experience, practicum 1, and student teaching?
3. Do undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs differ between elementary
and secondary programs?
4. Do undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs differ among their
demographic variables including gender, race, languages, and international experience?
The research study was a cross-sectional survey design (Creswell, 2008). The surveys
were collected from the undergraduate students enrolled in teacher education courses. Analysis
of surveys were conducted using descriptive, correlation, and ANOVA analysis (Hinkle et al.,
2003). In the following sections, surveys analysis will be reported according to the research
questions.
What attitudes do undergraduate preservice teachers have toward ELs?
To answer the first research question, Huerta and colleagues’ (2019) survey categories
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including the original LATS (Byrnes & Kiger, 1994) as well as the additional block of 13
questions were used. The five categories included: ELs and Learning, External Supports,
Language Value in Home Country, Integrating Language and Culture, and Use of Native
Language. This research question sought to understand undergraduate preservice teachers’
attitudes towards ELs. Descriptive statistics were used to examine the participants’ attitudes
generally. From the final sample of 162 participants, the attitudes toward ELs that had the
highest mean was the external supports (M = 4.36, SD = .60), the second highest was ELs and
learning (M = 4, SD = .65), the third highest was integrating language and culture (M = 3.88, SD
= .54), the fourth was language value in home country (M = 3.8, SD = .78), and last was the
allowing use of the native language (M = 4.19, SD = .67). All categories as well as individual
question statistics can be seen in Table 5.

Table 5
Preservice Teachers’ Attitudes toward ELs
Survey Categories
ELs and Learning
5. It is unreasonable to expect a regular-classroom teacher to
teach a child who does not speak English.*

Min. Max. Mean SD
1.83
5.00
4.01 .65
1
5
3.52 1.23

6. The rapid learning of English should be a priority for English
learners (ELs), even if it means they lose the ability to speak their
native language.*

1

5

4.24 1.01

8. Having an English Learner (EL) in the classroom inhibits the
learning of the other students.*

1

5

4.23 1.13

10. Most English Learners (ELs) are not motivated to learn
English.*
11. At school, the learning of English should be a priority for
English Learners (ELs) and should take precedence over learning
subject matter.*

1

5

4.16 1.00

1

5

3.77 1.03
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13. English Learners (ELs) often use unjustified claims of
discrimination as an excuse for not doing well in school.*

1

5

4.12 .97

External supports for ELs
2. I would support the government spending additional money to
provide better programs for English Learners (ELs).

2.33
1

5.00
5

4.36 .60
4.63 .71

4. It is important that people learn a language in addition to
English.
9. Regular-classroom teachers should be required to receive preservice or in-service training to be prepared to meet the needs of
English Learners (ELs).

2

5

4.19 .84

1

5

4.26 .99

Language value in home country
1. To be considered a citizen of my country, one should speak
English*
3. Parents of English Learners (ELs) should be counseled to
speak English with their children whenever possible.*

1.00
1

5.00
5

3.80 .78
3.93 1.17

1

5

2.96 1.18

7. Local and state/regional governments should require that all
government business (including voting) be conducted only in
English.*
12. English should be (if it is not) the official language of the
country.*
Integrating language and culture

1

5

4.54 .829

1

5

3.77 1.20

2.30
2

5.00
5

3.88 .54
3.90 .70

2

5

3.71 .77

2

5

3.80 .80

1

5

3.85 .78

1

5

3.67 .99

2

5

3.85 .90

4. Does integrating oral language development strategies help
English Learners (ELs) learn during content-area instruction?
5. Is it feasible to incorporate oral language development
strategies to help English Learners (ELs) during content-area
instruction?
6. Is it feasible to provide regular, structured opportunities for
ELs to develop written language skills during science instruction?
7. Does providing regular, structured opportunities for ELs to
develop written language skills help them learn during science
instruction?
8. Does teaching a set of vocabulary words intensively across
several days help English Learners (ELs) learn during contentarea instruction?
9. Is it feasible to incorporate a set of vocabulary words
intensively across several days into content-area instruction?
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10. Does incorporating English Learners' (ELs') culture and
background help them learn during content-area instruction?
11. Is it feasible to incorporate students’ culture and background
into content-area instruction?
12. Does providing small group instructional intervention for
English Learners (ELs) belong in content-area instruction?
13. Is it feasible to provide small group instructional intervention
for English Learners (ELs) during content-area instruction?
Allowing use of native language**
1. Does allowing English Learners (ELs) to use their first
language during instruction help them understand content?
2. Does allowing English Learners (ELs) to use their first
language during instruction confuse their understanding of
content?*
3. Does allowing English Learners (ELs) to use their first
language to clarify their understanding of English during
instruction help their understanding of the content?

2

5

4.35 .79

2

5

4.13 .76

1

5

3.87 .88

1

5

3.67 .93

2.00
2

5.00
5

4.19 .67
4.44 .73

1

5

3.63 1.01

1

5

4.49 .81

*Reverse coded.
1 = Disagree Strongly; 2 = Disagree Mildly; 3 = Neutral; 4 = Agree Mildly, 5 = Strongly Agree
**1 = Definitely Not; 2 = Not Really; 3 = Undecided; 4 = Somewhat; 5 = Very Much

What attitudes do undergraduate preservice teachers have toward ELs between three
stages of the programs: prior to field experience, practicum 1, and student teaching?
To understand the differences in preservice teacher attitudes at different points in their
programs, the participants were divided into three groups based on their progression levels. The
first group (prior to field experience) were enrolled in the Introductory Course. The second group
(practicum 1) was enrolled in a teaching methods course. The third group was completing their
student teaching semester. In this analysis all teaching levels and subject specialties were
combined. These three groups were analyzed for differences in each of the five attitude
categories as defined by Huerta et al. (2019).
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Table 6
ANOVA Results: Attitudes towards ELs by Program Progression
Sum of
Squares
df
Mean Square
ELs and
Between Groups
1.243
2
.621
Learning
Within Groups
67.445
159
.424
Total
68.688
161
External
Between Groups
.636
2
.318
Supports for ELs Within Groups
58.248
159
.366
Total
58.884
161
Language Value Between Groups
.950
2
.475
in Home Country Within Groups
96.943
159
.610
Total
97.892
161
Integrating
Between Groups
3.067
2
1.533
Language and
Within Groups
40.355
147
.275
Culture
Total
43.421
149
Use of Native
Between Groups
.944
2
.472
Language
Within Groups
65.149
147
.443
Total
66.093
149

F
1.465

Sig.
.234

.868

.422

.779

.461

5.586

.005

1.065

.348

Table 7
Bonferroni Post-hoc Tests on Integrating Language and Culture by Program Progression
(I) Progression Level (J) Progression Level
Intro course
Methods course
Student teaching
Methods course
Intro course
Student teaching
Student teaching
Intro course
Methods course
The error term is Mean Square (Error) = .275.

Mean Difference
(I-J)
-.1568
.1869
.1568
.3437
-.1869
-.3437

Std. Error
.10389
.11503
.10389
.10312
.11503
.10312

Sig.
.400
.319
.400
.003
.319
.003

The first category was ELs and Learning. As shown in Table 6, there were no significant
differences in the groups (F = 1.465, p = .234). The second category analyzed was External
Supports. Also shown in Table 6, there were no statistically significant differences between the
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groups (F = .868, p = .422). The next category was Language Value in Home Country. In this
case, again there were no differences between the groups (F = .779, p = .461).
The only statistically significant group differences for the attitudes towards ELs were in
the category of Integrating Language and Culture. The original ANOVA showed there were
group differences (F = 5.586, p = .005), which can be seen in Table 6. Because significant group
differences were found, post-hoc Bonferroni tests were conducted to understand which groups
were significantly different from each other as illustrated in Table 7. The mean values of the
groups were as follows: Introduction Course (M = 3.861, SD = .545), General Methods Course
(M = 4.018, SD = .483), and Student Teaching (M = 3.674, p = .564). The only statistically
significant mean difference was between the Methods Course group and the Student Teaching
group (mean difference = -.344). Therefore, it is only possible to say that in this sample
preservice teachers in the methods course had significantly more positive views than those in
student teaching towards integrating language and culture into their mainstream classes to
support ELs.
The final analysis for the first research question was in Allowing the Use of Native
Language. In this category, there were no statistically significant differences among the groups
according to their progression in the program (F = 1.065, p = .348). In the next section I will
examine the third research question.
Do undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs differ between elementary
and secondary programs?
To understand the differences in preservice teachers’ attitudes between elementary and
secondary programs, the participants were categorized into two groups. The first group was
secondary which includes middle and high school teachers. The second group was elementary
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which includes K to fifth grade. These groups were analyzed for differences in each of the five
attitudes categories as defined by Huerta et al. (2019) to understand if elementary and secondary
preservice undergraduate teachers reported different attitudes towards ELs.

Table 8
ANOVA Results: Attitudes towards ELs by Elementary/Secondary
Sum of
Squares
df
Mean Square
ELs and
Between
1.144
1
1.144
Learning
Groups
Within Groups
67.544
160
.422
Total
68.688
161
External
Between
6.152
1
6.152
Supports for ELs Groups
Within Groups
52.732
160
.330
Total
58.884
161
Language Value Between
1.219
1
1.219
in Home Country Groups
Within Groups
96.674
160
.604
Total
97.892
161
Integrating
Between
.018
1
.018
Language and
Groups
Culture
Within Groups
43.403
148
.293
Total
43.421
149
Use of Native
Between
1.604
1
1.604
Language
Groups
Within Groups
64.489
148
.436
Total
66.093
149

F
2.709

Sig.
.102

18.666

<.001

2.017

.158

.062

.803

3.681

.057

The first category was ELs and Learning. As shown in Table 8, there were no significant
differences in the groups (F = 2.709, p = .102). The second category analyzed was external
supports. Analysis showed statistically significant differences between the groups (F = 18.666, p
=.001). The original ANOVA showed there were group differences, because significant group
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differences were found, the mean scores were calculated to understand which groups were
significantly different from each other. The mean values of the groups were as follows:
Elementary (M = 4.160, SD = .660), and Secondary (M = 4.550, SD = .478) as shown in Table 9.
The secondary group demonstrated more favorable views to the external supports to their ELs
and their learning in mainstream classes.

Table 9
Mean Scores for External Supports by
Elementary/Secondary
Teaching Level
Mean
SD
Elementary
4.160
.660
Secondary
4.550
.478

The third category analyzed was the language value in the home culture. As shown as in
Table 8, there were no significant differences in the groups (M= 2.017, p =.158). The fourth
category was integrating language and culture. Again, there is no statistically significant
differences among the groups (M = .062, p = .803).
The fifth and the final analysis for the second research question was in Allowing the Use
of Native Language. In this category, as illustrated in Table 8 there were statistically significant
differences among the groups according to their teaching level (F = 3.681, p = .057). Because
there were only two groups and therefore, no post-hoc needed. The mean values of the groups
shown in Table 10 as follows: Elementary (M= 4.080, SD =.703) and secondary (M= 4.287, SD =
.620). The secondary group showed more positive view toward integrating language and culture
into their mainstream classes to support ELs.
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Table 10
Descriptive Statistics on Allowing
Use of Native Language
Level
Mean
SD
Elementary
4.080
.703
Secondary
4.287
.620

Table 11
ANOVA Results: Attitudes towards ELs by Gender
Sum of
Squares
ELs and
Between
.015
Learning
Groups
Within Groups
66.066
Total
66.081
External
Between
.001
Supports for ELs Groups
Within Groups
56.770
Total
56.771
Language Value Between
.000
in Home Country Groups
Within Groups
94.971
Total
94.971
Integrating
Between
.019
Language and
Groups
Culture
Within Groups
42.640
Total
42.659
Use of Native
Between
.123
Language
Groups
Within Groups
64.705
Total
64.828

df

Mean Square
1
.015

151
152
1

.438

151
152
1

.376

151
152
1

.629

141
142
1

.302

141
142

.459

.001

.000

.019

.123

F
.034

Sig.
.853

.003

.959

.000

.998

.062

.804

.269

.605

Do undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs differ among their
demographic variables?
To understand the differences in preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs among their
demographic variables, the participants were grouped by gender, race, English as primary home
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language, and living abroad. These groups were analyzed for differences in each of the five
attitudes categories as defined by Huerta et al. (2019).

Table 12
ANOVA Results: Attitudes towards ELs by Race
Sum of
Squares
ELs and
Between
1.901
Learning
Groups
Within Groups
66.432
Total
68.333
External
Between
2.154
Supports for ELs Groups
Within Groups
56.246
Total
58.400
Language Value Between
2.432
in Home Country Groups
Within Groups
94.014
Total
96.446
Integrating
Between
1.414
Language and
Groups
Culture
Within Groups
41.958
Total
43.372
Use of Native
Between
1.935
Language
Groups
Within Groups
63.495
Total
65.430
Examining Differences in Attitudes by Gender

df

Mean Square
4
.475

156
160
4

.426

156
160
4

.361

156
160
4

.603

144
148
4

.291

144
148

.441

.538

.608

.354

.484

F
1.116

Sig.
.351

1.493

.207

1.009

.405

1.214

.308

1.097

.360

The first category was External Support by gender. Due to the low response rates in
certain categories, a dichotomous male (13.5%) and female (86.5%) variable was created. In
order to protect participant anonymity, small groups were not used. As shown in Table 11, there
were no significant differences in the groups (F = .003, p = .959). The second category analyzed
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was ELs and Learning by gender. There were no statistically significant differences between the
groups (F = .034, p = .853). The next category was Language Value in Home Country by gender.
In this case, shown in Table 11, there were no differences between the groups (F = .000, p =
.998).
The fourth category was Integrating Language and Culture by gender. As shown in Table
11, there were no significant differences in the groups (F = .062, p = .804). The last category
analyzed was Allowing Use of Native Language by gender. Again there were no statistically
significant differences between the groups (F = .269, p = .605).
Examining Differences in Attitudes by Race
The next analysis was ELs and Learning by Race. Participants were asked to mark all
racial groups that applied to them. Participants that marked more than one racial identity were recoded as multi-race. Based on participant selections, this left five racial categories for use in
analysis: African American (4.7%), Asian/Asian American (10.6%), White (38.2%),
Hispanic/Latinx (30.0%), and Multi-race (16.5%). As shown in Table 12, there were no
significant differences in the groups (F = 1.116, p = .351). The second analysis was External
Support by Race. There were also no statistically significant differences between the groups (F =
1.493, p = .207). The next one was Language Value in Home Country by race. In this case, there
were no differences between the groups (F = 1.009, p = .405).
The fourth analysis was integrating Language and culture by Race. As shown in Table
12, there were no significant differences in the groups (F = 1.214, p = .308). The last analysis
was Allowing Use of Native Language by Race. Finally, there were no statistically significant
differences between the groups (F = 1.097, p = .360).
Examining Differences in Attitudes by Home Language
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Table 13
ANOVA Results: Attitudes towards ELs by Primary Home Language
Sum of
Squares
df
Mean Square
ELs and
Between
.246
1
.246
Learning
Groups
Within Groups
68.441
160
.428
Total
68.688
161
External
Between
.003
1
.003
Supports for ELs Groups
Within Groups
58.881
160
.368
Total
58.884
161
Language Value Between
.110
1
.110
in Home Country Groups
Within Groups
97.782
160
.611
Total
97.892
161
Integrating
Between
.315
1
.315
Language and
Groups
Culture
Within Groups
43.107
148
.291
Total
43.421
149
Use of Native
Between
.001
1
.001
Language
Groups
Within Groups
66.092
148
.447
Total
66.093
149

F
.576

Sig.
.449

.009

.925

.181

.671

1.081

.300

.002

.965

The next analysis was ELs and Learning by English as Primary Home Language. This
was a dichotomous, yes/no variable. ANOVA was used to understand differences between
preservice teachers that experienced English as their home language growing up and those that
grew up in households where another language was the primary language. As shown in Table 13,
there were no significant differences in the groups (F = 0.576, p = .449). The second analysis
was External Support by English as Primary Home Language. As shown in Table 13, there were
no statistically significant differences between the groups (F = .009, p = .925). The next one was
Language Value in Home Country by English as Primary Home Language. In this case, there
were no differences between the groups (F = .181, p = .671).
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Table 14
ANOVA Results: Attitudes towards ELs by International Experience
Sum of
Squares
df
Mean Square
ELs and
Between
.537
1
.537
Learning
Groups
Within Groups
68.150
160
.426
Total
68.688
161
External
Between
.249
1
.249
Supports for ELs Groups
Within Groups
58.635
160
.366
Total
58.884
161
Language Value Between
.440
1
.440
in Home Country Groups
Within Groups
97.453
160
.609
Total
97.892
161
Integrating
Between
.232
1
.232
Language and
Groups
Culture
Within Groups
43.190
148
.292
Total
43.421
149
Use of Native
Between
.015
1
.015
Language
Groups
Within Groups
66.078
148
.446
Total
66.093
149

F
1.262

Sig.
.263

.681

.411

.722

.397

.794

.374

.032

.857

The fourth analysis was integrating Language and culture by English as Primary Home
Language. As shown in Table 13, there were no significant differences in the groups (F = 1.081,
p = .300). Finally, the last analysis was Allowing Use of Native Language by English as Primary
Home Language. There were no statistically significant differences between the groups (F =
.0028, p = .965).
Examining Differences in Attitudes by International Experience
The next category was ELs and Learning by English as International Experience. For this
analysis, a dichotomous variable was created to differentiate those participants that had lived
outside of the US compared to those that have only lived in the US. As shown in Table 14, there
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were no significant differences in the groups (F = 1.262, p = .263). The second category was
External Support by International Experience. As shown in Table 14, there were no statistically
significant differences between the groups (F = .681, p = .411). The next one was Language
Value in Home Country by International Experience. In this case, there were no differences
between the groups (F = .722, p = .397).
The fourth category was integrating Language and culture by International Experience.
As shown in Table 14, there were no significant differences in the groups (F = .794, p = .374).
The last analysis was Allowing Use of Native Language by International Experience. As shown
in Table 14, there were no statistically significant differences between the groups (F = .032, p =
.857).
Examining Differences in Attitudes by ELAD Coursework
The next analysis was ELs and Learning by ELAD Coursework. This was a dichotomous,
yes (47.7%) and no (52.3%) variable. Participants were coded as yes if they answered that they
had taken any ELAD courses at the study university or at another university. ANOVA was used
to understand differences between preservice teachers that took at least one ELAD course at the
site of the research project or outside of the research institution compared to those that had not
taken any ELAD Course at all. As shown in Table 15, there were no significant differences in the
groups (F = 0.037, p = .847).
The second analysis was External Support by ELAD Course. As shown in Table 15, there
were statistically significant differences between the groups (F = 4.169, p = .043). Because there
were only two groups and therefore, no post-hoc needed. The group that took ELAD Course and
the group that had not taken ELAD Course. The mean values of the groups shown in Table 16 as
follows: no ELAD Course (M = 4.453, SD = .56688) and completed at least one ELAD course
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(M = 4.2616, SD = .63081). The group that had not taken any ELAD courses showed more
positive views toward external support to support ELs.
The next category was Language Value in Home Country by ELAD Course. In this case,
shown in Table 15, there were no differences between the groups (F = .039, p = .845). The fourth
analysis was integrating Language and culture by ELAD Course. There were no significant
differences in the groups (F = 0.288, p = .592). The last analysis was Allowing Use of Native
Language by ELAD Course. As shown in Table 15, there were no statistically significant
differences between the groups (F = .573, p = .320).

Table 15
ANOVA Results: Attitudes towards ELs by ELAD Course
Sum of
Squares
df
Mean Square
ELs and
Between
.016
1
.016
Learning
Groups
Within Groups
68.672
160
.429
Total
68.688
161
External
Between
1.495
1
1.495
Supports for ELs Groups
Within Groups
57.389
160
.359
Total
58.884
161
Language Value Between
.024
1
.024
in Home Country Groups
Within Groups
97.869
160
.612
Total
97.892
161
Integrating
Between
.084
1
.084
Language and
Groups
Culture
Within Groups
43.337
148
.293
Total
43.421
149
Use of Native
Between
.142
1
.142
Language
Groups
Within Groups
65.950
148
.446
Total
66.093
149
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F
.037

Sig.
.847

4.169

.043

.039

.845

.288

.592

.320

.573

Table 16
Descriptive Statistics on External Support by ELAD Course
ELAD Course
Mean
Std. Deviation
No ELAD Coursework
4.453
.567
Completed ELAD Course
4.262
.631

Examining Differences in Attitudes by Age, Multilingualism, and Total ELAD Coursework
The final set of analysis examined the demographic variables of age, linguistic ability,
and the total number of ELAD courses that the participant had completed. In each case, these
were continuous variables and an ANOVA analysis was not appropriate. Therefore, a correlation
analysis was the most appropriate to understand the relationships between attitudes towards ELs
and preservice teacher characteristics. Pearson bi-variate correlations were calculated between
the five attitudes categories described by Huerta et al. (2019) and each demographic
characteristic. All correlation results are included in Table 45.

Table 17
Correlations between Attitudes and Demographic/Program Characteristics
Attitude Category

ELs and Learning
External Supports
Language Value in Home Country
Integrating Language and Culture
Use of Native Language
* p < .05

Demographic and Program Characteristics
Number of
Number of
Number of
languages
ELAD
ELAD
spoken
Courses at
Courses at
Age
functionally?
Study U.
Other U.
-.170*
-.124
-.030
-.032
.030
-.034
-.077
-.052
-.176*
-.052
-.048
.015
*
.139
.161
.048
.045
-.021
.010
-.047
-.105
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Results of the correlation analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between
age and two of the attitudes categories. Age negatively correlated with ELs and Learning (r = .170, p = .034). Likewise, age was also negatively correlated with Language Value in Home
Country (r = -.176, p = .028). Age was not significantly correlated with any of the other attitude
categories.
Participants also provided the number of languages they spoke in addition to English.
This number was used in the second correlation analysis. The number of languages spoken had a
statistically significant, positive relationship with Integrating Language and Culture (r = .161, p
= .049). The other four categories of attitudes were not significantly related to the number of
languages the preservice teachers reported speaking.
Finally, the number of courses was not correlated with preservice undergraduate teachers’
attitudes towards ELs in any of the five categories. This was the case with both the numbers of
courses taken at the university where the study was conducted as well as at other universities.
Additional analysis examined if there were correlations between the total number of ELAD
coursework and attitudes towards ELs and this was likewise not statistically significant.
Conclusion
This study presented the results of descriptive, ANOVA, and correlation analyses on
undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes towards ELs. Participants’ attitudes were examined
based on different groupings including program progression, teaching level, demographic, and
program characteristics. These analyses were presented according to the study’s research
questions. The next chapter will discuss the meaning and implications of the results.
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Chapter 5

Discussion

The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine the undergraduate preservice
teachers’ attitudes toward ELs. Completed surveys were collected from 162 participants.
Research has shown the efficacy of teacher education programs to shape preservice teachers’
attitudes. Additionally, research has indicated that teachers’ attitudes towards ELs are important
for the way in which they interact and instruct these students. This study sought to understand
how different aspects of undergraduate preservice teachers may impact their attitudes towards
ELs including demographic and programmatic characteristics. Specifically, this study addressed
the following research questions:
1. What attitudes do undergraduate preservice teachers have toward ELs?
2. What attitudes do undergraduate preservice teachers have toward ELs between three
stages of the programs: prior to field experience, practicum 1, and student teaching?
3. Do undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs differ between elementary
and secondary programs?
4. Do undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs differ among their
demographic variables including gender, race, languages, and international experience?
The data analysis conducted in this study followed the research questions above. The
analysis relied on statistical analysis including descriptive statistics, analysis of variance
(ANOVA), and correlation analysis to determine if there is a difference between groups on
variables of interest. The differences between independent variables, which were the different
groups in the analysis, and the dependent variable, which was the variables of interest.
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This chapter is organized around the four research questions and is designed to discuss
the results reported in the previous chapter into context and discuss potential explanations and
implications for the findings.
Key Findings and Implications
Participants Report Positive Attitudes towards ELs
Analysis in this study presented the attitudes of undergraduate preservice teachers
towards working with ELs in their mainstream classrooms. Participants in this sample reported
overall positive attitudes towards ELs. On a five-point scale, mean scores for the five categories
ranged from M = 3.80 to M = 4.36. The participants had the most positive attitudes in the area of
external supports, which relate to government actions and teacher requirements to support EL
student success. The lowest scores were related to language values in the home country, which
relate to English requirements in the US. The mean responses correspond to “Agree Mildly” or
“Somewhat” on the survey scales.
Previous research has found that teachers may have negative attitudes towards their EL
students including adopting deficit thinking about these students (Cho & Christenbury, 2009;
García, 2015; Reeves, 2006; Walker et al., 2004). However, participants in this research study
demonstrated positive attitudes towards many aspects of support for ELs. This is an important
finding because the attitudes of teachers towards their students are important to the students’
success. Research has shown that for teachers of ELs, the attitudes of the teachers impact the
students in important ways (Karabenick & Noda, 2004; Rizzuto, 2017).
One potential explanation for the more favorable attitudes compared to previous research
is the environment in which they live. Contact and interactions have been shown to be related to
teachers’ attitudes towards ELs (Flores & Smith, 2008; Polat, 2010). For example, teachers with
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more contact with ELs have more favorable attitudes towards these students (Karabenick &
Noda, 2004). The university where these preservice teachers are studying is one of the most
diverse in the US. Likewise, the urban area surrounding the university as well as the local school
system is highly diverse. The survey used in this study included the question, “Do you have
regular contact with racially/ethnically diverse populations?” Participants responded that 91.9%
answered yes to this question. The yes response was so high that the question was not useful in
the analysis for the study. This shows that the preservice teachers were exposed to a highly
diverse population, which may explain the more favorable attitudes towards ELs.
Language and Culture in the Teacher Preparation Program
A major contribution of this study to the literature in mainstream teachers’ attitudes
towards ELs is that it was collected at across three time-points in a teacher education program.
Many teachers do not feel well-prepared to teach ELs (Reeves, 2006). Hypothetically, preservice
teachers’ attitudes towards ELs will develop over the course of their training. As these programs
lay the foundations for teacher learning and later performance (Feiman-Nemser, 2001; Polat et
al., 2019), it is important to understand how preservice teacher attitudes develop over time. The
cross-sectional nature of this survey administration allowed for the collection of data from
preservice teachers at different stages in their training.
The finding presented the attitudes of mainstream teachers towards ELs in their
mainstream classrooms. Preservice teachers reported overall no differences in attitudes towards
ELs except on integrating language and culture. The ANOVA showed there were group
differences (F = 5.586, p = .005) for this category. The participants in the Methods Course had
the most positive attitudes overall; however, this was only statistically significant in relation to
the Student Teaching group (mean difference = -.344). It is difficult to know why preservice
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teachers in their field experience would demonstrate less favorable attitudes. Scholars have
shown that preservice teachers in field experiences can gravitate towards “more rigid,
bureaucratic, and custodial” (Capraro, et al., 2010, p. 132), following the lead of what they
observe in the school setting (Grisham, 2000; Grossman, 2005). It is possible that preservice
teachers in their student teaching placement might not see, or be exposed, to the integration of
language and culture in the mainstream classrooms they were placed in thereby reducing their
attitudes in this area. This is concerning because preservice teachers with exposure to field
experiences had higher efficacy with EL students (Torres & Tackett, 2016). Teachers would be
effectively more prepared to work with language minority students if their learning experiences
are included in their formal training.
Overall, it was interesting that there was very little difference in attitudes towards ELs
among preservice teachers at different points in their program progression. This finding may be a
result of preservice teachers having already favorable attitudes towards ELs when they enter the
teacher education program. While some research has shown that teachers’ beliefs are relatively
stable (Kagan, 1992), there is evidence that teacher attitudes can change throughout their teacher
education program (Charalambos et al., 2009; Doppen, 2007; Kim, 2011; Isikoglu, 2008;
Tournaki, & Samuel, 2016; Wiens, 2018). A lack of change in attitudes may initially be a
disappointing finding, but it is also important to consider the amount of training the preservice
teachers received. This will be discussed in the following sections.
Differences in Attitudes about External Supports
The finding presented the attitudes of undergraduate preservice teachers preparing to
teach two different levels, or age groups, (Elementary and Secondary) towards working with ELs
in their mainstream classrooms. The analysis examined the differences in attitudes between these
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two groups among the five categories of attitudes towards ELs. The results will be presented in
this section.
Among the five categories of attitudes towards ELs, preservice teachers in the
elementary and secondary programs showed no significant difference in three categories. In two
categories, external support and use of native language, there were statistically significant
differences. In external supports, there was statistical significance between the groups (F =
18.666, p = .001). The mean scores were calculated after significant group differences were
found. The mean values of the groups were Elementary (M = 4.160, SD = .660), and Secondary
(M = 4.550, SD = .478). The secondary group revealed a more positive view of external support
for their ELs and learning in mainstream classes. The external supports were related to
government actions and teacher requirements to support EL student success.
Previous research has found that teachers may have positive attitudes toward the ELs,
however their perception of preparedness and self-efficacy were rated low (Durgunoglu and
Hughes, 2010). Participants in this research study demonstrated positive attitudes towards many
aspects of ELs. This is a noteworthy finding because the formal training is associated with
positive language attitudes (Byrnes et al., 1997; Heineke & Giatsou, 2020; Polat et al., 2019).
Presumably the secondary program participants favored that having teacher requirements to
support EL would provide teachers skills and knowledge to feel prepared to work effectively
with ELs. The previous research also found that having extensive professional development to
work with ELs has a stronger impact on teachers’ attitudes (Huerta et al., 2019). The results from
Youngs and Youngs (2001) showed that mainstream teachers were more likely to have positive
attitudes toward ELs if they had formal English language training and multicultural education
courses.
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Another interesting result reported in this analysis was allowing use of native language in
instruction. Previous research by Garcia- Nevarez, et al. (2005) reported that teachers with an EL
endorsement would have a more favorable attitude using first language in instruction than
mainstream teachers without an EL endorsement. However, in the teacher education program
where this study occurred, secondary preservice students have no requirement to take any ELAD
courses as part of their preparation. This may be another reason why the secondary preservice
teachers thought government requirements would be beneficial for ELs.
As discussed previously, teacher education programs do have the ability to shape
preservice teachers’ attitudes (Charalambos et al., 2009; Doppen, 2007; Isikoglu, 2008; Kim,
2011; Tournaki, & Samuel, 2016; Wiens, 2018). However, the connection between training and
attitudes towards ELs, specifically, is less clear. Some researchers have presented data that
connects attitudes towards ELs to formal training (Byrne et al., 1997; Freeman & Freeman,
1999; Song & Samimy, 2015); however, other research has found the opposite (Karabenick &
Noda, 2004). There is some evidence that having an EL endorsement is predictive of more
positive attitudes towards ELs (Garcia-Nevarez, et al., 2005; Lee & Oxelson, 2006).
The analysis in this study was conducted in two parts. First, ANOVA was conducted to
find out whether or not participants took any ELAD courses at any university. Next, bivariate
correlations were used to examine if there was a correlation between the total number of ELAD
coursework and attitudes toward ELs. There were statistically significant differences between
external supports and having completed any ELAD coursework (F = 4.169, p = .043). However,
the mean values of the groups showed mixed results. The group that had not taken any ELAD
courses showed more positive views toward external support in their mainstream classes.
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Furthermore, the total number of courses completed was not correlated with preservice
undergraduate teachers’ attitudes toward ELs.
It is difficult to explain this finding. There are two potential explanations for these results.
It is also possible that taking one ELAD course is enough to change preservice teacher attitudes.
While additional courses may provide additional knowledge and skills, the attitudes towards ELs
have already been adjusted by that first class and therefore do not further change. It is possible
that participants taking one course would improve on their attitudes; however, lack of personal
contact with ELs might reduce the impact on their attitudes toward ELs. Another potential
explanation for this overall lack of relationship between ELAD training and attitudes towards
ELs is that the ELAD courses may not be designed to specifically address preservice teacher
attitudes.
ELs and Learning
To understand more in depth the differences in preservice teachers’ attitudes toward ELs
among their demographic variables, the participants were categorized by gender, race, and age.
Then, using the five attitude categories defined by Huerta et al. (2019), the results showed that
there were no significant differences in the groups based on how participants identified their race
or gender. Therefore, in this sample, race and gender do not imply differences in attitudes toward
ELs. Previous research explored a similar relationship between race and attitudes toward ELs
and found mixed results. Goodwin (1997) found that preservice teachers of color were more
concerned with language issues than their White colleagues. However, more recent research has
found that race was not a significant variable to predict positive attitudes toward ELs (Huerta et
al., 2019).

76

Even though there is no evidence of significant differences in race and gender, the age of
participants did show some thought-provoking results. Huerta, et al. (2019) found that even
though race was not a significant predictor variable; however, having a high level of professional
development or training to work with ELs was. Karabenick and Noda (2004) found that more
experienced teachers have different attitudes toward ELs compared to less experienced ones
among in-service teachers. However, the research has not examined the relationship of age to
attitudes towards ELs, especially among preservice teachers. The result of the analysis in this
study showed a negative correlation with age and two categories of attitudes: ELs and Learning
(r = -.170, p = .034) and in Language Value in Home Country (r = -.176, p = .028). This finding
indicates that older participants had less favorable attitudes toward ELs. ELs and Learning being
that the older participants were more likely to view ELs as a hindrance to classroom learning
than their younger peers. Language Value in the Home country being not in favor of English
should be the official language of the country and parents of ELs should speak English with their
children whenever possible, and local and state governments should conduct all government
business only in English.
Integrating Language and Culture
Participants in this study also provided the number of languages they spoke functionally
in addition to English. The number of languages spoken had a statistically significant, positive
relationship with Integrating Language and Culture (r = .161, p = .049) while the other four
categories of attitudes were not significantly related to the number of languages the preservice
teachers reported speaking. This indicates that the preservice teachers in this sample that spoke
more languages were more willing to integrate students’ varied backgrounds into the curriculum
and to incorporate teaching strategies that would support ELs’ learning.
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The findings in this study are also supported by the previous researchers’ reports (Byrnes
& Kiger, 1994). Flores and Smith (2008) found that a teacher's multilingual ability was related to
teachers’ attitudes towards ELs. Similar findings by Huerta et al. (2019) regarding bilingual
teachers held positive attitudes toward ELs. Bilingual certified teachers encouraged ELs to use
their native language and were comfortable using their first language in instruction. They
believed the skills learned in the first language could transfer to the second language (GarciaNevarez, et al., 2005).
Likewise, in previous research, teachers’ interaction with culturally and linguistically
diverse students has been shown to be associated with attitudes towards ELs (Durham et al.,
2019; Flores & Smith, 2008; Karabenick & Noda, 2004; Polat, 2010; Youngs & Youngs, 2001).
Therefore, it might be reasonable to expect that living in a different culture would also influence
teachers’ attitudes towards ELs. However, by exploring further other individual characteristics
being predictive of teacher attitudes using living abroad experience as a variable, the results
showed that there were no significant differences in attitudes toward ELs.
Implications for Teacher Education
Effective teacher education programs prepare teachers to understand their students’
culture, backgrounds, community, and how to use those to their advantage (Darling-Hammond,
2020). Attitudes play an important part in shaping teachers’ approaches to their students (Buehl
& Beck, 2015). This research project was conducted in a teacher education program where
taking courses in ELAD or general preparation did not demonstrate differences in preservice
teacher attitudes. Therefore, teacher education programs need to focus directly on preservice
teacher attitudes towards ELs. The teacher education program should examine the curriculum
whereby in addition to paying attention to the skills preservice teachers need, the preservice
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teachers’ attitudes should also be explicitly addressed in the curriculum and instructional
activities. The construction of effective learning opportunities can change preservice teachers’
attitudes as shown by Charalambos (2009) who identified that spending time on hands-on
activities formed stronger beliefs and improved on preservice teachers’ attitudes. Since attitudes
matter to teacher behaviors (Basturkmen, 2012; Dos Santos, 2019), these attitudes need to be
addressed in teacher education programs.
Teacher education programs should understand the attitudes of their preservice teachers
towards ELs at program entry and differentiate the curriculum for the preservice teachers’
individual needs. The impact of the methods courses and field teaching is studied and confirmed
by many researchers (ex. Daly, 2021; Doppen 2007; Catalano et al., 2018; Isikoglu, 2008),
whereby teachers’ attitudes were enriched positively subsequently after their learning
experiences. Preservice teachers that enter teacher education programs with positive attitudes
may not need strong attention to their attitudes towards ELs. In this study, the preservice teachers
at a highly diverse university located in a highly diverse urban area entered the program with
positive attitudes towards ELs. In this case, teacher education programs can focus more on
ensuring these individuals have the skills necessary for supporting ELs learning.
Conclusion
This study was designed to examine undergraduate preservice teachers’ attitudes towards
ELs. Survey data shed light on the attitudes of a sample of preservice teachers at one of the most
diverse universities in the United States. The university itself is located in a highly diverse
community in the southwestern United States. Participants reported high positive attitudes
towards ELs throughout the teacher education program. It is an optimistic and encouraging
finding as attitudes matter when working with ELs. However, finding consistent patterns in the

79

data when examining group differences was difficult. ELAD coursework or program progression
did not seem to make a significant difference consistently. It is possible that it is hard to improve
attitude when the participants already came in with progressive attitudes. When preservice
attitudes are already high at program entrance, it may be difficult to see substantial growth from
there.
There is clearly a need for future research to have additional understandings of
participants’ attitudes in general and toward ELs specifically. This research study employed a
cross-sectional research design; however, a future research study that collects longitudinal data
that track these groups of participants throughout the program might capture changes more
accurately. In addition, future qualitative or mixed methods research that provides information in
natural settings that can gain access to more evidence regarding the nature of the participants’
attitudes towards ELs. Much of the research in the field of teacher attitudes towards ELs remains
inconclusive and there is a need for additional research to better understand teacher attitudes
towards ELs, how these attitudes might change, and what may predict them.
Teacher attitudes and teacher education programs need to be aware of, and attentive to
preservice teacher attitudes. Teacher education programs should examine their curriculum to
ensure that in addition to technical skills, preservice teachers’ ways of thinking are addressed. It
may not be easy to change attitudes, but research has shown the possibilities.
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Appendix A

Survey Instrument
Attitudes towards ELs Survey
Informed consent
Department of Teaching and Learning
Title of Study: Preservice Teachers’ Attitudes towards ELs
Investigator(s): Shaoan Zhang, Ph.D. & Annie Chou, M.A.
For questions or concerns about the study, you may contact Shaoan Zhang at
shaoan.zhang@unlv.edu or Annie Chou at choua1@unlv.nevada.edu. For questions
regarding the rights of research subjects, any complaints or comments regarding the manner in
which the study is being conducted, contact the UNLV Office of Research Integrity – Human
Subjects at 702-895-2794, toll free at 888-581-2794 or via email at IRB@unlv.edu
Purpose of the Study
You are invited to participate in a research study. The purpose of these study is to better
understand preservice teachers’ attitudes towards English learner (EL) students and how it may
relate to individual and educational characteristics.
Participants
You are being asked to participate in the study because you fit this criteria: You are currently
enrolled in a teacher education course at UNLV and are at least 18 years old.
Procedures
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to do the following: You will
complete a survey that asks questions about you and your attitudes towards ELs.
Benefits of Participation
There may not be direct benefits to you as a participant in this study. However, we hope to learn
more about the attitudes of preservice teachers towards these students. This knowledge will help
teacher education programs adapt their programs to better meet the needs of future teachers.
Risks of Participation
There are risks involved in all research studies. This study may include only minimal risks. The
primary risk to you by participating in this study is loss of confidentiality. The researchers will
do everything in their power to ensure that your responses to the survey at not made
public.
Cost/Compensation
There may not be financial cost to you to participate in this study. The study will take 20
minutes of your time. You will not be compensated for your time.
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Confidentiality
All information gathered in this study will be kept as confidential as possible. No reference will
be made in written or oral materials that could link you to this study. All records will be stored
in a locked facility at UNLV indefinitely for analysis as needed.
Voluntary Participation
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate in this study or in any
part of this study. You may withdraw at any time without prejudice to your relations with
UNLV. Your decision whether or not to participate in this study will not affect your course
grades. You are encouraged to ask questions about this study at the beginning or any time during
the research study.
Participant Consent:
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study. I have been able to ask
questions about the research study. I am at least 18 years of age. A copy of this form has been
given to me.
By completing any portion of the following survey constitutes consent to participate in this study

On the following pages you will find the paper version of the survey. If you prefer to take the
survey digitally you may use the following QR code or weblink.

https://unlv.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_50wFabvOnu7pg4l
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Thank you for agreeing to take this survey. Please answer the following questions as completely
and honestly as you can. You will begin by answering some questions about yourself and then
respond to a set of 26 statements.
In which teacher education course are you currently enrolled?
____ EDU 201
____ EDU 202
____ EDEL 323
____ EDSC 323
____ EDEL 481
____ EDSC 481
What is your age? Please write a number in the following box.
What is your gender? Mark all that apply
____ Male
____ Female
____ Transgender
____ Non-binary / third gender
____ Prefer not to say
____ Other, please specify: ________________________________________________
What your race/ethnicity? Mark all that apply.
____ African American/Black
____ American Indian
____ Asian/Asian American/Pacific Islander
____ Caucasian/White/European American
____ Hispanic/Latinx
____ Other, please specify: ________________________________________________
In addition to English, how many languages do you speak functionally? (If you only speak
English, please select 0).
____ 0
____ 1
____ 2
____ 3
____ more than 3
Growing up, was English the primary language or your home?
____ yes
____ no
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How many ELAD/TESOL/English language learner courses have COMPLETED at UNLV?
____ 0
____ 1
____ 2
____ 3
____ 4
____ more than 4
How many ELAD/TESOL/English language learner courses CURRENTLY enrolled in at
UNLV?
____ 0
____ 1
____ 2
____ 3
____ 4
____ more than 4
How many ELAD/TESOL/English language learner courses have you taken at other colleges or
universities?
____ 0
____ 1
____ 2
____ 3
____ 4
____ more than 4
Which age-level are you more interested in teaching?
____ pre-Kindergarten
____ elementary
____ middle
____ high
What is your teaching specialty area? Mark all that apply.
____ pre-Kindergarten
____ elementary
____ English/language arts
____ mathematics
____ science
____ social studies
____ special education
____ ELAD/TESOL
____ art
____ music
____ PE/health
____ other, please specify: ______________________________
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Do you have regular contact with racially/ethnically diverse populations?
____ yes
____ no
Please list all the countries you have lived (minimum 3 months) outside the country in which you
grew up and indicate how long you lived in each.
More
3 months to 6 months
3-5
Name of Country Here
1-2 years
than 5
6 months
to 1 year
years
years
1 ____________________________
2 ____________________________
3 ____________________________
4 ____________________________
5 ____________________________
6 ____________________________
7 ____________________________
8 ____________________________
9 ____________________________
10 ___________________________

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Do you plan to earn an ESL/TESOL/ELAD/bilingual endorsement or certificate in the future?
____ yes
____ no
____ maybe

Please select how much you agree or disagree with each statement below.
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1. To be considered a citizen of my
country, one should speak English.
2. I would support the government
spending additional money to provide
better programs for English Learners
(ELs).
3. Parents of English Learners (ELs)
should be counseled to speak English
with their children whenever possible.
4. It is important that people learn a
language in addition to English.
5. It is unreasonable to expect a
regular-classroom teacher to teach a
child who does not speak English.
6. The rapid learning of English
should be a priority for English
learners (ELs), even if it means they
lose the ability to speak their native
language.
7. Local and state/regional
governments should require that all
government business (including
voting) be conducted only in English.
8. Having an English Learner (EL) in
the classroom inhibits the learning of
the other students.
9. Regular-classroom teachers should
be required to receive pre-service or
in-service training to be prepared to
meet the needs of English Learners
(ELs).
10. Most English Learners (ELs) are
not motivated to learn English.
11. At school, the learning of English
should be a priority for English
Learners (ELs) and should take
precedence over learning subject
matter.
12. English should be (if it is not) the
official language of the country.
13. English Learners (ELs) often use
unjustified claims of discrimination as
an excuse for not doing well in school.

Disagree Disagree
Strongly Mildly

Neutral

Agree
Mildly

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o
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Agree
Strongly

Please select the degree to which you believe each question is true.
Definitely
Not
Undecided Somewhat
Not
Really
1. Does allowing English
Learners (ELs) to use their first
language during instruction help
them understand content?
2. Does allowing English
Learners (ELs) to use their first
language during instruction
confuse their understanding of
content?
3. Does allowing English
Learners (ELs) to use their first
language to clarify their
understanding of English during
instruction help their
understanding of the content?

Very
Much

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Please answer each of the following questions.
No
4. Does integrating oral language
development strategies help English
Learners (ELs) learn during content-area
instruction?
5. Is it feasible to incorporate oral language
development strategies to help English
Learners (ELs) during content-area
instruction?
6. Is it feasible to provide regular, structured
opportunities for ELs to develop written
language skills during science instruction?
7. Does providing regular, structured
opportunities for ELs to develop written
language skills help them learn during
science instruction?
8. Does teaching a set of vocabulary words
intensively across several days help English
Learners (ELs) learn during content-area
instruction?
9. Is it feasible to incorporate a set of
vocabulary words intensively across several
days into content-area instruction?
10. Does incorporating English Learners'
(ELs') culture and background help them
learn during content-area instruction?
11. Is it feasible to incorporate students’
culture and background into content-area
instruction?
12. Does providing small group instructional
intervention for English Learners (ELs)
belong in content-area instruction?
13. Is it feasible to provide small group
instructional intervention for English
Learners (ELs) during content-area
instruction?

Not all
the
time

Not
sure

Yes,
most of
the time

Yes,
all of
the
time

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Some individuals that completed this survey may be contacted to be interviewed about their
attitudes towards ELs. If you are willing to be interviewed, please write your email address here:
________________________________________________________________
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Please explain in details your attitudes toward teaching your content area with ELs in your
classroom. Then provide examples.

Please describe how confident you feel in integrating language support for ELs in your contentarea class. Please elaborate.

Please explain your views of the impact that ELs’ linguistic, educational, and cultural
backgrounds have on their learning in your class.

THANK YOU for completing this survey!
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