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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to examine the implementation of the Sheltered Instruction 

Observation Protocol (SIOP) Model training initiative in classrooms. The theoretical frameworks 

were professional development (PD) and teacher self-efficacy. I sought to answer the following 

questions: To what degree are the eight components of SIOP being transferred into district 

teachers’ instructional practices, as perceived by teachers? To what degree do teachers perceive a 

sense of self-efficacy in implementing the eight components of SIOP? What conditions support 

and what conditions limit successful implementation of SIOP as perceived by teachers? What 

other recommendations and suggestions do the teachers believe would support the 

implementation of a successful PD on SIOP? This sequential mixed methods program evaluation 

study incorporated both quantitative and qualitative approaches, including surveys and 

interviews to answer the questions. The findings showed that teachers implemented lesson 

preparation and building background the most and interaction the least. Teachers asked for more 

training in certain components for greater self-efficacy. They experienced both support for and 

barriers to implementation in terms of teacher collaboration and administrative support. They 

also noted systemic barriers to implementation. Teachers wanted more training in specific SIOP 

components with consistent follow-up. As a result, three recommendations were generated. This 

began with identifying structural barriers hindering implementation of SIOP and alleviating 

them. Another recommendation was to conduct a small-scale education intervention to test the 

efficacy of SIOP and whether it shows positive outcomes in EL student success. Ongoing, 

sustained PD with follow-up by an EL specialist was also recommended.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

 Spanish speaking English learners are one of the fastest growing populations in the 

United States, Virginia, and Greenwood District (the pseudonym for the school district I 

evaluated; Virginia Department of Education [VDOE], 2024a). This dramatic growth and the 

lack of preparedness in the nation’s education system has challenged educational districts to deal 

with issues concerning literacy, achievement, on time graduation completion, and dropout rates 

(Commonwealth Institute, 2022). 

English Language Learners (ELLs) have a twofold challenge in education: They are 

tasked to master grade level content for reading, language arts, mathematics, social studies, and 

science as well as simultaneously mastering the English language (Baecher et al., 2014; 

Echevarria et al., 2017). Teachers are faced with providing effective instruction to ELLs that not 

only develops their English language skills but also advances their content knowledge. ELLs are 

annually expected to achieve correlative scores with English-only students on annual grade level 

state standards-based assessments while they concurrently acquire English language skills 

(Baecher et al., 2014; Echevarria et al., 2023). On nearly every state and national assessment, 

ELLs demonstrate significant achievement gaps compared to their native English-speaking peers 

because they must take subject area tests using English before they are proficient in their new 

language (Echevarria et al., 2023). Moreover, Spanish speaking English learners are at a greater 

risk of dropout. In Virginia, the dropout rate is 26%. In the Greenwood District, ELLs and 
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Hispanic students are more likely to have lower rates of on-time graduation. According to the 

VDOE School Division Four Year Cohort Report, Hispanic students have an 80% rate for 

Virginia on-time graduation rate. Meanwhile, their dropout rate is 16.3%, higher than any other. 

On time graduation for Black students is 91.4%, students with disabilities, 92.7%, and 

economically disadvantaged groups at 84.6%. ELLs’ on-time graduation rate is 77% and dropout 

rate is 24.77% (VDOE, 2024b).  

Students who do not acquire proficiency in English before learning to read struggle more 

than those that are proficient in speaking English (August & Hakuta, 1997). Moreover, low 

English proficiency in a Hispanic child is a strong indication that the child is at risk for reading 

difficulty. That low reading achievement is a widespread problem among Hispanic students 

even when they are instructed and tested in Spanish. Olsen (2014) described the situation that 

many ELLs share as one which included “academic struggles and lack of progress toward 

English proficiency” (p. 4). Specifically, many are stuck at the intermediate English language 

proficiency level because they lack the literacy skills and academic vocabulary needed for 

academic success. Consequently, they struggle in all content areas that require literacy (Olsen, 

2014).  

However, linguistic differences are not solely responsible. Other co-occurring group risk 

factors, particularly school quality, home literacy background, and socioeconomic status, are to 

be considered. These involve risk factors facing other minority groups, including low 

socioeconomic status, cultural differences, and discrimination (Cuba et al., 2021). Exacerbating 

the situation, is that they reside in communities that are similarly struggling and in turn attend 

the same low-achieving schools (Cuba et al., 2021). 
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In terms of English learners reading and achieving below the grade level, there are 

several components involved. First, there is the cultural foundation, which can be categorized 

into students with limited or interrupted formal education; immigration; social-emotional 

factors; and intersectionality (a cross of nationality, language, immigration, gender, and 

disabilities; Hos, 2016). ELLs have cultural differences between the home and school (e.g., 

about educational values and expectations); sociopolitical factors, including past and ongoing 

discrimination; and a perception of lack of opportunities for minorities affect their role as 

students. Another compounding factor affecting ELLs is their literacy skills (Erbeli et al, 2018). 

They lack comprehension, vocabulary, and reading fluency.  

To address the academic achievement gap of ELL students and equip teachers with the 

knowledge and tools to advance ELL students academically, the Greenwood District 

implemented the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) training program in 2021. In 

this study, I evaluated the fidelity of implementation of this program for it to accomplish what it 

aims to do—discontinue the long-term status of ELLs and propel them to graduate high school 

on time. 

Program Description 

Emergent multilingual students indicate that they want to pursue post-secondary school, 

yet they need the structure and support from teachers and schools to address their specific needs 

(Echevarria et al., 2017). Without that systemic structure and support, they experience learning 

gaps that prevent them from fulfilling their college ambitions. As a program, training in SIOP is 

a research proven approach to provide ELLs with the foundations for accelerating their language 

and academic skills for secondary and post-secondary success (Echevarria et al., 2017). 
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Context 

In Greenwood District Schools, the student body is comprised of 43.9% White, 26.4% 

Black, 20.7% Hispanic, 3.2% Asian or Asian/Pacific Islander, and 5.4% multiple races. The 

percentage of ELL students is 14.1%, and there are ELL students in all 67 schools in the county. 

Currently, there are 64,000 students attending 40 elementary schools (Grades K-5), 12 middle 

schools, and 11 high schools. Comprised of 6,700 students, with 95% of ELL students identified 

as Spanish speaking, this population of learners is growing each day (VDOE, 2024a). In fact, the 

ELL population in Greenwood District has grown over 50% in the last 10 years. The population 

of the county itself has grown by 43%, starting with 260,000 in 2000 to 378,408 in 2022. 

More specifically, the county's strategic plan has now focused more intently on serving 

ELL students. The recommendation made to the district’s School Board in 2022 was to first 

remove the support cap (a limit on how many aides there would be in classrooms) and allow as 

many supporting aides as needed. Second, the district’s leadership team argued that the ESL 

teacher-student ratio of 1 to 50 was very high under VDOE guidelines. Greenwood District 

suggested that since the EL student population is rapidly increasing that they request funding to 

change the teacher to EL student ratio to 1 to 25. In fact, the district requested $3.8 million for 

enrollment adjustments and an addition of 48.5 full-time EL employees. That is a little more than 

half the amount suggested for general education teachers with $7 million and 89.1 full-time 

employees and twice as much as the growth expenditure for Special Education with $2.5 million 

and 27.5 full-time employees. This increase of funding followed guidelines provided by the 

Virginia Board of Education to fund the Standards of Quality that includes staffing schools with 

additional EL instructors and supportive staff (Commonwealth Institute, 2022). However, 
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staffing alone did not guarantee improved academic performance for ELL students. To meet the 

needs of ELLs, Greenwood District implemented the SIOP model.  

Description of the Program 

 SIOP. The SIOP model is a successful intervention model for academic literacy designed 

for ELLs (Echevarria et al., 2017). It was created to help teachers meet the needs of ELLs in the 

content area classroom. As of the time of this study, it was used to help teachers plan, teach, and 

reflect on a content-based lesson with a language and literacy focus. At Greenwood, it had been 

used in an official capacity from June 2021 to the present. The SIOP model incorporates 

scaffolding, learning strategies, literacy techniques, and use of meaningful curricula and 

materials (Echevarria et al., 2017). 

 SIOP classes are student-centered and allow ELLs to use language authentically and 

collaboratively. Students develop academic English skills across four domains—reading, writing, 

listening, and speaking (Echevarria et al., 2017). SIOP identifies 30 key features of sheltered 

instruction under eight broad categories: lesson preparation, building background, 

comprehensible input, strategies, interaction, practice & application, lesson delivery, and review 

& assessment. SIOP teachers increase attention to vocabulary instruction across the curriculum, 

so students become effective readers, writers, speakers, and listeners. (Echevarria et al., 2017). 

In the Greenwood district, SIOP is an on-going training program used in classroom 

strategies and a part of the Professional Learning Community lesson plan template. Since July 

2021, SIOP has been a 3–4-day training offered by the Office of ESL Specialists 2–3 times a 

year, fall, spring, and summer. It is open to all administrators and teachers in schools throughout 

the district. ELL teachers and even general education teachers use these strategies in their 

lessons. In fact, a part of the lesson plan template used in professional learning communities has 
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a special section for SIOP. For example, for an English language lesson on Greek and Latin 

roots, a SIOP Language objective would be “use roots and affixes to comprehend unknown 

vocabulary.” 

Theoretical Framework for the SIOP Training Initiative 

 Teachers in this professional training initiative have been trained on SIOP to provide 

their ELL students with new strategies to enhance their English development and learn academic 

content with greater success. At the heart of training teachers and achieving greater gains for 

students is professional development (PD) and teacher self-efficacy. 

PD and Its Potential Impact on Teacher Self-Efficacy 

 After extensive research, Garet et al. (2001) concluded, “if we are serious about using 

[PD] as a mechanism to improve teaching, we need to invest in activities that have the 

characteristics that research shows foster improvements in teaching” (p. 937). These 

characteristics include active participation and learning, sustained duration of PD activities, 

content-based learning, expert support, and reflection (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017). In 

addition, these characteristics align with the types of activities that build self-efficacy in teachers. 

Effective teacher training and PD can improve teacher self-efficacy, which has been shown to 

result in better classroom instruction, motivation, and student achievement (Cantrell & Hughes, 

2008; Kennedy, 2009; Puchner & Taylor, 2006; Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009; Yoo, 

2016). 

Self-Efficacy Theory  

 Bandura’s self-efficacy theory provides a connection to better understand the perceived 

inability that teachers feel they have when it comes to educating ELLs, in general, and using the 

SIOP model, specifically. In Bandura’s (1977) description of this theory, he explains that people 
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avoid doing an activity that they do not perceive themselves as being capable of success. 

Conversely, people will gravitate to activities and jobs that they feel more qualified to complete. 

In addition, the person may also judge their capability of completing the activity according to the 

level of external expectation (Bandura & Schunk, 1981).  

When a teacher encounters a student that they feel they are not qualified to teach, the 

effectiveness of that teacher is diminished (Téllez & Manthey, 2015). For some teachers, the 

ELL student falls into the category of a student that teachers do not believe they have the ability 

to teach (Rizzuto, 2017; Téllez & Manthey, 2015). The language barrier might further convince 

teachers that they cannot teach ELLs. Bandura states that people avoid taking on tasks that they 

believe exceed their abilities (Montcalm, 1999). If a classroom teacher has the belief that 

teaching ELLs is beyond his/her abilities, ELL students in their classrooms may have less of an 

opportunity to learn because the teacher may be providing them with less effective instruction. 

Another concept of Bandura’s theory is that people put forth effort in a situation based on what 

the individual wants to gain from the experience (Pfitzner-Eden, 2016). In other words, a teacher 

who has not had an ELL in their classroom may not fully invest the work in learning new 

teaching strategies for ELLs. However, a teacher with experience in teaching ELLs may put forth 

more effort in learning new teaching strategies because they see the immediate benefit. 

Participants in the SIOP professional learning provided in Greenwood District Schools 

were recruited based on the common consensus that they lack the appropriate teaching strategies 

to teach ELLs. By providing PD on a theory of second language acquisition and SIOP, the 

participants are exposed to research proven strategies that benefit ELLs (Short & Himmel, 2013). 

According to principles of Bandura’s self-efficacy theory, the result of this innovation should be 

that the participants gained knowledge and learned teaching strategies needed to feel like they 
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will be successful in teaching ELLs. By having the new teaching strategies and a new belief in 

their ability to reach ELLs, teachers will no longer see this area of teaching as a weakness. 

Evaluation Design 

In this evaluation of the SIOP training initiative in Greenwood District in Virginia, I 

probed whether activities in the program were being implemented by teachers and the degree to 

which teachers are self-efficacious in implementing the model. The evaluation was undertaken 

for the Greenwood District Schools with a focus on fidelity of near-term and intermediate-term 

outcomes of the program.  

This program evaluation followed the pragmatic paradigm. It focused on the near-term 

and intermediate outcomes of the student participants in the program, using the CIPP (context, 

input, processes, and product) model. This model answers the following questions: “What should 

we do? How should we do it? Are we doing it correctly? Did it work?” (Mertens & Wilson, 

2019).  

I applied a sequential mixed-methods research design which incorporated both 

quantitative and qualitative approaches to describe conditions which affect implementation of the 

SIOP PD program. First, I collected quantitative data through surveys distributed to teachers who 

participated in the SIOP training initiative. Second, I collected qualitative data through 

interviews with 11 teachers who participated in this training. The benefits of mixed-methods 

studies are that they can show the results as well as explain why these results were obtained 

(Mertens & Wilson, 2019). 

Program Logic Model 

The logic model was based on information I retrieved from documents given to me by the 

district’s English as a Second Language (ESL) Secondary Specialist, as well as research on self-
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efficacy and PD, as well as the link between SIOP and cultural responsiveness (ESL Specialist, 

personal communication, October 8, 2023). 

The logic model for the SIOP Training Program in Greenwood was divided into three 

main parts. These consisted of the inputs, processes, and outputs. Also influencing the model 

were assumptions about the program and external factors that may support or inhibit the SIOP 

Training program (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1 

Program Model for SIOP Training Initiative 

 
Note. ESL = English as a Second Language; SIOP = Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol; ELL = English Language Learner 
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Inputs included elements that support implementation of the program. These included 

time, which is year-round during the school year, since it also included PD workshops in June 

and July. The site was the county’s technical center where the trainers implemented the SIOP PD 

workshops. Additional resources such as the SIOP book, handouts, and presentation slides were 

included with the training. Title III Grant funds for this program provided snacks, refreshments, 

and meals. Funds were also allocated for teacher stipends: $265 for 3 days of training or itemized 

to $11 an hour. Lastly, trainers were a significant input into the program. The county’s ESL 

Secondary Specialist and the ESL Elementary/Special Education Specialist served in this role 

(ESL Specialist, personal communication, October 8, 2023). 

In terms of processes, there were two main elements: participants and activities. The 

voluntary participants were general education, special education and ESL teachers, school-based 

specialists, instructional designers, school administrators, and central office instructional staff. In 

terms of activities, the teachers received PD in a 3–4-day workshop. Each day consisted of an 

agenda with activities they implemented, following SIOP guidelines. See Table 1 for SIOP 

Workshop details. For the SIOP Workshop Agenda see Appendix A.  
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Table 1 

Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol Workshop Agenda 

Day Activities 

1 

 

Second Language Acquisition Theory 

Overview of Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol  

Component 1—Lesson Preparation 

Component 2—Building Background 

2 Lesson preparation review 

Component 3—Comprehensible Input 

Component 4—Strategies 

Component 5—Interaction 

Component 6—Practice & Application  

3  Component 7—Lesson Delivery 

Component 8—Review & Assessment 

Lesson planning time for SIOP lesson plan exit ticket 

 

I assumed that due to this program, teachers would implement activities from the training 

they were given. I also assumed that due to the training of more teachers, there would be 

widespread use of the model (ESL Specialist, personal communication, October 8, 2023). In 

addition, I assumed that with widespread usage teachers would become more efficacious in using 

the SIOP elements. 

The outcomes of the SIOP training program were threefold: near-term, intermediate, and 

long-term. This evaluation focused on the participants’ near-term and intermediate outcomes. 

The near-term outcomes included teachers implementing the SIOP model in their classrooms and 

that teachers’ instruction becomes more culturally responsive. The intermediate outcomes 

included developing self-efficacy using the SIOP model and developing self-efficacy to teach 

ELL students. A theory of action embedded in the logic model is that, if teachers develop a sense 

of self-efficacy for using the SIOP model and for teaching ELL students, then ELL student 

achievement would increase. The culminating long-term outcome was for teachers to become 
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advocates and ambassadors for the SIOP model. The last long-term outcome was for ELL 

student achievement gap, in the county, to decrease. SIOP was used to help students acquire 

language acquisition in content classes, thus helping them achieve academically (ESL Specialist, 

personal communication, October 8, 2023). 

 Finally, there were assumptions and external factors to be considered in the program. The 

assumptions about the SIOP training program were:  

• There would be widespread use of SIOP throughout the district. 

• A 3–4-day workshop would result in the use of the SIOP model.  

• SIOP would increase accelerated academic success. 

There were also external factors that supported or inhibited SIOP training outcomes. These were: 

ineffective collaboration between teachers in collaborative classes, insufficient planning time, 

SIOP strategies may not be feasible to implement along with other programs that the county is 

promoting. Effective collaboration between an ESL teacher and general content teacher is the 

basis of an effective collaborative classroom and instruction. If it does not exist, then teachers 

cannot agree on using components of a program like SIOP. Additionally, each year the county 

releases a program that they would like to focus on, like Actively Learn and No Red Ink. 

Working with those programs may be specific and regimented, following exactly what is 

included in assignments. Some teachers may find it hard to deviate from what is provided and 

include strategies from a model like SIOP. 

Overview of the Evaluation Approach 

Purpose of the Evaluation 

The purpose of this evaluation was to determine to what degree the SIOP trained teachers 

in Greenwood District Schools have transferred the eight components of SIOP into their 
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instructional practices. In addition, this study determined which conditions support and limit the 

teachers’ successful implementation of the SIOP PD trainings into daily classroom instruction, as 

perceived by teachers. As a result, the purpose was for program improvement and formative in 

nature. The audience for this evaluation was the Greenwood District Central Office, Office of 

ESL, SIOP trained teachers, administrators, and instructional coaches.  

Focus of the Evaluation 

The focus of the evaluation was on the process and product phases, near-term and 

intermediate-term outcomes of the SIOP training program. Trained professional near-term 

outcomes included implementing SIOP practices in the classroom, collaborating with teachers on 

SIOP in the classroom and building. The activities of the program were assessed with the focus 

on continuous improvement—what is being done, is it being done well, and what needs to be 

addressed for change? The intermediate outcomes included teaching in a culturally responsive 

way to ELL students, improvement in students ELL levels and academic language. However, I 

did not include cultural responsiveness and student achievement since it was focused on the 

implementation of the SIOP model in classrooms and self-efficacy for using the SIOP model. 

The final measurement involved the outcomes of the program and how effectively those 

outcomes were addressed (Stufflebeam, 2003). 

Evaluation Questions 

The evaluation questions are listed below: 

1. To what degree are the eight components of the SIOP transferred into district 

teachers’ instructional practices, as perceived by teachers?  

2. To what degree do teachers perceive a sense of self-efficacy in implementing the eight 

components of SIOP? 
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3. What conditions support and what conditions limit successful implementation of 

SIOP as perceived by teachers?  

4. What other recommendations and suggestions do the teachers believe would support 

implementation of a successful professional development on SIOP?  

Definitions of Terms 

ACCESS for ELLs — ACCESS for ELLs (ACCESS), the collective name for the 

World-class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) suite of summative English language 

proficiency assessments. Taken annually by English learners in kindergarten through Grade 12 in 

WIDA Consortium member states. Students who qualify for ELL services score between 1.0-4.3. 

Score of 4.4 and above will allow a student to test out of ELL services at their home school 

(WIDA model online, 2024). 

Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) — Language skills needed in social 

situations. Social interactions are context embedded, and they are not very cognitively 

demanding (Cummins, 1979). 

Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) — A concept developed by 

Cummins (1984) that refers to the language most used for academic purposes in a classroom 

setting and is typically decontextualized and cognitively challenging. 

Comprehensible input — One of the eight components of SIOP, which means that 

language must be presented to students in a way that they can understand it, including the use of 

visuals and other context clues (Echevarria et al., 2017).  

Culturally Responsive Teaching — Uses the cultural knowledge, prior experiences, 

frames of reference, and performance styles of ethnically diverse students, making learning more 
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relevant and effective (Gay, 2010). Empowering students intellectually, socially, emotionally, 

and politically (Ladson-Billings, 1992). 

Differentiated instruction —Various strategies used to change the delivery of 

instruction to make it more accessible to students with varied learning needs (Rogers, 1969). 

English Language Development — Explicit English language instruction designed for 

ELL to specifically address the different levels of proficiency in English (i.e., Beginning, 

Intermediate, Advanced). 

Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) — Current iteration of the Elementary and 

Secondary Act signed into law by President Obama. This 2015 version of the ESEA replaced the 

2001 NCLB Act which was signed into law by President George W. Bush in January 2002 

(United States Department of Education [USDOE], 2016). 

English Language Learners (ELLs) — Students whose first language is not English 

and who are in the process of learning English. These students are limited in their English 

proficiency and require additional support to progress academically (Vialoando, 2005). 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) — A 2001 reauthorization of the ESEA 

signed into law by President George W. Bush. NCLB sought to expand the government’s role in 

holding states and school districts more accountable for improving student performance (NCLB, 

2001). 

Protocol — A rubric used in SIOP that allows teachers to present material and give 

students support until they can apply new skills independently (Echevarria et al., 2017).  

Professional development (PD) — An activity intended to train educators to improve 

student performance in schools (Desimone, 2009) 
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Scaffolded instruction — A method that allows teachers to present materials and give 

students support until they can apply new skills independently. Specially developed academic 

instruction in English: Strategies and techniques used to make content more comprehensible for 

ELLs. This term is also used concurrently with sheltered instruction (Echevarria et al., 2017). 

Self-efficacy — Psychologist Albert Bandura defined self-efficacy as a person’s belief in 

their ability to succeed in specific situations or accomplish a task. One’s self-efficacy plays a 

major role in how one approaches goals, tasks, and challenges (Bandura, 1977). 

Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) — A research-based instructional 

model designed to meet the needs of ELLs. There are eight components in SIOP: lesson 

preparation, building background, comprehensible input, strategies, interaction, practice and 

application, lesson delivery, review & assessment. It is a learning model that is used by teachers 

teach ELL students (Echevarria et al., 2017). 

 Students with Limited or Interrupted Formal Education — ELLs who have 

experienced an interruption or acquired limited formal education before enrolling in a school 

district (Hos, 2016). 

Title III — The purpose of Title III is to help ensure that ELLs, including immigrant 

children and youth, attain English proficiency and develop high levels of academic achievement 

and assist teachers (including preschool teachers), administrators, and other school leaders in 

developing and enhancing their capacity to provide effective instructional programs. Title III 

also continues to promote parental, family, and community participation in language instruction 

educational programs for the parents, families, and communities of English learners (VDOE, 

2024b).  
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Today 5.12 million students or 10.4% of the K-12 student population in U.S. schools, are 

English Language Learners (ELL) and, despite the fact that ELLs are the fastest growing group 

of students in the nation’s schools, they remain a disproportionality underserved and 

underachieving group (Echevarria et al., 2017; Gándara & Rumberger, 2009; Irwin et al., 2023; 

Olsen, 2014; Scarcella, 2003). ELLs are a special population of learners that present unique 

challenges for school systems. According to the Commonwealth Institute (2022), Virginia ranks 

sixth worst in the nation for ELL graduation rates and third worst on the eighth National 

Assessment for Educational Progress test. ELL students in Virginia have faced unique challenges 

during the pandemic and have had the most significant drop in state achievement scores of any 

student groups measured for state reading, math, and science tests (Commonwealth Institute, 

2022). Evidence for these outcomes, particularly over the pandemic, shows that ELL students are 

not receiving adequate support to overcome barriers they face. For ELLs to be successful in 

school, teachers of ELLs must understand how to teach these learners and feel confident in their 

ability to present information in a format that is beneficial to the student (Commonwealth 

Institute, 2022). 

This chapter presents an overview of the supporting literature related to ELL Language 

and Instructional Policy, Second Language Acquisition Theory, the Sheltered Instruction 

Observation Protocol (SIOP), and the Self-Efficacy Theory. The final section of this chapter will 

discuss how the identified problem of practice and supporting theories are aligned. 
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Language and Instructional Policy 

According to Menken and Solorza (2014), language education policies in the United 

States have historically reflected ideologies and attitudes about language, culture, immigration, 

diversity, and national identity with alternating restriction and tolerance (Baker, 2011; Menken, 

2008; Menken & Solorza, 2014). This section reviews policy and politics that pertain to 

instructional programs for ELL students and related literature that discusses the effects of these 

policies. The purpose of this section is to provide a historical perspective of the mandates, policy 

decisions, court rulings, and requirements of and limitations placed on the education of ELL 

students in K-12 schools in the United States. 

Federal Legislation and Court Decisions Affecting ELLs 

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), signed into law in 1965, brought 

education into the forefront for the fight against poverty by appropriating funds to states to 

improve the education of Limited English Proficient students (federal government’s term for 

ELLs). In 1967, Senator Ralph Yarborough of Texas introduced a bill known as Title VII, which 

proposed to aid school districts in establishing educational programs specifically for Limited 

English Proficient students. Title VII of the ESEA was amended in 1968 to enact the Bilingual 

Education Act. The Act was the federal governments’ first involvement in the education of 

English learners (Gándara et al., 2010). The Bilingual Education Act provided supplemental 

funds to school districts that implemented programs designed to meet the special educational 

needs of children with limited English-speaking ability. Despite federal funding and mandates 

regarding ELLs, reluctance by many states to provide equitable educational opportunities to 

ELLs sparked several landmark court rulings that addressed the linguistic and educational needs 

of ELL (Gándara et al., 2010). 
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The Lau v. Nichols (1974) Supreme Court case paved the way to providing language 

minority students access to core content. This case was about Chinese American students in the 

San Francisco Unified School District who were placed in mainstream classrooms despite lack of 

proficiency in English and left to survive on their own. The lawsuit claimed that the district did 

not provide access to English language acquisition or meaningful curriculum for children limited 

in English proficiency violating Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The Supreme Court 

found in favor of Lau (Lau v. Nichols, 1974). The court found that the school district denied 

Chinese students a meaningful opportunity to participate in their education. 

After the court’s decision in favor of Lau, the Office of Civil Rights established the Lau 

Remedies. The Lau Remedies require school districts to implement bilingual education programs 

for Limited English Proficient students. The Lau Remedies are procedures for (a) identifying and 

evaluating national-origin-minority students’ English-language skills; (b) determining 

appropriate instructional treatments; (c) deciding when Limited English Proficient students were 

ready for mainstream classes; and (d) determining the professional standards to be met by 

teachers of language-minority children (pp. 4-5). This decision affirmed the rights of ELL 

students to an education equal to that of their English–speaking peers (Gándara et al., 2010). Lau 

v. Nichols (1974) also led to the enactment of the Equal Education Opportunities Act of 1974. 

The Equal Education Opportunities Act prohibits states from denying equal educational 

opportunity to an individual on account of his or her race, color, sex, or national origin. The 

statute specifically prohibits states from denying equal educational opportunity by the failure of 

an educational agency to take appropriate action to overcome language barriers that impede 

equal participation by its students in its instructional programs (Lau v. Nichols, 1974). Despite 
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the Lau Remedies and the Equal Education Opportunities Act school districts are still struggling 

with the challenge of educating ELL students (Office of Civil Rights, 2022). 

 In 1978, Castañeda v. Pickard broke another barrier for English Learners. Roy 

Castañeda, the father of two Mexican American students, sued the Raymondville School District 

in Texas for discriminating against his children because of their ethnicity (Castaneda v. Pickard, 

1981). He argued that the school was using a grouping system to segregate his children based on 

ethnicity. Castañeda also claimed that the school district did not have sufficient bilingual 

programs for his children to overcome their language barriers. Initially, the courts ruled in favor 

of the school district in 1978. However, in 1981, the case was won in the United States Court of 

Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. This ruling established a three-part assessment for determining how 

bilingual education programs would be held accountable for meeting the requirements of Equal 

Education Opportunities Act (Castaneda v. Pickard, 1981). The criteria are: 

• The program must be based on “sound educational theory” 

• The bilingual program must be “implemented effectively with resources for 

personnel, instructional materials, and space.” 

• The school district must have an evaluation process to ensure that the program is 

effective in overcoming language barriers. 

Federal Reforms for English Language Speakers 

ESEA was reauthorized in 1994 as part of the Improving America’s Schools Act. Title 

VII was restructured to provide states more autonomy and give priority to applicants seeking 

funding to develop bilingual proficiency. The Improving America’s Schools Act also modified 

eligibility requirements for services under Title I so that limited-English proficient students are 

eligible for services under that program on the same basis as other students (USDOE, 2016). 
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The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 was enacted to establish strong 

accountability for the education of all children and provide certain provisions specific to limited 

English proficient students. The focus of NCLB was to ensure that schools are meeting the 

educational needs of low-achieving children in the highest-poverty schools including but not 

limited to English proficient students, closing the achievement gap between high- and low-

performing children, particularly the achievement gaps between minority and non-minority 

students, as well as between disadvantaged children and their more advantaged peers. Under 

NCLB, ELL students were exempt from testing in their first year of learning English (USDOE, 

2016). 

Many schools and educators found NCLB’s requirements unsuccessful and resulted in 

the signing of Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) in 2015 by President Obama which brought 

about significant changes for ELL students (USDOE, 2016). Under ESSA, states requirements 

for ELL students increased. As a result, there was a greater availability of funding available from 

Title I and III funds. States were required to develop entrance and exit assessments for ELLs 

with a timeline for reaching proficiency. Additionally, states were tasked with aligning English 

Language Proficiency standards to their state standards. Lastly, they would be required to report 

ELL proficiency as a measure for school quality (USDOE, 2016). 

For the past 50 years, the Federal government has vacillated on the methods of providing 

access to quality language and grade level core content instruction to the millions of English 

learners in the nation. Policies regarding the language of instruction have fluctuated between 

supporting native language instruction through funding and mandates while gradually 

eliminating native language instruction by reducing funding through voter initiatives (Callahan 

et. al., 2022; Zúñiga et al., 2018). However, all of these policies have been subject to critique by 



 

 24 

researchers who study ELLs. Olsen (2014) contended that ELLs are still not “English proficient 

and have incurred major academic deficits” despite many years in U.S. schools (p. 1). According 

to Callahan et al. (2022), the data on academic achievement for ELLs are based on tests 

administered in English to students who do not speak English well, which have led to restrictive 

placements. Cummins (2011) argued that these policies have not succeeded in closing the 

achievement gap between social groups because these policies have focused more on punitive 

accountability measures such as standardized tests rather than equity (p. 143). Similar to the 

federal level, the Commonwealth of Virginia has developed policies to meet the needs of ELLs.  

Virginia’s Policy on ELLs 

Virginia is awarded federal funds under Title III support programs to address English 

language proficiency and academic achievement of ELLs including the provision of language 

instruction educational programs and activities that increase the knowledge and skills of teachers 

who serve Els. Title III programs also provide enhanced instructional opportunities for 

immigrant children and youths (VDOE, 2024b). 

NCLB required that all ELLs be tested once a year to determine their English 

Development standards. In addition, students new to the U.S. would be exempt from testing their 

first year in the country. Therefore, in 2007, the Commonwealth of Virginia adopted the 

Assessing Comprehension and Communication in English State-to-State (ACCESS) for ELLs to 

accurately measure the students’ English Language Proficiency student progress annually, and to 

serve as a criterion to aid in determining when ELLs have attained language proficiency 

comparable to that of their English-proficient peers (WIDA, 2020). The WIDA Consortium 

designed the ACCESS for ELLs test to represent the “social and academic language demands 

within a school setting as exemplified in the five WIDA English Language Development 
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Standards” (WIDA, 2020, p. 4). This assessment is grounded in English Language Development 

standards, which are based on social and instructional language, language of English Language 

Arts, language of Mathematics, language of Science, and the language of Social Studies. 

ACCESS for ELLs test is organized into clusters by grade: K, Grades 1–2, Grades 3–5, Grades 

6–8, and Grades 9–12 (WIDA, 2020). These state level policies, as well as federal policies, are 

grounded in theories related to second language acquisition.  

Theory of Second Language Acquisition  

The theory of second language acquisition is important to understanding the significance 

of English Language Learning programs and the effort that is put into them by ELLs and 

teachers. This starts with Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) and Cognitive 

Academic Language Proficiency (CALP). Another essential theory to understand language 

acquisition is Krashen’s hypotheses of the theory of language acquisition.  

BICS and CALP 

Regarded as essential to understanding the language proficiency of English learners, Jim 

Cummins’s linguistic theory is based on the understanding that language plays a central role in a 

child’s educational development. In explaining language acquisition Cummins (1979) makes a 

distinction between two kinds of language proficiency: BICS consists of the basic skills of 

listening and speaking. According to Cummins’s, it takes 1–3 years for ELLs to reach the social 

language level of their peers. Social language can involve writing but is less formal than 

academic language. The second kind of language proficiency is CALP. As the name suggests, 

this is the language used in schools for academic learning. Cummins (1979) affirmed that while 

many children develop native speaker fluency (BICS) within 2 years of immersion in the target 
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language, it takes between 5–10 years for a child “to catch up academically in English” (p. 2). 

Academic language is found primarily in printed text. 

Cummins’ (2008) BICS and CALP theory has evolved since its inception in 1984. The 

theory delves deeper into explaining the distinction between conversational (BICS) and 

academic language (CALP). Cummins (2008) explained that “context-embedded” and 

cognitively demanding tasks cannot be explicitly identified because a cognitively demanding 

task for one learner may not be demanding for another due to prior knowledge or interest 

attributes. He also added “discrete language skills” as a component of language proficiency that 

is distinct from conversational fluency and “academic language proficiency” (Cummins, 2008, 

p.75). Discrete language skills involve the learning of ruled-governed aspects of language such 

as phonology, grammar, and spelling. These skills can be learned in isolation from the 

development of academic language proficiency. An example of this is the fact that some students 

who can read English fluently (decoding) may have only a very limited understanding of the 

words (Cummins, 2008). Finally, he embeds the BICS and CALP distinction within a culturally 

and linguistically diverse context including teacher-student interactions “as seen as a process of 

negotiating identities, reflecting to varying degrees coercive or collaborative relations of power 

in the wider society” (p. 75). Figure 2, the Iceberg Model, shows the visual interpretation of 

BICS and CALPS and the relative language and communication skills demonstrated by ELLs 

during these stages.  
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Figure 2  

Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) vs. Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency 

(CALP): The Iceberg Model 

 

  

Note. Cummins’s Iceberg Model explains the relationship between BICS and CALP. Adapted from 

“Cognitive/academic language proficiency, linguistic interdependence, the optimum age question and 

some other matters,” by J. Cummins, 1979, Working Papers on Bilingualism (No. 19), pp. 121-129. 

Reprinted with permission. 

 

As seen in Figure 2, an EL student’s academic language may take up to 10 years to 

develop and be as strong enough to compete academically as a native speaker. Taking into 

consideration Cummins’s theory of BICS and CALP, SIOP uses background knowledge, 

scaffolding and accommodations used in practice & application as well as assessment.  

BICS (1-2 years) 

Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills 
• Surface level-Here and Now 

• Familiar Content 

• Face to Face Conversation 

• High Frequency Vocabulary-2000 

Words 

• Simple Sentence Structure 

• Low Pressure 

CALP (5 or more years) 

Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency 

• Experience and Exposure to Culture 

• Lecture, formal written text, special 

terminology, humor, idioms, social 

appropriateness 

• More abstract 

• Less familiar content 

• Decontextualized 

• Low frequency vocabulary 
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Another researcher who hypothesized about language acquisition theory was Krashen. 

Krashen (1982) proposed five main hypotheses for the theory of language acquisition: 

1. The acquisition/learning hypothesis proposes that language acquisition develops 

subconsciously when we need to communicate with others, and that language learning 

is a deliberate and conscious process that involves direct instruction in the rules of 

language. 

2. The natural order hypothesis proposes that grammatical rules of a language are learned 

in a predictable order, regardless of age or direct instruction. Krashen claimed that 

second language learners learn similarly to how they acquired their first language. 

3. The monitor hypothesis proposes that language acquisition occurs when the learner 

sets aside sufficient time to learn, focuses on form and correctness, and knows the 

rules of the language.  

4. The input hypothesis proposes that learners acquire meaning first and structure second.  

5. The affective filter hypothesis suggests that a number of variables can influence 

second language acquisition, including motivation to learn, self-esteem, and anxiety.  

Krashen’s theory stresses that learning the grammatical rules of a language are not as 

important as the idea of comprehensible input (Krashen, 1982; Raju & Joshith, 2018). 

Comprehensible input can be defined as the teacher trying to present the content of the lesson in 

a way that is understandable to the student no matter the level of a student’s language proficiency 

(Echevarria et al., 2017). In other words, the learner will be more successful in acquiring the new 

information because the information is presented to them in a way they understand (Reed & 

Railsback, 2003). Based on the idea of comprehensible input, classroom teachers should be 

presenting ELLs with information that is at or just above their level of comprehension to help 
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facilitate success in the classroom and increase language acquisition. The level of comprehension 

or English proficiency will vary with each ELL and needs to be of foremost consideration in 

instructional planning. To assist teachers in developing instructional strategies for ELLs that 

focus on comprehensible input, proper lesson planning is important. Teachers need to take the 

time to look at the information in the unit of study and determine how they can modify it 

effectively for all levels of ELL students in their classroom. 

Krashen’s research is the basis for the development of ELL instructional strategies 

designed to increase ELL proficiency with reading grade level text. The achievement gap of 

ELLs is an urgent concern for educators as academic demands in the classroom and on high 

stakes assessments are increasingly more rigorous (Nargund-Joshi & Bautista, 2016). To prepare 

ELLs for these cognitive expectations, all features of the academic language register must be 

explicitly taught and practiced in the classroom across all content areas. The framework of SIOP 

instructional strategies follows the theoretical framework of Krashen’s language acquisition. 

Sheltered Instruction 

Sheltered instruction is an approach to teaching ELLs that integrates language and 

content instruction. The phrase “sheltered instruction” is credited to Stephen Krashen (1982). Its 

primary goal is to provide language learners with comprehensible input by implementing specific 

instructional tools and practices. Sheltered instruction is critical in the context of Newcomer 

instruction, ESL instruction of immigrant students who have little or no English proficiency 

and/or limited or no formal education in their native countries. For this population of ELLs, 

focuses on content over language. Sheltered, or scaffolded, instructional practices engage ELLs 

in the rigorous content investigation. It encompasses a wide range of instructional techniques, 

aimed at guiding and directing language learners toward proficiency, within a safe environment 
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for interaction and facilitated risk-taking. An important part of scaffolded instruction are 

effective content language learning objectives. These principles focus on the educator and 

learner (Krashen, 2013). Basic elements of sheltered instruction include:  

• appropriate pacing 

• modified speech 

• routine and predictability  

• use of visuals, realia, and manipulatives 

• explicitly introduced body language, gestures, and facial cues 

• sentence stems 

• relevant language-supportive technology 

• modeling 

• traditional or interactive word walls 

• interactive note booking 

• multiple modes of assessment/means of demonstrating understanding 

• graphic organizers (such as Frayer models, Venn Diagrams or word-mapping) 

• co-operative talk structures, such as inside-outside circles, fishbowls, numbered heads 

Additionally, anxiety and pressure to learn a new language may be significantly diffused in 

sheltered subject matter settings. In fact, students acquire as much or more language in subject 

than students in direct ESL classes while learning remarkable amounts of subject material 

(Krashen, 2013). 

SIOP 

SIOP is a framework for the implementation of sheltered instruction for ELLs 

(Echevarria et al., 2017; Short et al., 2012). Teachers and other educational specialists use it to 
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obtain information about the consistent efficacy of classroom sheltered instruction. The goal of 

the SIOP model is to help ELLs understand information on a deeper level by ensuring teachers 

deliver content in a way that all learners can comprehend (Grainger & Jones, 2013). While 

teachers make content comprehensible for students, they also support the acquisition of language 

skills through listening, speaking, reading, and writing. SIOP identifies 30 important elements of 

sheltered instruction under eight broad categories (Echevarria et al., 2017). In Table 2, the eight 

components of SIOP with their instructional features are listed. 
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Table 2 

Eight Components of SIOP  

Component Instructional Features 

1. Lesson Preparation Preparing lessons with clear content and language objectives and 

meaningful activities and materials to make lessons clear. Adapting lessons 

to students’ levels. 

 

 2. Building Background 

 

Building background knowledge of students through linking concepts with 

prior knowledge. Emphasizing key vocabulary by writing, repetition and 

highlighting. 

 

 3. Comprehensible Input Providing comprehensible input with clear speech, clear explanation of 

tasks and a variety of techniques that include modeling, demonstrations, 

hands-on activities, and body gestures. 

 

4. Strategies    Using strategies to scaffold and question learners and get them to practice 

learning strategies. Using questioning to promote high-order thinking skills. 

 

5. Interaction Providing opportunities for student interaction. Sufficient wait time for 

student response. 

Students have ample time to expand on their thoughts in their home 

language. 

 

6. Practice/Application Developing manipulatives and activities for students to practice and apply 

content and language knowledge. 

 

7. Lesson Delivery Pacing the aligned content and language objectives lesson with high student 

engagement.  

 

8. Review & Assessment Reviewing key concepts and vocabulary. Providing regular feedback and 

assessing student comprehension 

Note. SIOP = Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol 

 

SIOP as Culturally Responsive Pedagogy 

In addition to meeting the needs of ELL learners, SIOP has been identified as an 

approach to implement culturally relevant pedagogy. Ladson-Billings (1992) coined the term 

“culturally relevant pedagogy” to describe “a pedagogy that empowers students intellectually, 

socially, emotionally, and politically by using cultural referents to impart knowledge, skills, and 
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attitudes” (p.17). Gay (2010) claimed that using Culturally Responsive Theory is important for 

culturally and linguistically diverse students because it makes learning more relevant for them by 

bringing in their “cultural knowledge, prior experiences, frames of reference, and performance 

styles to their learning experience” (p. 29). 

Gay (2010) describes four essential components for the practice of culturally relevant 

pedagogy: caring, communication, curriculum, and instruction. Caring relates to teacher 

attitudes, behaviors, and expectations about students’ human value, intellectual capability, and 

performance responsibility. Gay affirms that the decisions teachers make are influenced by the 

attitudes and expectations of students. The second component is communication. According to 

Gay (2010), when teachers are familiar with the discourse style of their students, they are better 

able to modify lessons to address specific academic language structures and facilitate integrating 

students into the classroom and curriculum. Curriculum, the third component, calls for teachers 

to infuse culturally diverse content into the curriculum. Instruction is the fourth essential 

component of Culturally Responsive Theory. Gay contended that making the classroom student-

centered and using the students’ frame of reference to make lessons comprehensible for students 

makes instruction more meaningful, generates higher interest and facilitates learning the material 

more thoroughly. Culturally responsive teachers establish a culture of learning rather than a 

culture of evaluation for all students in the classroom (Powell et al., 2013). They use formative 

assessments to monitor learning to ensure all students are acquiring the skills and concepts being 

taught. “Authentic assessment is particularly important for ELLs as it enables the teacher to 

garner important information about a students’ language acquisition and conceptual 

understanding” (Powell et al., 2013, p. 24). Culturally responsive teachers get to know their 

students’ cultural identities by learning about their students’ lives outside the classroom so that 
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they can make connections to the curriculum (Powell et al., 2013). According to Hammond 

(2015), when new knowledge is combined with students’ existing information, it promotes brain 

connection and learning. Table 3 provides an overview of alignment between the SIOP 

components and culturally responsive pedagogy characteristics. 
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Table 3 

Examples of SIOP Components as Culturally Responsive  

Component Culturally Responsive Characteristics 
 

1. Lesson 

Preparation 

Ensuring that students from diverse backgrounds can access learning according to 

their grade and academic levels. 

2. Building 

Background 

 

Through integrating students’ realities into lessons, teachers capitalize on the 

funds of knowledge English learners and emphasize the legitimacy of their 

cultural heritage, making the lesson’s content more meaningful and relevant to 

their English Learners.  

3. Comprehensible 

Input 

Speaking clearly, using visuals and multimedia, hands-on activities, modeling, 

and repetition to help students understand instruction at their level of language 

proficiency, thus providing access to the core curriculum. 

4. Strategies    Teachers provide opportunities for English learners to use higher-order thinking 

and encourage them to think critically, it is more intellectually stimulating, and it 

conveys high expectations for students. SIOP teachers also use a variety of 

scaffolding techniques to support students’ understanding of lessons such as 

paraphrasing, use of graphic organizers, and showing a model of a completed 

assignment for reference. 

 

5. Interaction English learners and English speakers work together in small groups which 

fosters mutual respect among students from different cultures and ethnicities. 

Developing relationships opens communication as students learn about and from 

one another. English learners may be grouped by language so that they’re able to 

work together using the same home language, which demonstrates respect for 

their linguistic heritage. 

6. Practice & 

Application 

SIOP teachers assist students in practicing and applying what they have learned 

by encouraging them to engage in activities of their choice that reflect their 

cultural identity. While integrating language skills (reading, writing, speaking, 

listening), these activities also integrate students’ knowledge, experiences, 

language, and preferences. 

7. Lesson Delivery These lessons make content comprehensible for students and include activities, 

supplementary materials, adapted text, and other practices to help students access 

the same content their English-speaking peers are learning. 

8. Review & 

Assessment 

Teachers promote culturally responsive teaching by consistently checking for 

understanding. They ensure that English learners are comprehending the lesson 

and are participating fully in learning. Formative and summative assessments are 

multifaceted and take into consideration the various contexts of a student’s life 

including home, school, culture, home language, and literacy development in both 

their home language and English. 

Note. SIOP = Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol  
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Research on the SIOP Protocol 

 There has been research on SIOP since its inception in 1996. Most of this research has 

been done by the developers of the protocol. Below is a review of the body of work supporting 

the model and findings that critique the evidence. 

Research Supporting SIOP 

A 7-year research project (1996-2003) for the Center for Research on Education, 

Diversity, & Excellence was conducted to explore the effects of Sheltered Instruction on the 

achievement of ELL students (Echevarria et al., 2017). The Center was one of 12 national 

research and development centers funded by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of 

Educational Research and Improvement, and the National Institute on the Education of At-Risk 

Students. The purpose of the research was to identify and develop effective educational practices 

for linguistic and cultural minority students, such as those placed at risk by factors of race, 

poverty, and geographic location. Specifically, the goals of the project were to develop an 

explicit model of sheltered instruction, use the model to train teachers in effective sheltered 

strategies, and conduct field experiments and collect data to evaluate teacher change and the 

effects of sheltered instruction on students’ English language development and content 

knowledge (Echevarria & Graves, 1998). 

This research resulted in the creation of the SIOP. The SIOP model incorporates 

scaffolding, learning strategies, literacy techniques and use of meaningful curricula and materials 

(Echevarria et al., 2017). Echevarria et al.’s (2017) project involved middle school teachers and 

their students in four school districts, two on the east coast and two on the west coast. During the 

first year of the project, the participating school districts nominated the project teachers. Each 

intervention teacher participated in a 3-day PD on the SIOP model. 
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Each teacher implemented SIOP lessons in his or her designated course and they were 

videotaped 3 times per year. The researchers used the SIOP rating scale to analyze the 

videotaped lessons and other classroom observations. The analyses were shared with teachers 

along with written feedback. The comparison teachers were also videotaped and rated using the 

SIOP rating scale; however, they did not receive feedback on their lessons or participate in any 

training. This research showed that when teachers used the SIOP model with ELL students 

consistently, students’ expository writing improved significantly when compared to the writing 

of other ELLs whose teachers did not implement the SIOP model (Echevarria et al., 2017). 

Two other studies on schools with ESL students were conducted using the SIOP Model. 

At Lela Alston Elementary School in Phoenix, Arizona, from 2002 to 2005, teachers were 

trained and coached to ensure fidelity to the SIOP Model (Echevarria et al., 2011). Significant 

growth was seen on state reading, mathematics and writing exams at Grade 3 after 3 years of 

SIOP implementation schoolwide. The school moved from one of the lowest performing 

elementary schools in the Isaac, Arizona school district to one of the highest, becoming a model 

school for ELLs. In the New Jersey SIOP Study from 2004 to 2006, teachers reached high levels 

of SIOP implementation after 1–2 years of implementation. They were offered sustained, 

supported PD including workshops and coaching. After 1 year, students with SIOP-trained 

teachers outperformed non-SIOP students within the Clifton district students on mean scores for 

oral, reading, writing Idea Proficiency tests and for total Idea Proficiency Tests to statistically 

significant levels. Similar results were produced in year two (Echevarria et al., 2011).   

Critical Research of the SIOP Model 

There has been much research on SIOP, supporting it as an instructional model for EL 

students (Echevarria et al., 2023). This section provides contrary research to gain a better 
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understanding of the model and further research that may need to be implemented. The SIOP 

model research claims that this instructional framework improves the academic achievement of 

ELLs (Echevarria et al., 2017). However, there is little research to confirm the effectiveness of 

SIOP for improving ELLs’ reading proficiency. According to the USDOE’s What Works 

Clearinghouse (2009), there are no studies that provide sufficient evidence to draw conclusions 

about the connection of SIOP and ELLs’ reading proficiency. The innovators of SIOP, have only 

implemented four of the studies that they published (Echevarria et al., 2017). Of those studies, 

two were conducted by the creators of SIOP and used the same 12 teachers and their students. 

Neither study reached statistical significance, and the disaggregated data showed ELLs had a 

very small effect size for academic gains (Crawford & Reyes, 2015; Krashen, 2013). While 

Crawford and Reyes (2015) found evidence of no overall positive effect of the SIOP model on 

student achievement, there is still the possibility of obtaining positive effects via individual 

lessons as opposed to the entire models’ strategies. This could be the subject of further research. 

“It is [our] speculation that the SIOP creators might be in the early stages of theory development 

for second language acquisition and are currently grappling with the issues behind the theory” 

(Crawford & Reyes, 2015, p. 3). 

To address the accuracy of SIOP’s claims, Krashen (2013) evaluated a SIOP validity 

study conducted in 2011 by Echevarria and colleagues. The researchers rated 12 teachers on their 

implementation of the 30 instructional components of SIOP. The teachers were observed five 

times; eight were trained in SIOP and four were not. Pre- and post-test data showed a positive 

trend of student achievement. Krashen’s analysis of this study revealed gaps in the study’s 

validity based on the sample size, population and findings. A sample size of 12 is not enough to 

detect significant differences among the participants’ results. As Krashen (2013) stated, to claim 
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predictive validity, a SIOP study would need a sample size of at least 30 subjects. The student 

population used for this research did not have enough detail to determine if SIOP strategies 

helped the ELL students’ achievement improve. There was no delineation of English Only versus 

ELL students within the study’s findings. Therefore, the results do not indicate whether SIOP 

was instrumental for ELL students in particular, as the researchers claim. According to Krashen 

(2013), this SIOP study’s results fall short of statistical significance and the tests lack sufficient 

power to detect a difference if one existed. The data suggested that there might be a relationship 

between SIOP implementation and student achievement, rather than the conclusion drawn by 

Echevarria et al. (2017). According to Krashen (2013), studies on the relationship between SIOP 

and comparison groups do not show a significant difference. He concluded that research testing 

of SIOP will determine its success or failure. The SIOP model is designed to follow an initial 

second language acquisition program, such as a bilingual program or an English immersion 

program. ELLs need BICS and beginning levels of CALP language skills to delve deeper into 

acquiring academic language and use the vocabulary for reading comprehension, critical 

thinking, questioning, and problem solving (Coffey et al., 2011). 

Furthermore, teachers do not always use the strategies prescribed by the model. Teachers 

can misinterpret the model to be more teacher-centered than student driven, in which the teachers 

prioritize their actions rather than student thinking (Coffey et al., 2011). For language 

acquisition, ELLs need to be active participants in their learning, not passive receivers of 

information. With the demands of Common Core State Standards, (CSS), ELLs are expected to 

use critical thinking skills and problem-solving with their newly acquired language skills. 

Teachers’ efforts must focus on developing students as thinkers. If teachers focus on the 

strategies of SIOP rather than student interaction and independence, the model is ineffective 
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(Coffey et al., 2011; Daniel & Conlin, 2015). One element that might affect teachers’ 

implementation of the SIOP model is their sense of self-efficacy in using the SIOP instructional 

strategies. Effective PD has been linked to self-efficacy of teachers which in turn impacts student 

learning. 

Effective Features and Concerns Related to PD 

State and school districts that set high goals for student learning PD for teachers. Reforms 

such as ESSA have focused on PD which includes learning about new curriculum standards, 

using student data to inform instruction, ameliorating student literacy, and producing a 

constructive learning environment (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017). Interest in teacher 

professional learning will continue to develop as students are required to learn and master 21st-

century skills (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017). Local, state, and federal levels of education 

spend substantial amounts of funding on training, and state legislation and local school districts 

see PD as a method to improve schools, so effective PD is important (Borko, 2004). PD plays a 

valuable role in closing gaps between teacher preparation and student learning (Bayar, 2014; 

Borko, 2004; Darling-Hammond et al., 2017; Desimone, 2009; King, 2017). Effective PD 

positively affects both new and veteran teachers. Therefore, because student learning and 

achievement are directly correlated to high teacher quality, it is essential for developing and 

advancing high-quality teachers (Bayar, 2014; Bezzina, 2006; Darling-Hammond et al., 2017; 

Guskey & Yoon, 2009; King, 2017).  

However, there are concerns over traditional PD which research has shown to have a 

diminished effect on instruction (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017). Workshops that are single, 

isolated sessions or are offered for a short duration are considered a waste, especially when there 

is no follow-up or support (Bayar, 2014; Guskey & Yoon, 2009). These researchers have 
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concluded that traditional PD falters because teachers have no voice in what they learn, while the 

transfer of skills to the classroom is a challenge, and there is insufficient time to practice and 

improve skills. 

Features of Effective PD 

Despite the many problems associated with PD and negative perceptions of teachers, 

there are features of training which yield positive results (Bayar, 2014; Darling-Hammond et al., 

2017; Guskey & Yoon, 2009). The key to generating good experiences is for leaders and 

presenters to use research and gain knowledge about how teachers learn and what they need 

when planning PD. Research provides countless components that are effective when presented 

purposefully and accurately. Current literature discusses research-based effective components 

which should be included in PD. Researchers agree that the most prominent effective 

components of PD include: a focus on content, active learning of participants, sustained duration, 

and expert support (Garet et al., 2001; Darling- Hammond et al., 2017; Desimone & Garet, 2015; 

Guskey, 2009, 2016; Schipper et al., 2018). Embedding these features in PD results in changes in 

teacher practices and improvements in student achievement (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017). In 

fact, one study of a sample of teachers showed that the features of PD are what mattered for 

changing knowledge, skills, and classroom practices. Therefore, focusing on the features of PD 

rather than the structure of the activities results in more effective teacher outcomes (Desimone, 

2009). Becoming informed about these features can lead to improvement in PD practices. 

 The SIOP training initiative offered by the Greenwood District does not align with all the 

features of effective PD. The initiative does have a focus on content in that there is a 3-4-day 

training involved with information about the components and how to implement them. 

Furthermore, participants are actively learning by participating in activities, implementing 
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strategies and composing lesson plans that include SIOP components. However, there is no 

sustained duration in that while the PD includes multiple sessions, they are offered sequentially 

and not spread over a long time. Most importantly, there is no expert support offered after the 

training has taken place. There is no follow-up observation of teachers and/or coaching provided. 

However, the initiative implementers operate based on the assumption that widespread training 

will lead to widespread usage and widespread usage will lead to increased self-efficacy in using 

the SIOP model.  

PD and Its Potential Impact on Teacher Self-Efficacy 

The PD characteristics mentioned above align with activities that build self-efficacy in 

teachers. Effective teacher training and PD can improve teacher self-efficacy, which has been 

shown to result in better classroom instruction, motivation, and student achievement (Cabaroglu, 

2014; Cantrell & Hughes, 2008; Kennedy, 2009; Puchner & Taylor, 2006; Tschannen-Moran & 

McMaster, 2009; Yoo, 2016). 

Self-Efficacy Theory 

Bandura’s self-efficacy theory provides a connection to better understand the perceived 

inability that teachers feel they have when it comes to educating students, in general, and using 

the SIOP model, specifically. In Bandura’s (1977) description of this theory, he explains that 

people avoid doing an activity that they do not perceive themselves being capable of success. 

Conversely, people will gravitate to activities and jobs that they feel more qualified to complete. 

In addition, the person may also judge their capability of completing the activity according to the 

level of external expectation (Bandura & Schunk, 1981). When a teacher encounters a student 

that they feel they are not qualified to teach, the effectiveness of that teacher is diminished 

(Téllez & Manthey, 2015).  
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Four Sources of Self-Efficacy 

 There are four major sources that can affect expectations of personal efficacy: mastery 

experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal (Bandura, 1977).  

Mastery Experiences 

Mastery experiences, also known as performance accomplishments, are the most 

influential factors in influencing efficacy (Bandura 1977; Hoy & Miskel, 2013; Tschannen-

Moran & McMaster, 2009). This is because when one experiences success in performing a task, 

he or she is more likely to repeat that experience and, in the process, believe the task can be 

performed successfully to achieve desired effects. As a result, the effect of possible failure 

decreases, and effort will strengthen motivation and willingness to try new things. This is 

especially true when success is experienced early in learning with few setbacks (Tschannen-

Moran & McMaster, 2009). Recurring success also means that gradual accomplishments build 

skills, increase coping abilities, and provide exposure needed for improving task performance 

(Hoy & Miskel, 2013). Mastery experiences include actual teaching accomplishments with 

students, in which teachers witness improvement in student performance as a result of their 

teaching. They provide authentic evidence and give teachers opportunities to apply new 

knowledge learned in their training and PD in their classroom settings (Tschannen-Moran & 

McMaster, 2009). As teachers engage in mastery experience, their previous successes lead them 

to believe that future experiences will yield similar outcomes, resulting in an increase in their 

self-efficacy and belief in their capabilities.  

Vicarious Experiences 

Seeing others perform successfully also generates expectations in observers that they, 

too, can perform the same tasks (Bandura, 1977; Hoy & Miskel, 2013; Tschannen-Moran & 
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McMaster, 2009). This also involves watching others do risk-taking activities without failure, 

and then continuing to improve their efforts of their behaviors and actions. Observers are most 

successful when they model behaviors that have clear outcomes. For example, teachers desire to 

practice new things after observing a lesson study, videos and observations (Tschannen-Moran & 

McMaster, 2009). Modeling offers a vicarious experience through watching an expert complete a 

task and realizing they can manage similar tasks in different situations. As a result, observers 

judge their own abilities by relating to other. By watching someone performing a task, a person 

can convince themselves that they can do it too. This vicarious experience is most successful 

when the observer has limited experiences, and when the observer identifies with the model 

(Hoy & Miskel, 2013). It is important that teachers seek models that are competent so knowledge 

can be gained by observers and observers can learn new skills and strategies (Tschannen-Moran 

& McMaster, 2009).  

Verbal Persuasion 

 Verbal persuasion is the act of convincing people, through suggestion, that they can 

overcome what previously overwhelmed them (Bandura, 1977). It is widely used as a result of its 

simplicity, ease, and convenience. Verbal persuasion can boost confidence and the propensity to 

develop skills and create change when others believe rather than doubt them (Reeves, 2018; 

Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009). This source of efficacy is not as effective because it 

lacks teacher input or a transferable authentic experience (Bandura, 1977; Hoy & Miskel, 2013; 

Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009). Nevertheless, it still can affect teachers’ performance 

and belief in their capabilities. Verbal persuasion can include, presentation of new skills, 

interactive and specific feedback from supervisors to improve skills, a pep talk, and teacher talk 

at school (Reeves, 2018; Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009). When this feedback is specific 
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and matches the skills and strategies teachers are working on, teachers can use this information 

to improve their teaching skills (Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009).  

Emotional Arousal 

 Bandura (1977) defines emotional arousal as the reliance on people’s state of 

physiological arousal to judge their anxiety and level of stress, and therefore, affect personal 

competency. It is a source of information that affects efficacy because emotions affect behavior 

and actions. For example, individuals are more likely to experience success when their emotional 

arousal is positive rather than tense or irritated. Also, fear and anxiety about pending situations 

are likely to cause more fear-provoking thoughts during these situations (Bandura, 1977). Levels 

of arousal also affect performance and behaviors. If an individual experiences moderate levels of 

arousal when facing a challenge, performance can improve by focusing one’s attention on the 

task at hand. However, high levels of arousal that are perceived as threats might interfere with 

one’s performance and abilities in the given situation (Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009). In 

the area of PD, being exposed to new teaching knowledge can evoke arousal when teachers are 

interested in this new information. Emotional arousal can also be increased through activities 

such as supportive workshops and assistance from others (Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 

2009). Hoy and Miskel (2013) also stated that excitement and enthusiasm can influence efficacy. 

Therefore, reducing stress and enhancing one’s well-being also increases self-efficacy. 

Research on Self-Efficacy of ELL Teachers 

Research on self-efficacy of teachers also shows that PD plays a role in enhancing self-

efficacy and performance of teachers working with ELL students (Echevarria et al., 2023; 

Golden et al., 2014; Kraut et al., 2016; Shi et al., 2020). Although these teachers spend the 

majority of time with ELLs, they often do not have the training or education needed to teach 
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them. Therefore, they require PD to acquire teaching strategies that would give them more self-

efficacy and help their students succeed (Golden et al., 2014). According to Echevarria et al. 

(2023) most ELL students spend most of their days with their content teachers and only see their 

ELL teachers a few hours a week. They argue that is the reason all teachers, including general 

content teachers and ESL teachers, should be trained in strategies to help ELL students 

understand the content. In fact, Shi et al. (2020) found that teachers’ self-efficacy was improved 

by implementing the SIOP model. Teachers completed pre-intervention surveys and 

questionnaires to measure their self-efficacy in teaching ELLs. The authors used the Teachers’ 

Sense of Efficacy Scale, which was adapted to focus on ELL instruction. Additionally, teachers 

were instructed on the eight components of SIOP and were offered specific training which 

included self- and peer-evaluation. This training also involved designing a lesson for a fifth-

grade social studies class applying Texas State Standards and implementing SIOP instructional 

tools that would apply to beginning and intermediate levels. Additionally, they needed to explain 

the strategies that they were implementing to differentiate levels of English proficiency. They 

recorded their lessons that would be self and peer evaluation. Throughout the study, they 

answered questions about their training, reflecting on their teaching practices and self-efficacy in 

their teacher reflection journals. Finally, they completed a post-intervention survey to evaluate 

their self-efficacy in teaching ELLs. The SIOP model improved teachers’ efficacy in all eight 

components. Researchers concluded that SIOP can be an effective method to improve the self- 

efficacy of ESL teachers (Shi et al., 2020). 

Summary 

This chapter delineated the important policies that have affected ELLs, Second Language 

Acquisition Theory, SIOP as a pedagogy and research that supports and negates it, as well as the 
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self-efficacy theory. The review of current literature showed that sheltered instruction for ELLs 

improves their academic achievement for both language and content objectives. Through the 

research, it can be proposed that in order for ELLs to succeed they need to have support from 

teachers who can provide them with rigor, build on their background knowledge, provide 

comprehensible input, provide excellent lesson delivery and assessments that will test their 

learning and target areas of need for improvement. The problem may be that SIOP instructional 

strategies are not determined to have a significant effect on ELLs. However, there have not been 

many research studies on SIOP, and this research has been conducted by the developers of the 

SIOP protocol. Self- Efficacy Theory purports that for students to achieve academically, teachers 

must be empowered in their self-efficacy through training. Will SIOP be the teacher training and 

pedagogy that will offer ELLs opportunities to receive instructional support that address their 

academic needs? 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

This chapter discusses the methods and research design of an evaluation on the 

Greenwood District Schools Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) professional 

training initiative in one school district. The training was designed and delivered by the Central 

Office ESL Specialists, open to all schools in the district. This chapter outlines the research 

questions, the research design, the research procedures, and the research method. Data were 

gathered from a variety of sources, including surveys, semi-structured interviews with school-

based teachers, school data, and program artifacts. The program evaluation of SIOP training was 

analyzed at the school district level. 

Evaluation Questions  

1. To what degree are the eight components of the SIOP transferred into district 

teachers’ instructional practices, as perceived by teachers?  

2. To what degree do teachers perceive a sense of self-efficacy in implementing the 

eight components of SIOP?  

3. What conditions support and what conditions limit successful implementation of 

SIOP as perceived by teachers?  

4. What other recommendations and suggestions do the teachers believe would support 

implementation of a successful professional development on SIOP?   
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Program Evaluation Approach or Model 

This program evaluation followed the pragmatic paradigm, and it focused on the near-

term and intermediate outcomes of the student participants in the program. I used the CIPP 

(context, input, processes, and product) model as an overall approach to understand the way the 

program works. However, the evaluation focused on the “process” and “product” elements of the 

model to include the short-term and intermediate outcomes. This model answered the following 

questions: “What should we do? How should we do it? Are we doing it correctly? Did it work?” 

(Mertens & Wilson, 2019). 

Description of the Program Evaluation  

This study applied a sequential mixed-methods evaluation design which incorporated 

both quantitative and qualitative approaches to describe conditions which affected 

implementation of the SIOP PD program. First, quantitative data were collected through surveys 

distributed to teachers who participated in the SIOP training. Second, qualitative data was 

collected through interviews of 11 teachers who participated in this training. The benefits of 

mixed-methods studies are that they can show the results as well as explain why these results 

were obtained (Mertens & Wilson, 2019). 

The CIPP model was created in the 1960s by Daniel Stufflebeam and is considered a 

decision-oriented model that systematically collects information about a program to identify 

strengths and limitations in content or delivery, to improve program effectiveness or plan for the 

future of a program (Stufflebeam, 2003). Users of this model were often focused on 

management-oriented evaluation, as this framework combines four stages of evaluation. The 

focus was on continuous improvement by concentrating on four areas of a program: the overall 

goals or mission Context Evaluation); the plans and resources (Input Evaluation); the activities 
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or components (Process Evaluation); and the outcomes or objectives (Product Evaluation) 

(Stufflebeam, 2003). 

This program evaluation focused on the process and product phases. During the third 

stage of process evaluation, the activities of the program were assessed with the focus on 

continuous improvement—what is being done, is it being done well, and what needs to be 

addressed for change? Questions focused on the process. The final measurement of the CIPP 

model involves the outcomes of the program and how effectively those outcomes are being 

addressed (Stufflebeam, 2003). 

Role of the Researcher 

In addition to being an evaluator for the SIOP Training program at Greenwood, I have 

taught for 10 years. I taught English as a Foreign Language for 4 years in Lebanon and, for the 

past 5 years, I have been teaching in the county. Currently, I teach at two of the county’s middle 

schools and I serve as the coordinator for the ESL program at one of these schools. I have also 

taken the training provided by the county in June 2022. Participating in the training, I have used 

some of the activities I learned during the workshop. This also includes implementing 

components such as building background, comprehensible input, strategies, practice and 

application, and review and assessment. I do think that this is a useful program since it involves 

strategies that have been implemented from other theories such as Kagan’s (2013) cooperative 

learning strategies. In my implementation of SIOP components, I feel a sense of self-efficacy, 

especially since I can engage better with my students and my students are able to understand the 

material better because of the strategies that I use. My students form greater connections to the 

content when I link their past experiences and backgrounds, link prior learning to new concepts 

and emphasize key vocabulary by also using those methods. Taking into consideration their 
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proficiency levels, I accommodate my speech, accordingly, explain tasks clearly, and incorporate 

a variety of tools to clarify the information. I offer my students different strategies, including 

scaffolding and questions that promote higher level thinking. During class, students interact not 

only with me but also with one another and are able to practice and apply what they are learning 

through a variety of materials, manipulatives, and activities. Through my use of differentiation 

according to student levels, modifying assignments and tests, I offer my students’ more equitable 

assessments. Since I am part of the ESL program, I took steps to mitigate my own bias in 

analyzing data. This included having a colleague review my coding after interviews and 

observations. 

Participants  

A total of 415 teachers, instructional coaches, school counselors, librarians and school 

administrators throughout the county have been trained in the SIOP model since the training 

initiative began in June 2021 (ESL Specialist, personal communication, October 8, 2023). This 

evaluation focused on the SIOP training that occurred from June 2021 to July 2022. During this 

period, there were four trainings: June 2021, November 2021, June 2022, and July 2022. A total 

of 258 teachers, administrators, and other personnel were trained during this time period. This 

study focused on the 229 teachers trained since the purpose is to investigate the degree to which 

the SIOP components are being implemented, impact of implementation, challenges and barriers, 

and recommendation for training. Therefore, administrators and other personnel who were 

trained were not the focus of this study.  

Of the 229 teachers who trained during this period, 109 were elementary school teachers, 

62 were middle school teachers and 52 were high school teachers, two virtual school, and two 

alternative/juvenile detention (ESL Specialist, personal communication, October 8, 2023). The 
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survey was sent to all 229 teachers who participated in the training for this time period. The final 

question of the survey asked respondents to indicate if they would be willing to participate in an 

interview. For the interviews, the study involved selecting 10–15 teachers, with a goal of four to 

five teachers from each school level. 

Data Sources 

Data was drawn from surveys and interviews. Each data source is described below. 

Surveys 

The innovators of the SIOP program created a 5-point scale (0-4) for each feature and 

component of the protocol to measure the implementation of lessons. After several years of field-

testing the SIOP instrument, a validity and reliability study of the instrument was conducted. 

Findings showed that SIOP is a highly reliable and valid observation measure of sheltered 

instruction (Guarino et al., 2001). Dobyns (2020) used the observation measure by Guarino et al. 

(2001) to develop a survey to measure teacher perceptions of a district-wide SIOP PD. Dobyns 

used the question stems in the observation measure and developed a Likert scale to survey 

teachers regarding their use of the SIOP elements. Since he modified the survey, Dobyns 

calculated the coefficient alpha for each question for reliability, using SPSS. The reliability 

measure for Questions 1-30 ranged from .946-.950. The overall coefficient alpha value was .950, 

representing a strong reliability of the survey questions (Dobyns, 2020). Teachers responded 

regarding their use of each of the SIOP elements by indicating the following:  

1. Not evident indicates that you currently do not see this statement within your weekly 

instruction or preparation. 

2. Slightly evident means the statement is seen in your weekly instruction or preparation 

less than half of the time, 1-2 days per week. 
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3. Somewhat evident indicates that the statement applies to your weekly instruction or 

preparation approximately half the time, 2-3 days per week. 

4. Evident indicates that the statement applies to the majority of your weekly instruction 

or preparation, 3-4 days per week. 

5. Highly evident indicates that the statement is seen each day per week of your 

classroom instruction or preparation. 

I used the Dobyns (2020) survey as it is intended to measure the degree of application 

that the Greenwood school district teachers are transferring the SIOP components into their 

instructional practices (see Appendix B). The survey begins with questions about teaching 

experience and SIOP training participation. The next section includes questions related to the 

eight components and 30 strategies of SIOP. This instrument allows for the teachers’ perceptions 

to be statistically examined in relation to the degrees of application of the SIOP strategies for 

successful implementation into classroom instructional practices and provided in-depth 

knowledge on the teachers’ recommendations for improving the SIOP training. Table 4 provides 

an overview of the questions related to the components of SIOP. 
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Table 4 

Teacher Survey Questions Related to the SIOP Model Training Evaluation Questions 

Category of Survey Questions Survey Item  

Demographic Items Do you consent to participate in this survey? 

How many years have you been teaching?  

When did you take the SIOP training? 

How do you implement SIOP? 

At what school level do you teach? 

 

Component 1: Lesson Preparation Questions 1-6 

Component 2: Building Background Questions 8-10 

Component 3: Comprehensible Input Questions 11-13 

Component 4: Strategies  Questions 14-16 

Component 5: Interaction Questions 17-19 

Component 6: Practice/Application Questions 20-22 

Component 7: Lesson Delivery Questions 23-26 

Component 8: Review & Assessment         Questions 27-30 

Note. SIOP = Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol 

 

Interviews 

Qualitative interviews may be conducted to supplement the statistical data generated 

from surveys and provide explanations for the survey findings (Creswell, 2018). Structured, 

open-ended interviews with a sample of ten teachers were conducted to further explore 

conditions related to the implementation of the SIOP model as well as teachers’ perceptions on 

its effectiveness for increasing student learning. Seven questions were used during the structured 

interviews (see Appendix D). All the interviews were digitally audio recorded and transcribed to 

enhance the results obtained from the survey. Table 5 presents a list of the interview questions as 

related to the four program evaluation questions. 
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Table 5 

A List of the Teacher Interview Questions as Related to the Four Program Evaluation Questions  

Evaluation question Interview item Probing questions 

Demographic Items What grade levels do you teach? 

How many years have you been 

teaching? When did you attend the 

SIOP training? At what school 

level do you teach? 

 

 

1: To what degree are the 

eight components of 

Sheltered Instruction 

Observation Protocol 

(SIOP) being transferred 

into district teachers’ 

instructional practices, as 

perceived by teachers?  

In the invitation to participate in 

the interview, I asked that you 

bring a lesson plan that you are 

particularly proud of that is an 

exemplar of how you integrate 

SIOP components into your 

teaching. Please walk me through 

the lesson and share what elements 

you are particularly proud of in the 

lesson.  

Does this lesson represent your typical approach to 

integrating the SIOP model? How or why not?  

 

If you implemented this lesson, what went well? What 

would you change if you were to teach this lesson 

again? 

 

2: How and to what extent 

did the SIOP training 

initiative impact teachers’ 

self-efficacy for teaching 

ELL students in their 

content classes? 

For each of the eight components 

rate each one on your own feelings 

of self-efficacy in implementing 

the component into instruction. 

Rate your sense of self-efficacy in 

implementing each component on a 

scale of 1–5.  

In your responses, you indicated that you have a 

greater sense of self-efficacy in implementing some 

components (name them according to the teacher 

responses) than other components (name them 

according to the teacher responses). What factors into 

feeling more efficacious in implementing some 

components more than others? 

3: What conditions support 

and what conditions limit 

successful implementation 

of SIOP as perceived by 

teachers? 

What aspects of the training were 

most impactful in your 

implementation of the SIOP 

model?  

How do you judge something is impactful? Is it 

something that you remember or possibly something 

that you want to implement right away? 

 What factors support your 

implementation of the eight 

components of the SIOP model? 

Do teachers collaborate in order to implement the SIOP 

model in their classrooms? How? 

 

To what degree and how does administration support 

teachers in the SIOP implementation? 

Are there any other factors that support or inhibit 

implementation? 

 

How and or why did these events or actions attribute to 

that support obstacle? What were your feelings during 

and after your experience? 

 

 What factors inhibit your 

implementation of the eight 

components of the SIOP model? 

 

 

Do teachers collaborate in order to implement the SIOP 

model in their classrooms? How? 

 

To what degree and how does administration support 

teachers in the SIOP implementation? 

 

Are there any other factors that support or inhibit 

implementation? 

 

How and or why did these events or actions attribute to 

that support obstacle? What were your feelings during 

and after your experience? 
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Evaluation question Interview item Probing questions 

4: What recommendations 

and suggestions do the 

teachers believe would 

support implementation of 

the SIOP professional 

development? 

What aspects of the training could 

be improved to positively impact 

implementation of the SIOP 

model?  

 

What can be improved in the review of each 

component? 

 

In what ways can these aspects be improved?  

 

What can be improved in the structure of the training, 

e.g. three to four consecutive days of training? 

 

Is there an area covered in the SIOP Model that you 

would like further training in?  

 

 What recommendations do you 

have for supporting 

implementation of the SIOP 

model? 

 

Can you expand more on those recommendations? 

How and or why do you suggest they be implemented?    

 

What kind of support or resources do you feel are 

necessary to effectively implement SIOP strategies 

post-training? 

 

Data Collection  

Before data collection, I submitted for approval to conduct the study from the William & 

Mary Institutional Review Board (IRB). Due to minimal risk associated with the topic and data 

collection technique and since participants involved in the study are over the age of 18, an 

expedited review IRB application was approved. After receiving approval from the district’s 

research office, I began collecting data. Surveys were distributed electronically over a three-

week period with SIOP trained teachers who were willing to participate in the online 

questionnaire. Each of the 229 teachers trained between July 2021 and June 2022 received an e-

mail from the Office of Research and Evaluation that explained that the study was voluntary, and 

they will be asked to take the 10-15-minute online survey (see Appendix A). A description of the 

study and its purpose was included with the survey invitation. Participants were informed that 

their participation in the electronic survey will be voluntary, and all responses were anonymous. 

Only after participants accepted the survey’s informed consent (see Appendix E) were they able 

to proceed beyond the first page of the survey. The Office of Research and Evaluation sent 

follow-up e-mails to participant teachers twice, once eight days after the initial survey, and then 
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nine days after the follow-up e-mail to increase participation rate. The survey closed after the 

culmination of the teacher interviews. 

The next step in data collection involved purposefully selecting a range of 10–15 teachers 

from the survey who select the “yes” option on question 35 to indicate that they are willing to 

participate in a follow-up interview. The 10 to 15 teachers were purposefully selected for 

individual interviews based on whether they indicate their consent for an interview on the survey 

and met the three established criteria: (a) participated in Greenwood’s PD trainings on SIOP, (b) 

had 1 years or more of teaching with SIOP strategies in their classrooms, and (c) had at least 3 

years of teaching experience. Additionally, teachers were purposefully selected to provide 

representation across elementary, middle, and high school. Teachers signed a consent form 

before beginning the interview (see Appendix E). 

Data Analysis 

Evaluation Question 1  

The first evaluation question was: To what degree are the eight components of SIOP 

(lesson preparation, building background, comprehensible input, strategies, interaction, practice 

and application, lesson delivery, and review and assessment) being transferred into District 

teachers’ instructional practices, as perceived by teachers?  

The data collected from the survey, to answer this question, were exported to a statistical 

software for analysis. The mean was determined for each SIOP Component addressed in the 

survey questions. Means and standard deviations were calculated for each SIOP component and 

each SIOP subcomponent for the total respondents and disaggregated for elementary, middle 

school, and high school teachers. Calculating the mean scores was commonly reported in 

quantitative research (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Additionally, I used descriptive statistics to 
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include standard deviation, as well as mean. Since I took the revised SIOP scale from Dobyns 

(2020), I used the same method of reporting on the components as Dobyns. I calculated means 

and standard deviations for each SIOP component, and I calculated means and standard 

deviations for each subcomponent. Moreover, to answer this question, qualitative data were 

analyzed based on responses in the interview. Specifically, teachers were asked to bring lesson 

plan (see Appendix F) that they are particularly proud of as an exemplar of how they integrate 

SIOP components into their teaching. The teachers discussed the lesson with me to include the 

elements they wanted to highlight in the lesson. The transcribed responses from the interviews 

were scanned to determine which words and phrases appear to be emerging. See Figure 3 for a 

detail of the steps of the coding process. 
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Figure 3 

Data Analysis in Qualitative Research 

 

Note. Data analysis in qualitative research. Reproduced from Research Design: Qualitative, 

Quantitative, and Mixed Methods Approaches (5th ed.), by J. W. Creswell & J. D. Creswell, 

2018, SAGE Publications. Copyright 2018 by SAGE Publications. 

 

 As can be seen from the Creswell model, raw data (i.e., transcripts from the interviews) 

were taken, organized and read through. I downloaded all qualitative data from Zoom and put 

into a Word document, categorized by elementary, middle, and high school levels. Additionally, 

I also input the notes I took from the interviews Word for verification of transcriptions. After 

reading the data, I coded the data using Saldaña’s (2016) method of coding. The first cycle 

consisted of open coding to formulate a word or short phrase from the recorded interviews. The 

second cycle involved focused coding to search for the most frequent or significant codes. Coded 
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data were categorized based on thematic or conceptual similarity. Coding reports was generated 

to identify additional relationships and further refine the themes identified from the data. A peer 

review was conducted for the resulting qualitative data and conclusions. I consulted with a 

colleague, unfamiliar with the study, to review results and conclusions for Interview Question 3. 

She reviewed the transcripts; with notes I had taken and the emerging themes. She pointed out an 

overlap in information in factors that inhibited and factors that supported implementation. 

Feedback and recommendations from the peer review and dissertation chair were used to revise 

the conclusions. The analysis was concluded with a report being written to address the themes 

and concepts which answer the research questions for the study (Saldaña, 2016). 

Evaluation Question 2  

 The second evaluation question was:  How and to what extent did the SIOP training 

initiative impact teachers’ self-efficacy for teaching ELL students in their content classes? 

 In the interview, teachers rated their self-efficacy for each SIOP component on a scale of 

1-5, using the self-efficacy rating scale, established by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy 

(2001). A rating of 1 indicated none at all while a rating of 5 indicated a great deal in terms of 

sense of self-efficacy. A mean and standard deviation was given for each teacher’s self-efficacy 

rating. After being shown a list of the eight SIOP components (see Appendix G), teachers were 

probed to indicate why they have a greater sense of self-efficacy in implementing some 

components than other components. I then asked what factors into their feeling more efficacious 

in implementing some components more than others? To analyze the probing question response, 

I used the same process for qualitative analysis described for Evaluation Question 1.  

 

Evaluation Question 3 
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The third evaluation question was: What conditions support and what conditions limit 

successful implementation of SIOP as perceived by teachers? To answer this question, 

qualitative data from four interview questions were analyzed: Questions 3, 4, and 5.  

Interviewees were asked what aspects of the training were most impactful in their 

implementation of the SIOP model. They were then asked how they judged something as 

impactful. Was it something that they remembered or possibly something that they wanted to 

implement right away? Data from this question was coded and analyzed using the same process 

as described in evaluation question one.  

 I asked participants what factors supported the implementation of the eight components of 

the SIOP model. Teachers were further probed about whether teachers collaborate to implement 

the SIOP model in their classrooms and how. I also questioned them about to what degree and 

how does administration support teachers in the SIOP implementation. Finally, I asked if there 

were any other factors that supported their implementation. How and why did these events or 

actions attribute to that support? What were their feelings during and after their experience? 

 For Question 5, I asked teachers about what factors inhibited their implementation of the 

eight components of the SIOP model. Teachers were further probed about whether teachers 

collaborate in order to implement the SIOP model in their classrooms and how. I questioned 

them about to what degree and how does administration support teachers in the SIOP 

implementation. Finally, they were asked if there were any other factors that supported their 

implementation. How and why did these events or actions attribute to that support? What were 

their feelings during and after their experience? Data from Questions 4 and 5 were coded and 

analyzed using the same process as described in Evaluation Question 1. 

Evaluation Question 4 
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The fourth evaluation question was: What other recommendations and suggestions do the 

teachers believe would support implementation of a successful PD on SIOP?  

For this evaluation question, teachers were asked two questions. First, they were asked 

about what aspects of the training could be improved to positively support their implementation 

of the SIOP model. They were further probed in what ways those aspects could be improved. 

Additionally, they were asked what could be improved in the structure of the training. Finally, 

they were questioned about what component in the SIOP Model that they would like further 

training in. The second question asked was what additional recommendations they had for 

supporting implementation of the SIOP model. Teachers were asked to expand on those 

recommendations by explaining how and or why they suggest being implemented. Moreover, 

they were probed about what kind of support or resources they felt were necessary to effectively 

implement SIOP strategies post-training. I used the same process for qualitative analysis 

described for evaluation question one.  

Table 6 provides an overview of evaluation questions, data sources, and data analysis. 

Each question is correlated to its data source and the data analysis used to analyze it. 
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Table 6  

Data Analysis 

Evaluation Question Data Sources Data Analysis 

1: To what degree are the eight components of 

Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) 

being transferred into district teachers’ 

instructional practices, as perceived by teachers?  

1. Lesson preparation 

2. Building background  

3. Comprehensible input 

4. Strategies  

5. Interaction 

6. Practice & application 

7. Lesson delivery  

8. Review & assessment 

Survey 

Interviews 

 

    Descriptive Statistics 

First and Second Cycle 

Coding, Theming Data 

 

2: To what degree do teachers perceive a sense of 

self-efficacy in implementing the eight 

components of SIOP?  

Interviews   Descriptive Statistics 

First and Second Cycle 

Coding, Theming Data 

3: What conditions support and what conditions 

limit successful implementation of SIOP as 

perceived by teachers?   
 

Interviews 

 

First and Second Cycle 

Coding, Theming Data 

 

4: What other recommendations and suggestions 

do the teachers believe would support 

implementation of a successful professional 

development on SIOP?  

Interviews First and Second Cycle 

Coding, Theming Data 

  

 

Assumptions, Delimitations, and Limitations 

Assumptions 

The assumptions about the SIOP training program are:  

• Teachers will respond forthrightly to the survey and interview questions.  

• All trained teachers will find the SIOP activities to be useful. 

• SIOP will increase accelerated academic success. 

• SIOP training will produce widespread use in the district 
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Delimitations 

Delimitation is the limit(s) the researcher places within the study that sets the scope and 

boundaries of the study. In this study, I conducted a study of a SIOP teacher training program in 

one district located within the suburbs of an east coast metropolitan city. The data used for the 

study was compiled from surveys, interviews and teacher participant data provided by trainers of 

the program. The evaluation, in this study, was delimited since teachers, not administrators, were 

surveyed and interviewed for their use of SIOP in the classroom. Additionally, teachers were 

interviewed relying solely on their perceptions. 

Although cultural responsiveness and student achievement are a part of the program logic 

model, this study did not include cultural responsiveness and student achievement since they are 

evaluated on a longer scale. This study focused on the first four cohorts, in 2021-2022, of the 

district’s training initiative where cultural responsiveness was not a priority. In fact, the SIOP 

book that includes cultural responsiveness was not distributed until 2023. Additionally, the 

reasons for not studying student achievement were twofold; this work focused on 

implementation and short-term and intermediate-term outcomes for teachers; student 

achievement would need to be studied over a longer period to garner data. 

Limitations 

Uncontrolled biases may present a challenge when conducting research. Price and 

Murnan (2004) found that limitations in studies deal with an “uncontrolled, systematic bias” in 

the researcher that may “inappropriately affect results” (p. 66). There may be two types of 

limitations within research studies which are threats to internal validity or threats to external 

validity. Internal validity threats have occurred when what is intended to be measured is 

accurately measured without bias or errors within the study. External validity refers to the ability 
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to generalize the results of the study from a sample population to that of the larger, general 

population given the same controls, conditions and parameters contained within the study (Price 

& Murnan, 2004). I conducted a program evaluation of the SIOP training, conducted in the 

county so the study would not be generalizable to other school systems in the statistical sense. 

Limitations to this program evaluation include participatory response. Teachers’ recollection of 

the training may have been limited. The number of teachers who responded may also be limited 

since teacher transfer has been high since COVID. Another limitation is that is uncertain whether 

the survey respondents are representative of the broader sample that participated in the training, 

since Greenwood district would not allow access to this information. 

Ethical Considerations 

Since I am part of the ESL program, I took steps to mitigate my own bias in analyzing 

data. This included having a colleague review my coding after interviews and observations. I 

obtained IRB approval from William & Mary. In addition, I received approval from the Office of 

Research and Evaluation of the Greenwood School District. The Office of Research and 

Evaluation sent emails to the list of teaching participants from the first four cohorts from July 

2021-July 2022. The email described the purpose of the study and asked the teachers for their 

voluntary feedback on surveys. 
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

 The purpose of this sequential mixed methods program evaluation study incorporated 

both quantitative and qualitative approaches to examine the implementation of the Sheltered 

Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) Model training initiative in classrooms. The primary 

benefit of this study was to inform the Greenwood District, in general, and the English as a 

Second Language (ESL) office, in particular, about implementation of the SIOP training for 

teachers of English Language Learners (ELLs). Chapter 3 provided an overview of the 

methodology of the study, including the participants, data sources, and data analysis. Chapter 4 

provides an overview of the results of the study and is organized by evaluation question. Data for 

the study was collected from February 2024 through April 2024. Results of both quantitative and 

qualitative data collection for the study are described in this chapter.  

This evaluation focused on the SIOP training that occurred from June 2021 to July 2022. 

The SIOP training initiative began in June 2021. During this period, there were four trainings: 

June 2021, November 2021, June 2022, and July 2022. A total of 258 teachers, administrators, 

and other personnel were trained during this time period. This study focused on the 229 teachers 

trained since the purpose is to investigate the degree to which the SIOP components are being 

implemented, feelings of focus in implementation, challenges and barriers, and recommendation 

for training. Teachers can provide a perspective in responding to these evaluation questions. Of 

the 229 teachers who trained during this period, 109 were elementary school teachers, 62 were 

middle school teachers and 52 were high school teachers, two virtual school, and two 
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alternative/juvenile detention (ESL Specialist, personal communication, October 8, 2023). The 

survey was sent to all 229 teachers who participated in the training for this time period. From the 

229 teachers that were sent surveys through the county district Research and Evaluation Office, 

40 were undeliverable because they no longer were employed in the county. Of the 189 

deliverable surveys, a total of 72 teachers responded to the surveys, and 60 teachers completely 

filled the survey questions. Therefore, the response rate was 31.7%. Teachers were selected by 

answering yes or no to a question about their interest in being contacted to interview about the 

implementation of SIOP. If they were interested, the volunteered their email to be contacted by 

the evaluator. For the interviews, 11 teachers were selected from the 19 teachers who responded 

voluntarily on the survey to be contacted to interview. Three of the teachers who responded were 

no longer with the county, when contacted, two were on family leave, and three did not have 

experience in the classroom with SIOP. Of the 11 teachers interviewed, four teachers were from 

the elementary school level, three teachers were from middle school, and four teachers were 

from the high school level. 

Demographic Data 

The survey obtained demographic data on teacher’s years of experience, date of SIOP 

training, grade level, and how they implement SIOP in the classroom. Table 7 shows the 

frequency counts and percentage rates for each variable. Most of the teachers in the study had 

been teaching for 5–9 years (39%) and greatest number of teachers who participated in the study 

took the training in June 2022 (31%). Most of the teachers who participated in the study (56%) 

implemented the SIOP program in a regular classroom. The school level with the greatest 

participation in the survey was elementary with 39%, only 2% more than the middle school 

level. The homogeneity of respondents couldn’t be determined because demographic information 
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of the 189 teachers who were sent the evaluations could not be determined because the district 

does not provide this information. 

 

Table 7 

Demographic Data of Respondents to the Survey 

Variable Category n % 

Years of teaching 1–4 16 24% 

 5–9 26 39% 

 10–14 12 18% 

 15+ 12 18% 

Date of training Summer 2021 14 22% 

 Fall 2021 17 26% 

 June 2022 20 31% 

 July 2022 14 22% 

SIOP model implementation Regular classroom 37 56% 

 Push-in support 29 44% 

 Pull-out support 19 29% 

 Not implemented 3 5% 

Grade level Elementary 26 39% 

 Middle 25 37% 

 High 16 24% 

Note. SIOP = Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol  

 

Analysis of the research data is presented in the following section. Data analysis from 

both descriptive statistics and qualitative data are outlined, in both table and narrative format. 

The data analysis section is organized in consecutive order according to the four research 

questions that directed this study. 
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Evaluation Question 1 

To what degree are the eight components of SIOP being transferred into district teachers’ 

instructional practices, as perceived by teachers?  

1. Lesson preparation 

2. Building background  

3. Comprehensible input 

4. Strategies  

5. Interaction 

6. Practice & application 

7. Lesson delivery 

8. Review & assessment 

To answer this first question, I collected quantitative data from the survey and analyzed by each 

SIOP component and their subcomponents. I calculated mean and standard deviation for each 

grade level as well as the overall mean and standard deviation across all teachers who responded.  

All SIOP Components and Subcomponents 

 Table 8 displays the ratings for the components by mean and standard deviation by grade 

level. These ratings were based on a scale of 1-5, with 1 = not evident, 2 = evident 1 or 2 days a 

week, 3 = evident 2 to 3 days a week, 4 = evident 4 to 5 days a week, and 5 = evident every day in 

class. Overall, the most evident component was lesson preparation with a mean of 4.4. The 

lowest evident component was interaction with a mean score of 3.71, indicating the component is 

somewhat evident. Components, including lesson preparation (M = 4.31), lesson delivery (M = 

4.13) and comprehensible input (M = 4.04) were evident, reported by teachers to be used 4 to 5 

days a week. Other components like building background, (M = 3.73), strategies (M = 3.72), 
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interaction (M = 3.71), practice and application (M = 3.79), and review and assessment (M = 

3.78), the mean fell in between 2–3 days and 3–4 days approaching 3-4 days of implementation. 

For elementary grade levels, lesson preparation was the most evident SIOP component, with a 

4.39. Middle (M = 4.24) and high school (M = 4.31) also implemented this component with the 

greatest fidelity at 4–5 days a week. For elementary teachers, the least evident component was 

strategies, with 3.62, cited as somewhat evident. Middle school teachers (M = 3.51) and high 

school teachers (M = 3.53) exhibited the least evidence of practice and application, with the 

mean falling between 2–3 days and 3–4 days. In terms of the standard deviation (SD) for lesson 

preparation (1.4), the number was relatively broad. For elementary the SD was 1.34, for middle 

school (1.42) and high school (1.44) it was higher, signifying that the data was more dispersed in 

relation to the mean. The full table of evidence of SIOP for elementary, middle, and high school 

teachers is found in Appendix H.  
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Table 8 

SIOP Components’ Ratings 

Component Elementary Middle High Total 

 
 

M             
 

SD 
 

M           
 

SD 
 

M             
 

SD M             SD 
 

Lesson Preparation 

 

4.39           1.34 4.24        1.42 4.31          1.44 4.31   1.4  

Building Background 

 

3.82        .89 3.63 .98 3.79          .97 3.73   .96 

Comprehensible Input 

 

4.11          1.01 3.85          1.0 4.2             1.12 4.04   1.06 

Strategies 

 

3.62         .94 3.81          1.02 3.74              1.08 3.72 1.02 

Interaction 

 

3.67         .88 3.58            1.15 3.65            1.15 3.71 1.07 

Practice & Application 4.18 1.0 3.51 1.09 3.53 1.17 3.79 1.13 

Lesson Delivery 3.77 .96 3.58 1.15 3.86 1.04 4.13 .95 

Review & Assessment  3.89            .92 3.6  1.03 3.78                 1.13 3.78   1.03 

Note. SIOP = Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol  
Ratings based on scale 1–5, 1 = not evident, 2 = evident 1 or 2 days a week, 3 = evident 2 to 3 days a 

week, 4 = evident 4 to 5 days a week, and 5 = evident every day in class 
 

Lesson Preparation 

 Table 9 displays the ratings for the six elements for Lesson Preparation by grade level. 

The ratings were given a rating on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being not evident and 5 being highly 

evident. The highest evident rating shown in Table 7 for all grade levels is subcomponent 7, with 

a 4.58 falling in between evident and highly evident. This subcomponent was “Content concepts 

appropriate for age and educational background level of students.” This signifies that elementary, 

middle, and high school teachers used the age and educational background appropriate concepts 
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for students at least 4 times a week. The least evidence (M = 4.19) was for subcomponent 9, 

“Adaptation of content (e.g., text, assignment) to all levels of student proficiency.” This signifies 

that content was adapted for different student proficiency levels 3-4 days a week. For middle 

school and high school teachers, the least evident was subcomponent 6, falling between M = 3.91 

and M = 4.06 respectively. This signifies that middle and high school teachers clearly defined 

and displayed language objectives 3–4 days per week. This component also has the highest 

standard deviation, with a 1.4, indicating more variability on the frequency of the use of 

language objectives in the classroom.  
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Table 9 

Ratings of Lesson Preparation by Grade Level 

Subcomponent Elementary Middle High Total 

 M             SD M           SD M             SD M             SD 
 

5. Content objectives clearly defined, 

displayed, and reviewed with students  

 

4.5           1.18 4.05        1.34 4.1          1.41 4.28   1.33  

6. Language objectives clearly defined, 

displayed, and reviewed with students  

 

4.35        1.4 3.91 1.4 4.06          1.36 4.28   1.42 

7. Content concepts appropriate for age and 

educational background level of students  

 

4.58          .96 4.55          1.02 4.59             1.01 4.58   1.01 

8. Supplementary materials used to a high 

degree, making the lesson clear and 

meaningful (e.g., computer programs, 

graphs, models, visuals)  

 

4.45         .93 4.45            1.0 4.47              1.09 4.47 1.00 

9. Adaptation of content (e.g., text, 

assignment) to all levels of student 

proficiency  

 

4.19           1.09 4.27            .99 4.25             1.06 4.24 1.06 

10. Meaningful activities that integrate 

lesson concepts (e.g., surveys, letter writing, 

models)  

4.32              .91 4.21  1.19 4.34                  1.04 4.29   1.07 

Note. Questions 5-10 address the lesson preparation component. Ratings based on scale 1–5, 1 = not 

evident, 2 = evident 1 or 2 days a week, 3 = evident 2 to 3 days a week, 4 = evident 4 to 5 days a week, and 5 = 

evident every day in class 

 

Building Background 

Table 10 displays the ratings for the Building Background component and its 

subcomponents by grade level, using mean and standard deviation. The most evident 

subcomponent for elementary and middle school level teachers was item 13 which emphasizes 

key vocabulary. Two subcomponents were most evident for high school: “Links explicitly made 

between past learning and new concepts” and “key vocabulary.” The least evident was 
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subcomponent was 11, “explicitly links concepts to students’ background experiences.” The 

standard deviations for each subcomponent indicate variability in the teacher responses.  

 

Table 10 

Ratings of Building Background by Grade Level 

Subcomponent Elementary Middle High Total 

 M            SD M         SD M              SD M   SD  

11. Concepts explicitly linked to 

students’ background experiences  

 

3.5        .84 3.32      .92 3.5          .94 3.42 .91 

12. Links explicitly made between 

past learning and new concepts   

 

3.91        .95 3.77        .95 3.94           .83 3.86 .93 

13. Key vocabulary emphasized (e.g., 

introduced, written, repeated, and 

highlighted for students to see)  

4.05         .88 3.8         1.07 

 

3.94              1.14 3.93 1.04 

Note. Questions 11-13 address the building background component. Ratings based on scale 1–5, 1 = not evident, 

2 = evident 1 or 2 days a week, 3 = evident 2 to 3 days a week, 4 = evident 4 to 5 days a week, and 5 = evident 

every day in class 

 

 

Comprehensible Input 

 Table 11 displays the rating for the items under comprehensible input, as scored by each 

respective grade level. For elementary, the most evident subcomponent was 15 “Clear 

explanation of academic tasks” and 16 “A variety of techniques used to make content concepts 

clear (e.g., modeling, visuals:) both had a mean of 4.14. Here, findings indicate it was important 

for elementary teachers to explain tasks clearly to their students and used visuals to do so. For 

middle school and high school teachers, providing a clear explanation of academic tasks 

(subcomponent 15) was cited as the most evident. All grade levels scored element 14 the lowest, 

“Concepts explicitly linked to students’ background experiences.” This is also the most nuanced 

subcomponent and arguably requires more time in garnering information about background 
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experiences as well as implementation. I will discuss the nuances of implementation of 

components in the teachers’ interview data. 

 

Table 11 

Ratings of Comprehensible Input by Grade Level 

Subcomponent Elementary Middle High Total 

 M            SD M         SD M              SD M   SD  

14. Speech appropriate for students’ 

proficiency level (e.g., slower rate, 

enunciation, and simple sentence 

structure for beginners)  

 

 4.05         1.02 3.62     1.09

. 

4.13          1.15 3.91 1.11 

15. Clear explanation of academic 

tasks   

 

4.14      1.06 4.05       .95 4.27         1.12 4.14   1.05 

16. A variety of techniques used to 

make content concepts clear (e.g., 

modeling, visuals) 

4.14       .97 3.9                .97 

 

 4.2                 1.11 4.07   1.02 

Note. Questions 14-16 address the comprehensible input component. Ratings based on scale 1–5, 1 = not evident, 

2 = evident 1 or 2 days a week, 3 = evident 2 to 3 days a week, 4 = evident 4 to 5 days a week, and 5 = evident 

every day in class 

 

 

Strategies  

Table 12 displays the ratings for the items under strategies, as scored by each respective 

grade level. For elementary, the subcomponent most evident was 18. “Clear explanation of 

academic tasks” with a mean of 3.77. For middle and high school teachers, subcomponent 17 

was found to be the highest implemented, “Speech appropriate for students’ proficiency level 

(e.g. slower rate, enunciation, and simple sentence structure for beginners).” For elementary 

level, components 17 and 19 had the same mean rating of 3.55. For middle school, 

subcomponent 19, “A variety of questions or tasks that promote higher-order thinking skills 

(e.g., literal, analytical, and interpretive questions)” was the least evident with a mean of 3.8. The 
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high school teachers implemented subcomponents 18 and 19 under strategies about the same 

average, with a mean of 3.67, at a median of 3 days per week. Overall, the component strategies 

had moderate evidence in the classroom, with a higher average of 2–3 days evidence, leaning 

toward 3 days evidence in the classroom. The standard deviation had a moderate distribution 

with most teachers responding to average use of the component strategies. 

 

Table 12 

Ratings of Strategies by Grade Level 

Item Elementary Middle High Total 

 M            SD M           SD M             SD M SD 

17. Ample opportunities provided for students 

to use learning strategies  

 

3.55 .94 3.9  1.14 3.8 1.05 3.73 1.06 

18. Scaffolding techniques consistently used 

to assist and support student 

3.77 .90 3.8     1.03 3.67 1.14 3.77 1.02 

understanding (e.g., think-aloud)  

19. A variety of questions or tasks that 

promote higher-order thinking skills (e.g., 

literal, analytical, and interpretive questions) 

 

 

 

3.55 

 

 

.99 

 

 

3.75        

 

 

.89 

 

 

3.67 

 

 

1.07 

 

 

3.66. 99 

Note. Questions 17-19 address the strategies component. Ratings based on scale 1–5, 1 = not evident, 2 = evident 

1 or 2 days a week, 3 = evident 2 to 3 days a week, 4 = evident 4 to 5 days a week, and 5 = evident every day in 

class 

 

 

Interaction 

 Table 13 displays the respective ratings of the subcomponents of the component 

interaction. For elementary, the most evident subcomponents were 20 and 22, with a mean 3.82. 

They focused on frequent opportunities between teacher/student and among students, which 

encourage elaborated responses about lesson concepts as well as sufficient wait times for student 

responses. For middle school teachers the most evident subcomponent was 22, offering sufficient 
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time for students to respond. High school teachers rated subcomponents 20 and 23 as the most 

evident in their teaching, with a mean of 4. The least evident subcomponents were for 23 (ample 

opportunities for students to clarify key concepts in L1 as needed) for elementary (3.45). This 

shows that students having a concept clarified in their home language was evident in the 

classroom 2–3 days in the classroom. Grouping considerations for language (subcomponent 21) 

was evidenced on the low side of 2–3 days for middle school teachers (3.32). For high school 

teachers grouping considerations (subcomponent 21) and ample opportunities for home language 

use (subcomponent 22) both scored 3.73, leaning towards an average of 2–3 days of evidence in 

the classroom. Additionally, there was a variation in responses for subcomponents 20 and 23. 

The subcomponent 22, concerning sufficient wait time had the most varied distribution in terms 

of responses from teachers, especially among middle and high school teachers. 
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Table 13 

Ratings of Interaction by Grade Level 

Subcomponent Elementary Middle  High  Total 

 M SD M SD M              SD M   SD 

20. Frequent opportunities for interaction and 

discussion between teacher/student and 

among students, which encourage elaborated 

responses about lesson concepts  

 

3.82 .89 3.58 1.18 4 1.15 3.88 1.09 

21. Grouping configurations support language 

and content objectives of the lesson  

 

3.59 .83 3.32 1.03 3.73 1.06 3.55 .99 

22. Sufficient wait time for student responses 

consistently provided  

 

3.82 1.03 3.79 1.28 3.73 1.29 3.78 1.22 

23. Ample opportunities for students to clarify 

key concepts in L1 as needed with aide, peer, 

or L1 text   

3.45 .78 3.63 1.13 4 1.10 3.65 1.03 

Note. Questions 20-23 address the interaction component. Ratings based on scale 1–5, 1 = not evident, 2 = 

evident 1 or 2 days a week, 3 = evident 2 to 3 days a week, 4 = evident 4 to 5 days a week, and 5 = evident every 

day in class 

 

 

Practice & Application 

 Table 14 shows the ratings of the evidence of component of practice & application by 

each grade level. The highest mean score across all grade levels of elementary (M = 4.23), 

middle (M = 3.74), and high school (M = 3.87) was subcomponent 26, which involves 

integrating the four components of language skills. Integrating the four components of language 

skills is also one of the requirements of an ELL teacher, as well as tested on the ACCESS/WIDA 

examination that all ELL students are required to take each year. The least evident component 

for all grade levels, including elementary was subcomponent 24, “Hands-on materials and /or 

manipulatives provided for students to practice using new content knowledge.” Middle and high 

school teachers scored significantly lower in this subcomponent, with M = 3.11 and M = 3.2, 

respectively. Elementary school teachers scored the highest on each component, evidencing 
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more practice and application in their classrooms, with an average of 3-4 days in the classroom. 

Across all grade levels there was a degree of varied responses to each subcomponent. However, 

the high school level teachers had the greatest level of varied responses for subcomponents 25 

and 26, respectively pertaining to activities provided for students to apply content and language 

knowledge in the classroom as well as activities integrating all language skills.  

 

Table 14 

Ratings of Practice & Application by Grade Level 

Subcomponent Elementary Middle  High  Total   

 M SD M SD M SD M   SD 

24. Hands-on materials and/or manipulatives 

provided for students to practice using new 

content knowledge  

 

4.14 .99 3.11 1.12 3.2     1.05 3.54 1.17 

25 Activities provided for students to apply 

content and language knowledge in the 

classroom   

 

4.18 .98 3.68 1.03 3.53 1.26 3.87 1.10 

26. Activities integrate all language skills (i.e., 

reading, writing, listening, and speaking)  

4.23 1.04 3.74 1.12 3.87       1.2 3.96 1.14 

Note. Questions 24-26 address the practice & application component. Ratings based on scale 1–5, 1 = not 

evident, 2 = evident 1 or 2 days a week, 3 = evident 2 to 3 days a week, 4 = evident 4 to 5 days a week, and 5 = 

evident every day in class 

 

 

Lesson Delivery 

 Table 15 displays the mean scores for the ratings for the component lesson delivery for 

each grade level. Subcomponent 27, “content objectives clearly supported by lesson delivery” 

was the most evident for elementary (M = 4.18), middle (M = 3.95) and high school (M = 4.27). 

For elementary, subcomponent 30 which focuses on pacing a lesson to students’ abilities rated 

the lowest (M = 3.53). Middle and high school found subcomponent 29, “students engaged 
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approximately 90% to 100% of the period,” to be the least evident with respective mean scores 

of 3.26 and 3.4. The standard deviation for subcomponents 27 and 30, involving content 

objectives supporting lesson delivery and pacing according to students’ abilities showed answers 

were close to the mean. However, subcomponents 28 and 29, language objectives clearly 

supported by lesson delivery and students’ engagement, had more varied responses from teachers 

especially middle and high school teachers. As evidenced in the table, middle school teachers 

had significantly varied responses for each subcomponent. 

 

Table 15 

Ratings of Lesson Delivery by Grade Level 

Subcomponent Elementary Middle High Total 

 M SD M SD M SD M    SD 

27. Content objectives clearly supported by 

lesson delivery   

 

4.18 .94 3.95 1.18 4.27 1.0 4.13. 95  

28 Language objectives clearly supported by 

lesson delivery  

 

3.95 1.11 3.58 1.03 4.07 1.06 3.87 1.08 

29. Students engaged approximately 90% to 

100% of the period  

 

3.64 .88 3.26 1.28 3.4  1.2 3.45 1.02  

30. Pacing of the lesson appropriate to 

students’ ability level  

3.32 .92 3.53 1.13 3.73    .93 3.51 .99 

Note. Questions 27-30 address the lesson delivery component. Ratings based on scale 1–5, 1 = not evident, 2 = 

evident 1 or 2 days a week, 3 = evident 2 to 3 days a week, 4 = evident 4 to 5 days a week, and 5 = evident every 

day in class 

 

Review & Assessment 

 Table 16 displays the mean ratings of the subcomponents of component review & 

assessment, for the respective grade levels. Elementary grade level teachers scored 

subcomponent 34, “assessing student comprehension and learning throughout the lesson” as the 
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most evident. Middle school teachers scored a mean of 3.63 (falling between somewhat evident 

and evident) for components 31, 33, and 34 which involved vocabulary review, regular feedback 

and continuous assessment throughout the lesson. High school teachers found component 32, 

comprehensive review of concepts, and subcomponent 34 as most implemented with a mean of 

3.93. Both elementary and high school teachers rated subcomponent 31 as the lowest 

implemented with 3.82 and 3.47 respectively. Middle school teachers rated subcomponent 32, 

comprehensive review of concepts as the lowest implemented, M = 3.53. On average, teachers 

across grade levels reported the evidence of review and assessment in the mid- range of 2-3 days 

a week. In terms of SD, the highest variance was seen among high school teachers (SD = 1.31) 

for comprehensive review of vocabulary, showing mixed ratings of evidence for this 

subcomponent. High school teachers also showed some varied responses in evidence of 

comprehensive review of key content concepts (SD = 1.06) and assessment of student 

comprehension and learning of all lesson objectives (SD = 1.18). Middle school teachers showed 

some range of responses in evidence of subcomponent comprehensive review of key content 

concepts (SD = 1.04) and assessment of student comprehension (SD = 1.13). Elementary school 

teachers’ responses remained close to the mean range. 
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Table 16 

Ratings of Review & Assessment by Grade Level 

Subcomponent Elementary Middle  High  Total 

 M SD M SD M SD M   SD 

31. Comprehensive review of key vocabulary  

 

3.82 .94 3.63 .98 3.47 1.31 3.78 1.12 

32. Comprehensive review of key content 

concepts  

 

3.77 .90 3.53 1.04 3.93 1.06 3.85 1.0 

33. Regular feedback provided to students on 

their output (e.g., language, content, work)  

 

3.95 .93 3.63 .98 3.8 .98 3.71 .98 

34. Assessment of student comprehension and 

learning of all lesson objectives (e.g., spot 

checking, group response) throughout the 

lesson   

4.05 .93 3.63 1.13 3.93 1.18 3.78 1.04 

Note. Questions 31-34 address the review & assessment component. Ratings based on scale 1–5, 1 = not evident, 2 

= evident 1 or 2 days a week, 3 = evident 2 to 3 days a week, 4 = evident 4 to 5 days a week, and 5 = evident every 

day in class 

 

Interview Data 

 Nineteen respondents to the survey indicated an interest in a follow-up interview. From 

the 19 who responded, 11 agreed to be interviewed. Four teachers were from elementary grade 

level, three were from middle school level, and four were from high school level. Notably, in the 

participant demographic data two teachers in the middle school level reported 12 years of 

experience in SIOP since they were first trained in SIOP more than 12 years ago. Table 17 shows 

the interviewees with their demographic information. 
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Table 17 

Interview Participant Demographic Data  

Level Years teaching Date of training 
Years implementing 

SIOP 

Elementary 4 June 2022 2 

Elementary 13 July 2022 2 

Elementary 7 Fall 2022 1.5 

Elementary 7 July 2022 2 

Middle 15+ July 2022 12 

Middle 15+ July 2022 12 

Middle 5 June 2022 2 

High 11 August 2021 3 

High 9 Fall 2021 2.5 

High 15+ August 2021 3 

High 4 August 2021 2.5 

Note. SIOP = Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol 

 

 The second source of data to answer the first evaluation question regarding 

implementation was the interviews. Teachers were asked to bring lesson plans to examine SIOP 

implementation in the classroom. Table 18 shows the frequency of use of the components of 

SIOP, except for lesson delivery. Teachers reported using the building background SIOP 

component the most with a frequency of 54 mentions when discussing their lesson plan. The 

least frequent component in lessons was interaction with a frequency of 26. Similar to the survey 

results, the component that scored the least was interaction. While teachers in the interviews 

cited building background the most in their lesson plans, in the survey data, lesson preparation 

was scored the highest. 
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Table 18 

SIOP Components Frequency in Interviewee Lesson Plans 

SIOP component f No. of teachers 

Lesson Preparation 33 11 

Building Background 54 11 

Comprehensible Input 36 11 

Strategies 42 11 

Interaction 26 8 

Practice & Application 29 8 

Review & Assessment 29 11 

Note. SIOP = Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol  

 

When discussing their lesson plans, several themes emerged regarding the 

implementation of the eight SIOP components. Table 19 provides the themes, the frequency of 

mentions in the interviews, and the number of teachers from whom this theme emerged.  

 

Table 19 

Evaluation Q1: Emergent Themes 

Emergent themes f No. of teachers 

Implementation of SIOP components 

 

24 11 

Integration of additional SIOP components 

 

22 9 

Successful experience with SIOP lesson 

 

18 9 

Conflict with SOL alignment 14 7 

Note. Structured Observation Protocol = SIOP, Standards of Learning= SOL 
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Implementation of SIOP Components. Most teachers, 6 out of 11 interviewed, found 

the SIOP lesson they presented as a typical approach to a SIOP lesson developed for a class they 

taught. Three teachers found it to be somewhat typical, meaning that they used some of the 

components in their day-to-day lesson plans. Two teachers found it to be not typical. All teachers 

implemented some components in their respective lessons. 

 In terms of elementary teachers, there was a mix of responses. One teacher said, “This is 

somewhat a typical approach of SIOP since I try to incorporate SIOP features.” Another teacher 

said, “It is not typical since this is more detailed.” Yet another teacher commented, “This is not a 

typical lesson since I usually plan with my collaborative teacher, not something I solely come up 

with.” Finally, the fourth elementary teacher stated, “This is a typical lesson for me.” 

 For middle school, two out of the three teachers interviewed found the lesson to be, 

“typical approach.” The other middle school teacher said, “This lesson is a small component of a 

typical lesson. “At the high school level, teachers mostly found SIOP lessons that they presented 

to be a typical approach, meaning that the SIOP lessons they presented were typical lessons that 

they implemented. One teacher said, “This is a typical approach using SIOP components.” 

Another simply stated, “It is a typical approach.” Another one explained, “This is typical since 

before we even begin, I’m trying to get them to really comprehend what’s going on.” One other 

teacher asserted, “It represents my typical approach for classes that I have that level of control.” 

Integration of Additional SIOP Components. During the interview, teachers were 

asked if they would change anything in the SIOP lesson, if they were to teach it again. A total of 

22 responses emerged under the theme of integration of additional SIOP components. Teachers 

cited building background, comprehensible input, strategies, practice, and assessment as 

components they would integrate. 
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 For building background, an elementary teacher remarked, “I would inquire more about 

building background knowledge and use that as a guide to see which kids need more support.” 

For comprehensible input, an elementary teacher suggested, “I would change it by giving 

students more scaffolding.”  Another high school teacher said that she would, “Modify the 

readings, since they are too long for some levels.”  A middle school teacher said that she would 

“give a paragraph frame for the comprehensible input which would give structure since they’re at 

a lower level.” 

 In terms of strategies, an elementary teacher suggested, “I would incorporate more 

strategies, including pairing up with peer mentors and allowing students to speak in their native 

language. “For practice, a high school teacher commented, “I would incorporate more speaking 

practice, since working on Actively Learn isolates them to reading and writing.” Another high 

school teacher agreed, “I would include more verbal response. “In terms of review an 

assessment, a high school teacher said, “I would add more informal assessment. Then, I could 

see who needed more remediation.” One other high school teacher said, “I would include more 

modification to paragraph building by have students start with writing individual sentences to 

build up to a paragraph.” 

 This theme shows us that teachers would add another component or spend more time on a 

component if they were able to modify their lesson. The components that teachers wanted to add 

or spend more time on, included comprehensible input, interaction, practice & application and 

review & assessment. Interaction, practice & application and review & assessment were among 

the least frequent components mentioned in their lesson plans. 

Successful Experience With SIOP Lesson. The theme for successful SIOP lesson 

emerged as a theme with 18 mentions during the interviews. An elementary teacher commented, 
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“A lot of the hands on went really well. “Another elementary teacher said, “interaction has gone 

well.” A middle school teacher replied, “It went well with building background as well as 

interaction. Students wanted to engage. Another middle school teacher said, “The lesson went 

well since kids were able to understand and produce language.” One other middle school teacher 

said, “There was high engagement.” In high school, one teacher stated, “Students seem to really 

like to work with partners. It brings students of different abilities working together and it helps 

all students.” Another high school teacher said, “Students were able to answer questions 

correctly and use the correct tenses.” One last teacher explained, “It went pretty well. Having 

multiple ways of showing their knowledge went well.” 

 With this theme, teachers expressed some experiences of success with the SIOP lesson 

that they reviewed with me. These accomplishments were a result of the way they interacted with 

their lesson delivery. For these teachers, success was measured through engagement, learning 

and production of language. 

Conflict With Standards of Learning Alignment. One last theme that emerged from 

the data was the difficulty of aligning a SIOP lesson with Standard of Learning (SOL) standards. 

Teachers found that it was either difficult to align SIOP lessons plans with SOL standards, 

conflict with SOL testing, difficulty fitting in activities and integration because of time devoted 

to the SOL standards, or SOL priority over other planning.  

 All grade levels responded with concern to conflict with SOL alignment. One elementary 

teacher voiced her concern, as did all three middle school teachers, and three out of the four high 

school teachers also remarked their concerns on this theme. An elementary teacher commented, 

“I would change the lesson to align with the  SOL, since that is the expectation in addition to 

SIOP.” In terms of middle school, all middle school teachers interviewed agreed that pressure to 
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abide by SOL standards or the SOL testing schedule, hinders teachers from using all the SIOP 

components. One teacher commented, “These are SOL tested courses, and you don’t have a lot 

of time to mess around with interaction or all of these whatever. There’s no time there.” Another 

teacher shared, “I would say that at my school, teachers collaborate, but not necessarily to enter 

and implement SIOP. They’re really teaching the SOL, and so they’re not necessarily thinking 

about integrating anything SIOP”. One other middle school teacher commented, “We have to 

prepare for testing, and that is the entire psyche of the school that you have to step back and 

remember that there are human beings that we’re talking about and that we are trying to teach 

first and foremost and that it’s not always just about the test.” 

 At the high school level, teachers also offered their input on conflict with SOLs. One 

teacher stated, “I think the reality of, especially in some content classes at the high school level 

with SOLs, the reality is that we have to get through so much information in this period of time. 

It makes it difficult to delve as deep as I would like to, using the strategies for the sake of time or 

the lack of push in support.” Another high school teacher responded, “With the amount of 

material we need to fit in that is covered on the SOL, it’s hard to fit in activities.” 

Findings for Evaluation Question 1. Overall, in terms of the quantitative data of the 

survey, teachers self-reported implementing SIOP between 2–3 days and 3–4 days, with an 

average of 3 days of implementation per week. This is a moderate number in terms of 

implementation. According to the creators of SIOP, each component should be implemented in 

every lesson that they offer in the classroom (Echevarria et al., 2023). The interviews revealed 

that teachers used the SIOP component of building background the most with a frequency count 

of 54 mentions by interview participants and interaction the least. Most teachers found the SIOP 

lesson they presented as a typical approach to a SIOP lesson developed for a class they taught. 
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The most evident theme for this question was implementation of SIOP components. Most 

teachers, 6 out of 11 interviewed (54%), found the SIOP lesson they presented as a typical 

approach to a SIOP lesson developed for a class they taught. Three teachers (27%) found it to be 

somewhat typical, meaning that they used some of the components in their day-to-day lesson 

plans. Two teachers or 19% found it to be not typical because they usually formulate their 

lessons with their collaborative teacher. All teachers implemented some components in their 

respective lessons. Teachers also expressed in their interviews that they would add other 

components to make their lessons more successful. They would spend more time on a 

component if they were able to modify their lesson. The components that teachers wanted to add 

or spend more time on, included comprehensible input, interaction, practice & application and 

review and assessment. Interaction, practice, application, and review & assessment were among 

the least frequent components mentioned in their lesson plans. There was also some success with 

implementing the lessons they reviewed. These accomplishments were a result of the way their 

students interacted with their lesson delivery. For these teachers, success was measured through 

engagement, learning and production of language. The final theme of Conflict with SOL 

alignment, teachers found that it was difficult to align SIOP lessons plans with SOL standards, 

experienced conflict with SOL testing, difficulty fitting in activities and integration because of 

time devoted to the SOL standards, or SOL priority over other planning. Therefore, teachers felt 

that high stake testing is an inhibiting factor with implementation of the SIOP components for 

the teachers interviewed.  

Evaluation Question 2 

 The second evaluation question was: How and to what extent did the SIOP training 

initiative impact teachers’ self-efficacy for teaching ELL students in their content classes?  
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 In the interviews, teachers rated their self-efficacy, in each SIOP component, on a scale 

of 1-5 using the self-efficacy rating scale established by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy 

(2001). A rating of 1 indicated none at all while a rating of 5 indicated a great deal in terms of 

sense of self-efficacy. Table 24 provides the ratings of the teachers interviewed as to their sense 

of self-efficacy in implementing the eight components of the SIOP model.  

 Teachers had the greatest sense of self-efficacy in implementing the SIOP component, 

strategies, with a mean of 4.27. This score of 4.27 signifies those teachers rated their self-

efficacy as quite a bit, in implementing SIOP strategies. The standard deviation of .75 indicates 

that the data values are close to each other, meaning that most teachers interviewed rated their 

self-efficacy in strategies as quite a bit. Overall, teachers had the lowest sense of self-efficacy in 

implementing the component comprehensible input. The mean of this component was 3.72. This 

data did not correlate with the results of the survey. In contrast, lesson preparation was rated as 

the most evident component in the classroom and interaction was rated as the least evident. Table 

20 shows the results of the self-efficacy rating of SIOP components by teachers. When probed 

why they received higher scores on certain components than others, several themes emerged.  
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Table 20 

Teachers’ Perceptions of Self-Efficacy Regarding SIOP Components 

SIOP Component M  SD 

Lesson Preparation 4.09 .94 

Building Background 3.9 .83 

Comprehensible Input 3.72 .98 

Strategies 4.27 .75 

Interaction 4 .60 

Practice & Application 3.9 1.04 

Lesson Delivery 4.18 .94 

Review & Assessment 3.9 .87 

Note. SIOP= Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol  

 

Emerging Themes for Evaluation Question 2 

 There were three emerging themes for Evaluation Question 2, related to how and why 

teachers rated their self-efficacy, using each SIOP component. The themes were Experience and 

Personal Teaching Strength, Physical, Institutional & Time Constraints, and Challenges with 

Nuanced Implementation. Experience and Personal Teaching Strength emerged as a theme in the 

data with a frequency of 22 times mentioned among eight of the teachers interviewed. Physical, 

Institutional, and Time Constraints emerged 18 times among six teachers and Challenges with 

Nuanced Implementation emerged 10 times among five teachers. See Table 21 for the 

breakdown of emerging themes for Evaluation Question 2. 
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Table 21 

Evaluation Q2: Emerging Themes  

SIOP component f No. of teachers 

Experience and personal teaching strength 

 

22 8 

Physical, institutional, and time constraints 

 

18 6 

Challenges with nuanced implementation  10 5 

Note.  SIOP= Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol  

 

Experience and Personal Teaching Strength. The theme of Experience and Personal 

Teaching Strength emerged as a theme, appearing 22 times in interviews about self-efficacy. 

Teachers cited their years of experience and personal teaching strength as significant factors 

contributing to their sense of self-efficacy. They stated that trial and error, in addition to 

accumulating a diverse range of teaching experiences, have reinforced their confidence, 

specifically in implementing strategies and lesson delivery. Teachers recognized that their 

intrinsic teaching strengths and personal preferences towards certain instructional approaches 

played a significant role in their self-efficacy. For instance, those who are skilled at promoting 

interaction and using effective strategies feel more confident in these areas, associating their 

success to their personal capabilities and teaching style. 

 On the elementary level, teachers attributed their self-efficacy to their experience as well 

as personal strengths as a teacher. One teacher simply stated, “It’s the frequency with which I do 

them.” Another teacher explained, “I just have more opportunities to practice the components 

that I feel a lot stronger in.” One other teacher stated, “Practice has a lot to do with the 

components, like review & assessment, lesson preparation and lesson feedback, which is what I 

have.” Conversely, a teacher explained that she didn’t feel self-efficacious in a component 
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because she doesn’t “have a lot of experience with having to produce my own types of formal 

assessments,” which suggests a lack of personal strength being perceived as a barrier. Personal 

strengths also factor into self-efficacy with one teacher. She explained, “I’m more efficacious in 

some components because I’m more confident doing them.” Personal strength also factored into 

not being efficacious. “I wouldn’t say those are my greatest strengths as a teacher,” she 

explained. Another teacher reiterated something similar. She said, “I am good at some 

components like strategies and interaction and lesson delivery because those are my strengths as 

a teacher and as a result of my collective experience.” 

 At the middle school level, experience played a great factor in self-efficacy in 

implementing SIOP components. Two out of the three teachers at this level agreed that it was not 

one training that attributed to their self-efficacy in SIOP implementation. One teacher said, “I’ve 

just been doing this for a long time, and I can’t say that it’s a training I took 2 years ago. I’ve 

been using this model for more than a dozen years.” For this teacher, in particular, the SIOP 

training given by the district was here second training in the program. She took her first training 

12 years ago and has implemented it in sheltered ESL classes as well as recently with 

collaborative teaching. Another teacher agreed, “I can implement all of these components 

because of practice.” 

 At the high school level, there were two teachers who agreed that experience affected 

their self-efficacy in implementation of SIOP components. One teacher said, “I am a seasoned 

teacher and so I am able to implement these components successfully.” Another teacher 

explained, “A lot of it is because I’ve taught things that the kids got, and I felt like I used the 

strategy correctly and the kids understood it.” 
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Physical, Institutional, and Time Constraints. The theme of Physical, Institutional, and 

Time Constraints emerged 18 times from the interviews on self- efficacy in the use of SIOP 

components. Several teachers referred to physical constraints of the classroom space, 

institutional policies, such as scheduling and standardized assessments, and time constraints 

inhibits their capacity to implement SIOP components like interaction and movement-based 

activities. These constraints were repeated by teachers at all grade levels interviewed. 

 On the elementary level, time played a factor in limiting self-efficacy in implementing 

SIOP components. One teacher said, “For the lesson building, it’s just time. That’s a factor of 

why I feel less about it. For me to go and plan something additional than what I planned with my 

team is just extra time.” On the middle school level, physical and institutional limitations played 

a role in limiting self-efficacy in implementing SIOP components. One teacher explained, 

“Master scheduling, planning, and physical space all factor into your self-efficacy.” She 

explained further by saying, “So, you’re more self-efficacious when you have more autonomy 

over your planning, over your creativity, and you are recognized by your fellow colleagues and 

administration.” 

 On the high school level, institutional constraints played a role in limiting self-efficacy in 

implementing SIOP components. Two teachers agreed that having less control over using 

components in the classroom hindered their self-efficacy. Specifically, one teacher said,” So, 

when I feel like I can’t control it as much, I feel as maybe less power over it.” Another said, 

“What makes me feel less self-efficacy, especially with review and assessment is I feel like I 

have less control like that’s more set-in stone.” The teacher also mentioned standards and time. 

He explained, “We have to align it to standards across several layers of differentiation. Students 
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have a condensed timeline across three of their core classes that I don’t always feel like I’m 

being effective.” 

Challenges With Nuanced Implementation. The theme of Challenges with Nuanced 

Implementation emerged 10 times in the interviews. Teachers implemented SIOP in a nuanced 

manner, to diverse needs and language proficiency levels of students is complex. This 

complexity can influence teachers’ self-efficacy, especially when providing comprehensible 

input and review and assessment that measure ELLs’ understanding. 

 On the elementary level, one teacher cited this theme as the reason she has more self-

efficacy. She said, “With my new speaker group, I have the leniency to be a little more creative 

with the type of outcome that I expect from them, a sentence or a vocabulary word.” She 

explained, “That makes me feel I can help more and be effective.” 

 At the middle school level, one teacher explained that for a component like 

comprehensible input, it takes more wiggle room to figure out. She said, “I think it just takes a 

lot more intentionality and knowing your kids. She explained, “Strategy implementation has 

looked really different, student to student, even looking at just one level there’s a nuance.” 

 At the high school level, challenges with nuanced implementation of SIOP components 

played a factor in self-efficacy for two teachers. The first teacher stated, “I think one of the 

reasons I rated review and assessment is because I think some of the implementation can be so 

nuanced sometimes.” He explained, “Other components like comprehensible input are not as 

tangible and harder to implement because it depends on language barriers.” Another teacher said, 

“As much as I give them those pictures, as much as I do these other activities. I still hit a 

roadblock. They really don’t comprehend it. That’s comprehensible input right there.” 
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Findings for Evaluation Question 2. Three themes emerged from the interviews about 

how teachers rated their self-efficacy in implementing the SIOP components. The first emergent 

theme was Experience and Personal Teaching Strength. Teachers identified years of experience 

and personal teaching strengths as critical to their self-efficacy. They attributed their confidence 

in lesson delivery, review and assessment, and lesson preparation due to experience. Lack of 

experience in certain areas, like producing formal assessments, was noted as a barrier. Long-term 

use and practice of SIOP components were more influential than single training sessions. 

Extensive teaching experience and successful strategy implementation in past lessons reinforced 

confidence. 

 Physical, Institutional, and Time Constraints included classroom space, institutional 

policies, and limited time. Time constraints hindered the ability to plan and implement additional 

SIOP components. Physical space, master scheduling, and institutional limitations impacted self-

efficacy. Autonomy in planning and recognition from colleagues and administration were 

important. Institutional constraints, such as standardized assessments and rigid schedules limited 

self-efficacy. Teachers felt less control over their teaching methods and assessment strategies. 

 Challenges with Nuanced Implementation theme also emerged in interviews. Teachers 

found implementing SIOP for diverse needs and language proficiency levels complex. Some 

teachers noted that tailoring strategies to individual students required intentionality and 

knowledge of students' needs. Nuanced implementation of components like comprehensible 

input, rated the lowest for self-efficacy, was challenging due to language barriers. Teachers 

struggled with ensuring students fully comprehend the material despite using various strategies.  

 In summary, teachers' self-efficacy in SIOP implementation is significantly influenced by 

their experience and personal strengths, while physical, institutional, and time constraints present 



 

 97 

notable challenges. The complexity of tailoring SIOP to diverse student needs also affects 

teachers' confidence in their ability to implement the program effectively. 

Evaluation Question 3  

What conditions support and what conditions limit successful implementation of SIOP as 

perceived by teachers?   

Emergent Themes: Supporting Conditions of SIOP Implementation 

The interviews illuminated several key themes about conditions that support the 

successful implementation of the SIOP as perceived by teachers. Table 22 identifies the 

emergent themes for the supporting conditions of SIOP implementation. Impact of the training 

was the main supporting condition of the training, appearing cited by all 11 teachers, 49 times. 

Teachers who were interviewed found value in the training in several ways. Other emergent 

themes included collaborative partnerships and administrative support, cited by seven teachers 

with a frequency of 25 and 16, respectively. 

 

Table 22 

Evaluation Q3: Emergent Themes: Supporting Conditions of SIOP Implementation 

Emergent themes f No. of teachers 

Impact of Training 

 

Teacher Collaboration 

 

49 

 

25 

11 

 

7 

Administrative support 16 7 

Note. SIOP= Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol  

 

Impact of Training. The sub-themes that emerged under impact of training included 

empathy-building and experiential learning, practical application and immediate implement 
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ability, empowerment through strategies, and advocacy and awareness. Empathy-building and 

Experiential Learning was the most frequent sub-theme, appearing 24 times in interviews, across 

8 teachers. Teachers interviewed agreed that the training affected them increasing their empathy 

toward ELL students. Teachers were also affected by hands-on experience which allowed to 

immediately implement strategies in their classrooms. The interviews also showed that teachers 

felt empowered through the strategies they learned in training and then implemented successfully 

with their ELL students. However, for some teachers the most important impact was the 

information they received from the training that would allow them to raise awareness about the 

struggles of ELL students and advocate for them. 

Empathy-Building and Experiential Learning. Empathy-Building and Experiential 

Learning was the most emergent sub-theme, appearing 24 times in teacher interviews. Activities 

that simulated the experience of an ELL were an essential part of the introduction of the SIOP 

training. These experiences, such as being instructed in an unfamiliar language, were impactful 

for teachers, fostering empathy and a deep understanding of the challenges faced by ELLs. One 

particular part of the training that teachers cited, is the video that was presented in Mandarin. In 

the first video, a teacher is speaking in Mandarin and teachers are given a worksheet to fill out 

after the teacher completes her lesson. In the second video, the same teacher is again presenting a 

lesson in Mandarin, speaking slowly and using gestures and visuals. Then, teachers are presented 

with a worksheet with word bank and some English to help identify the meaning of the words. 

This empathy-building exercise motivated teachers to implement SIOP strategies to make their 

lessons more comprehensible. 

 At the elementary level, teachers found this activity a great tool to produce empathy and 

experience what their students feel as well as how they could learn. One elementary teacher 
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explained, “I found that to be most impactful because that’s how our students feel. if they come 

in as new speakers all it’s going to sound is like Charlie Brown’s teacher talking.” She went on 

to explain, “If you don’t understand the language, you can’t process what you’re hearing audibly. 

If you can follow along visually, you can see, this is something that I can have some knowledge 

of.” Another teacher agreed, “For the first time, I was able to put myself in my students’ shoes 

that have come and not spoken very much English or any English.” Another teacher said, “I 

always understood that they probably felt overwhelmed or scared, but I never realized how big of 

a difference doing those things that were not that much planning made in that instruction.” 

 At the middle school level, two teachers agreed that the most impactful part of the 

training for them was the empathy building videos. A teacher explained, “What actually has the 

most impact is the things that build empathy and understanding. I think that it also gives a little 

more sensitivity in terms of how [I would] grade a student.” Another middle school teacher 

agreed, “Yeah, I think one of the most impactful things for me was being put in the position of a 

student who would be new learning the language. 

On the high school level, teachers voiced their feelings about the empathy producing 

videos as the most impactful part of the training. One teacher said, “I think something that stuck 

with me especially would be the activities that they did putting us in the shoes of English 

learners.” Another teacher agreed, “I think the thing that’s always the most impactful is that 

there’s a lot of empathy building that is built into the program.” 

Practical Application and Immediate Implementation Ability. The emerging sub-themes 

of practical application and immediate implementation ability were mentioned 14 times among 

the teachers. The training’s focus on practical, easy-to-implement strategies was highly valued 

by teachers. Teachers appreciated that they could immediately apply what they learned in their 
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classrooms. This included strategies like using physical objects to support verbal instructions and 

integrating visuals and non-verbal cues to aid comprehension.  

 On the elementary level, two teachers agreed that the practical use of what they learned 

was most impactful. The first teacher said, “So, for me, I would say what was impactful was 

actually doing the lesson and having something to take away from the training.” Another teacher 

agreed, “It was also something that I could implement with showing, modeling and going 

through things as I’m talking with these students. While I’m saying the words, I’m also holding 

up my pencil and showing the paper.” 

 Middle school teachers found practical application in the SIOP training as well. A teacher 

stated, “It gave a concrete example of how SIOP can help students learn a language.” Another 

teacher explained, “I think that we understood how important it was to incorporate the elements 

of SIOP in order to have students understand” Another teacher agreed, “I think that when you 

see how it works for yourself, it gives you a greater understanding of how I can apply this.” 

 In terms of high school teachers, the training was impactful because it allowed them to be 

able to implement strategies right away. One teacher pointed out, “I started implementing the 

pre-teach vocabulary right away” Another said, “It all felt like strategies I can apply.” Yet 

another agreed, “It makes you want to apply. How can I make this better, how I can make this 

comprehensible?” 

Empowerment Through Strategies. Empowerment through strategies was a theme that 

occurred eight times in teachers’ interviews. Teachers found that the SIOP training offered clear, 

tangible strategies for addressing the needs of ELLs. They cited it as empowering to make 

immediate changes in their instructional practices to enhance learning for ELLs.  
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 An elementary teacher agreed that the strategies section of the SIOP training was the 

most impactful for them. She said that she learned the strategy of modeling her expectations of 

students. She added, “If I’m asking students to take out a book or to hold up their pencil, then I 

hold up a pencil and book while saying take out a pencil and book.” A middle school teacher 

said, “There was a lot of practice of strategies in groups that I could take back to my own 

classroom.” 

 For high school teachers, three out of the four interviewed agreed that the strategies 

presented were most influential to them. One teacher replied, “So I think the most impactful part 

for me were the strategies section. Also, the Review and Assessment gave me creative ways to 

assess student learning beyond the traditional test or final project.” Another high school teacher 

explained that the training opened her mind to a new strategy. She said, “Before SIOP, I was so 

opposed to teaching vocabulary upfront because I really want students to get the contextual 

meaning. Since then, I teach vocabulary first and the kids get it.” One more high school teacher 

agreed about the strategies as being impactful. He said, “The north, south, east, and west activity 

really stuck with me because it would give me a chance to break the class into four smaller 

groups with some self-selection.” 

 Advocacy and Awareness. The emerging theme of advocacy and awareness appeared 

three times in interviews. Teachers found that what they learned affected them because it 

enhanced their ability to advocate for SIOP methodologies within their schools and increase 

awareness among colleagues about the importance of adapting teaching methods to support 

ELLs. 

An elementary teacher explained that after this training she thought that it would be 

helpful to have her colleagues see the video about the girl in her BICS vs. CALP. In the first part 
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of the video, an ELL student is conversing with her teacher about her favorite foods. When it 

comes time for her to explain the parts of a plant, she gets stuck on the academic language and 

cannot produce the language the teacher expects. The elementary teacher explained, “Some 

teachers will often say, I can have a conversation with that child. Their English is fine. This 

video would help me explain to my content teachers what it’s like being an ELL student.” 

 A middle school teacher argued, “A lot of times they don’t understand what barriers our 

students have with the language until I say, well, imagine you were set down in a foreign country 

and didn’t know any of the language.” 

Teacher Collaboration. The emerging theme of teacher collaboration appeared 25 times 

in interviews. Seven teachers expressed teacher collaboration as a supporting factor for SIOP 

implementation. They found that when teachers are open to new incorporating new ideas and 

plan together, SIOP implementation is possible  

 On the elementary level, two out of four teachers agreed that there was teacher 

collaboration at their schools. One teacher stated, “There is a good relationship with co-teachers. 

A lot of teachers are open to SIOP.” Another teacher indicated “Teachers collaborate to 

implement SIOP. It’s kind of a seamless process.” She explained, “There’s good buy-in because 

we understand that we have a huge population of ELLs so we need to teach them well. That 

includes collaborating and developing language objectives for the lessons.” 

 At the middle school level, one teacher found that there was some collaborative planning 

which supported SIOP implementation. She said, “When there is authentic co-planning it 

works.” In terms of high school, teachers found that when they are able to collaborate with other 

teachers then SIOP implementation is possible. One teacher said, “I’m able to collaborate well 

with my English teachers.” Another said, “We all work together so our ELLs are in a good 
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place.” One other teacher emphasized, “What is most important when collaborating in a 

classroom or coaching teachers in the building on using SIOP in the classrooms is their openness 

to the idea.” 

Administrative Support for Training. The emerging theme of administrative support 

appeared 16 times in interviews with teachers. Seven teachers affirmed that support from 

administration supports SIOP implementation.  

 All elementary teachers interviewed agreed that administration is supportive in sending 

teachers to SIOP training. The first teacher interviewed said, “Admin encourage teachers to the 

SIOP training.” Another teacher said, “There’s a SIOP training coming up, they will let everyone 

know.” One other teacher explained, “There is admin support through wanting to see language 

objectives with lesson plans.” The last teacher interview said, “All our teachers are trained in 

SIOP, Admin is vocal about SIOP training. They expect teachers collaborate and look for SIOP 

in lesson plans.” She went on to say, “It’s affirming. It’s nice to have the support and for them to 

acknowledge that this is important and that it’s good for all students.” 

 At the middle school level, one teacher found administrative support through SIOP 

training. She voiced, “They are supportive in giving teachers time off to go the SIOP training.” 

There were two high school teachers who cited administrative support in implementing SIOP. 

One teacher shared, “I feel I have supportive admin and I’m grateful for that.” Another teacher 

expressed, “We’re regarded as experts and give other teachers mini trainings on SIOP.” 

Emergent Themes: Inhibiting Conditions of SIOP Implementation 

 Teachers were asked about what conditions they found inhibiting when implementing 

SIOP. Three main themes emerged: lack of administrative support, inadequate collaboration, and 

systemic barriers. Lack of administrative support was the most emergent theme with 48 mentions 
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among eight teachers. Inadequate collaboration appeared 32 times among nine teachers, while 

systemic barriers appeared 28 times among seven teachers. Table 23 shows the breakdown in 

these emergent themes for Evaluation Question 2. 

Table 23 

Evaluation Q3: Emergent Themes: Inhibiting Conditions 

Emergent themes f No. of teachers 

Lack of administrative support 48 8 

Inadequate collaboration 32 7 

Systemic barriers 28 7 

 

Lack of Administrative Support. While teachers indicated that they experienced 

administrative support in implementing aspects, they also experienced a lack of support in other 

ways. Some of the teachers interviewed indicated a lack of support from administration in terms 

of setting aside time to discuss and prioritize SIOP implementation in day-to-day lessons. 

Teachers feel that the administration does not sufficiently promote the use of SIOP post-training. 

Administrative decisions, such as those related to master scheduling, often do not prioritize the 

needs of SIOP implementation, such as co-planning time or stability in teaching partnerships. 

While some teachers benefit from common planning times, others do not have this opportunity, 

which inhibits their ability to collaborate effectively. Past experiences without shared planning 

time have shown to restrict the integration of SIOP strategies into lesson plans. Additionally, 

high-pressure environments focused on standardized testing can detract from the implementation 

of SIOP strategies. 

 On the elementary level, two of the four elementary teachers interviewed agreed that lack 

of support from their administration hindered them from implementing SIOP components. One 
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teacher said, “I would like more support regarding implementation. Administration does not 

encourage collaboration on SIOP. When this happens, I feel like I’m not serving my students the 

way I should.” One teacher also agreed that administration does not promote the use of SIOP in 

lesson plans.” These same two teachers had previously expressed support from administration in 

attending the training but here they lacked support in terms of implementation and collaboration. 

 All three middle school teachers interviewed agreed that lack of administrative support 

inhibited them from SIOP implementation. One teacher stated, “There’s very little administrative 

support in SIOP implementation.” Another teacher shared, “We have a lot of collaborative 

partners but not collaborative time.” One other teacher pointed out, “Administrators feel that 

they can put you in multiple grade levels with different planning times and somehow think that 

you can be at your best because you’ll figure it out.” 

 Two teachers at the high school level expressed that they did not receive the 

administrative support they wanted for SIOP implementation. One teacher explained that there 

was a lack of staff to cover differentiation of ELL students in the various content courses. He 

also said that there is a lack of consistency in having teachers teach courses. According to him, 

“Once we get into a good rhythm, one of those teachers will get swapped out to another course.” 

One other teacher found that “when teachers don’t have common planning time- that’s 

inhibiting.” 

Inadequate Teacher Collaboration and Support from Colleagues. There was a noted 

lack of collaboration among teachers about the implementation of the SIOP model. This lack of 

collaborative effort can hinder the integration of SIOP strategies into everyday teaching. While 

some teachers benefit from common planning times, others do not have this opportunity, which 

inhibits their ability to collaborate effectively. Past experiences without shared planning time 
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have shown to restrict the integration of SIOP strategies into lesson plans. Some teachers exhibit 

a reluctance to modify traditional teaching methods and assessments, which can hinder the 

adoption of SIOP strategies. This resistance is often compounded by misconceptions that 

modifications might affect academic rigor. 

 At the elementary level, three out of the four teachers interviewed found there to be 

difficulty in SIOP collaboration. While two of these teachers had previously expressed there was 

collaboration, there are instances when there are not when some teachers are not open to 

collaboration. The first teacher said, “Teachers don’t collaborate to implement SIOP because not 

all are SIOP trained.” Another teacher simply said, “No collaboration with teachers on SIOP.” 

The third teacher stated, “It’s difficult to collaborate with teachers [who are] not open to SIOP.” 

 At the middle school level, all three teachers agreed that lack of collaboration and 

cooperation from teachers inhibited SIOP implementation. One middle school teacher explained 

that her school had high turnover rates and a reliance on less experienced or provisionally 

licensed teachers. This adds to lack of continuity to SIOP implementation. “There are teachers 

who are resistant to new methods and other teachers who operate remotely and cannot 

collaborate effectively.” Another teacher agreed that “If there are frequent changes in 

collaborative partners, it can disrupt effective implementation.” The third teacher interviewed 

stated that instead of teachers collaborating on SIOP, “teachers collaborate together to teach for 

the SOL.” 

Systemic Barriers. Systemic issues, such as scripted literacy programs and limited 

planning time, inhibited effective implementation of SIOP. Frustration was expressed with the 

lack of flexibility in implementing SIOP strategies within mandated curriculum frameworks. The 

pressure to adhere to a standardized curriculum and the lack of flexibility in adapting 
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assessments and assignments for multilingual learners were significant barriers. This rigidity 

could prevent teachers from effectively applying differentiated SIOP strategies that cater to the 

diverse needs of their students. The constant pressure to cover the required curriculum and 

prepare students for standardized tests often left little time for implementing new teaching 

strategies. This is particularly noted in high school settings where the focus is on passing end-of-

year exams. They felt they weren’t teaching to their best ability or fully serving their students’ 

needs when they couldn’t apply SIOP strategies effectively. Teachers expressed frustration with 

systemic barriers and limitations that hinder their ability to implement SIOP effectively. Despite 

challenges, they remained committed to finding ways to support their students and navigate 

obstacles to the best of their abilities 

 At the elementary level, two teachers found that there are systemic barriers that hinder 

SIOP implementation. The first teacher shared, “It’s a systemic problem. The new scripted 

literacy curriculum is a barrier for a lot of teachers. Teachers in language arts don’t have the 

freedom with this curriculum.” The second elementary teacher agreed. She said, “There is a new 

prescriptive literacy program. Sometimes it is hard to see how it all fits together. It doesn’t 

always align with [ELL] needs.” 

 All three middle school teachers interviewed found that master scheduling impeded SIOP 

implementation. The first teacher explained, “I would like to have flexibility in master 

scheduling too, as we anticipate our fluctuating [ELL] enrollment.” The second teacher 

explained, “I find myself in these sheltered newcomer classes that are in tiny rooms with large, 

growing numbers of students.” She went on to explain, “It becomes impossible, really, to have 

students move around or do group work as suggested in SIOP.” The third teacher interview 

found that lack of consideration of planning time in master scheduling impeded implementation. 
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“Insufficient planning time severely limits teachers’ ability to prepare and collaborate 

effectively. The lack of protected time for co-planning can impede the integration of SIOP 

strategies into daily teaching practices,” she said. 

 At the high school level, three of the four teachers interviewed found that there were 

systemic barriers that inhibited SIOP implementation. One teacher started out by explaining, “I 

have 12 classes that I push-in, so I am not able to meet with all the teachers or plan as much 

because of the limitation of time.” Another teacher expressed that she had pressure to get all the 

information presented by the day of the SOL. “So, we don’t have to time to watch this pre-video 

and do the jigsaw because we just need the kids to take notes, study and regurgitate for the 

SOL.” The last teacher spoke about “the SOL taking precedence over everything else.” One 

teacher expressed a sense of defeat due to tight schedules and high demands. Another teacher 

said that he had a sense of demoralization when faced with structural and staffing challenges. 

Findings for Evaluation Question 3. Teachers were asked to what extent teacher 

collaboration, administration, and other factors supported or inhibited the implementation of 

SIOP. The key supporting conditions for SIOP implementation, as identified by the teachers 

interviewed, include impactful training, teacher collaboration, and administrative support. 

Training was the most frequently mentioned support, valued for its empathy-building activities, 

practical applications, and strategies that empowered teachers. Teachers emphasized the 

importance of empathetic understanding, practical strategies for immediate implementation, and 

the ability to advocate for ELL students. In terms of supporting conditions, there were some 

positive emergent themes for teacher collaboration and administrative support. Collaboration 

among teachers, predominantly among elementary and high school teachers, and support from 

administration to send teachers to SIOP training also emerged as factors.  
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Conversely, teachers across all levels identified a lack of administrative support, 

inadequate collaboration, and systemic barriers as significant challenges in implementing SIOP 

strategies effectively. For the lack of administrative support, there were a number of findings that 

influenced SIOP implementation. These included insufficient encouragement for SIOP 

collaboration and lesson plans, lack of collaborative time and inflexible scheduling, inconsistent 

staffing, and lack of resources for student differentiation. For lack of collaboration, teachers 

found reluctance of non- SIOP trained teachers to collaborate, high turnover rates, reliance on 

less experienced teachers, resistance to new methods, and frequent changes in collaborative 

partners. Teachers also identified systemic barriers as a threat to SIOP implementation. SIOP 

implementation is compounded by inflexible schedules, scripted literacy programs incompatible 

with EL needs, rigid curriculum demands, and emphasis on standardized testing over SIOP 

strategies. This inhibits teachers' abilities to integrate and sustain SIOP strategies in their 

teaching practices.  

Evaluation Question 4 

The fourth evaluation question is: What other recommendations and suggestions do the 

teachers believe would support implementation of a successful PD on SIOP?   

Training Improvement  

Teachers were asked to select the SIOP component (s) that they would like to have 

further PD. Table 24 shows the SIOP components that teachers requested for further training. 

The component that they most wanted further training is lesson delivery, followed by review and 

assessment. Teachers who indicated lesson delivery for additional training cited that they wanted 

to see what SIOP lesson delivery looked like at other schools and wanted feedback on their 

lessons and follow-up visits to class to see them present their SIOP lessons. 
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Teachers who wanted more training in review and assessment wanted to see how they 

could align SOL standards on an assessment that would accommodate EL students. The two 

teachers who wanted more training in comprehensible input wanted to know how to 

communicate and simply complex information to students without losing depth of the content 

material. The results show that teachers want more hands-on experiential PD in SIOP 

components like lesson preparation, building background, comprehensible input, interaction, 

practice & application and especially lesson delivery, and review and assessment. 

 

Table 24 

Which SIOP Component Would you Like Further Training in? 

SIOP component f 

Lesson Preparation 1 

Building Background 1 

Comprehensible Input 2 

Strategies 0 

Interaction 1 

Practice & Application 1 

Lesson Delivery 4 

Review & Assessment 3 

Note. SIOP= Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol  

 

Emergent Themes for Improvement in Training 

 Teachers were asked about what could be improved in training. Table 25 identifies the 

emergent theme of Ongoing Sustained Training for the interview question of what can be 

improved in the training. All 11 teachers interviewed offered suggestions about what could be 

done differently. The theme of Ongoing Sustained Training emerged in the interview data, 

appearing 54 times. First, teachers found that there was an inconsistency in training, where not 
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all teachers receive SIOP training. This discrepancy leads to uneven implementation and a 

reliance on those who are trained to carry the burden of integrating SIOP strategies across 

teaching teams. Teachers also asked for training that is directly applicable to the teachers’ 

specific content areas. For example, how can I build background or provide comprehensible 

input in Social Studies? Teachers interviewed also cited consistent follow-up and PD after initial 

training as an important part of PD that they wanted to be provided after the SIOP training. Other 

suggestions included phased out training. Training that is phased out over time throughout the 

year, according to three teachers would be more beneficial. This phased approach could lead to 

deeper understanding and better implementation of SIOP strategies. Oher teachers also suggested 

that implementation of SIOP could be challenging with certain populations of students such as 

students with limited or interrupted formal education and dual identified students. Training in 

implementing SIOP with students who are dual identified as well as those with limited or 

interrupted formal education would be beneficial since teachers feel at times as they have 

reached a standstill with these students.  

 

Table 25 

Evaluation Q4: Emergent Themes: Improvement in Training 

Emergent themes f No. of teachers 

Ongoing, sustained training 

 

41 9 

Resource Allocation 

 

Training of all key stakeholders in the SIOP Model 

 

32 

 

30 

11 

 

8 

Subject-specific training 

 

10 4 

Training focused on using SIOP with specific 

populations 

6 2 

Note. SIOP= Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol  
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Ongoing Sustained Training. At the elementary level, teachers were concerned with 

two main things: structure of training and follow-up of training. One teacher said, “They should 

break up sessions into several throughout the year.” Another said, “Organize training in a way to 

evenly spread it out over time. So, it’s not all the activities bunched together, and all the talking 

bunched together.” In terms of follow-up after initial training, teachers had several suggestions. 

One teacher stated that it would be a good idea to have “more opportunities for shorter 

presentations on SIOP components throughout the year.” Another teacher said the ESL office 

should “offer refresher trainings on one or two components.” Yet another teacher offered that 

“continued [PD] series” would be a good idea. “It should be an even mix.” One other teacher 

said, “It would be beneficial to see what implementation would look like in other schools.”  

 At the middle school level, a teacher suggested “having short pieces of PD is helpful, 

concentrating on just a few components a year.” Another middle school teacher agreed, “For any 

kind of true PD to be effective, there needs to be some kind of follow-up.” She added that 

follow-up should be “consistent and essential to effectively integrate strategies” One other 

teacher suggested, “There should be more hands-on work in certain components like Building 

Background and lesson delivery. Having regular refresher courses throughout the year can 

reinforce training and improve practice.” 

  On the high school level, teachers agreed that there should be feedback, during and after 

training on lesson plans and delivery. A high school teacher proposed, “in building training 

where we could focus on one component a semester.” One teacher added, “After a year or two 

after the initial training, there should be a SIOP 202 class to review the components to [home] in 

on skills.” 
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Some suggestions were semester SIOP component refreshers and even a monthly 

continuing PD series to deepen understanding and application of SIOP strategies. Other 

suggestions included practical application opportunities such as mock lessons or real-classroom 

implementations followed by feedback. Teachers suggested hands-on approach PD to internalize 

and practice strategies. 

Resource Allocation. The theme of resource allocation emerged with the frequency of 

32 among all 11 teachers that were interviewed. Teachers expressed a need for more resources, 

both material (like applications conducive to SIOP methods) and human (additional support staff 

or dedicated SIOP coaches). Teachers suggested support staff would establish systems for peer 

observations and mentorship among teachers. Some teachers mentioned that these SIOP coaches 

or experts could foster a collaborative environment where teachers can learn best SIOP practices 

from one another. The coaching would include regular check-ins and classroom observations by 

trainers that focus on SIOP implementation. This would promote accountability and 

implementation of SIOP in diverse classroom settings.  

 On the elementary level, all teachers agreed there needed to be additional resources 

allocated in order for SIOP implementation. Among these suggestions were additional 

applications provided by trainers. One teacher offered there should be “a canvas course for SIOP 

housing resources for content areas.” He added, “that’s another toolbox that I can use as an 

educator. I’d be able to look up and search during my planning to implement in my classroom.” 

One teacher stated that there should be an “idea pool to compare lessons.” Another teacher 

agreed that there should be links to videos on lesson delivery that show successful demonstration 

of SIOP implementation.” For these teachers, resources also included support staff. A teacher 

pointed out, “It would be great to have a SIOP coach to help with lessons- a key contact only for 
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SIOP.” Another said, “I’d love to have a SIOP expert observe my lesson and offer open and 

honest feedback.” She added,” It would be great to have a point person in your building who 

really understands and has in depth training.”  

 In terms of middle school, teachers offered different suggestions about additional 

resources for SIOP implementation. One teacher suggested, “A Google file with a lot of different 

resources in it like the newest strategies such as gamification.” Two other teachers suggested 

having support staff follow-up after the SIOP training. She said, “You need to have coaches out 

in the schools consistently, just like you have reading and math coaches. They should go into 

schools and give feedback and create resources for teachers.” She added, “Somebody has to 

come into your classroom and observe you using it. You’ve got to do it to get better.” 

 High school teachers had varied suggestions for resource allocation. One teacher stated 

that there should be “a one-stop document with links of like, hey, if today you want to focus on 

building background, remember these are the things we talked about.” Another teacher had a 

similar idea, “Here’s a link to like a place you can find videos about different topics.” One other 

teacher suggested a space where “colleagues could share information with each other about 

SIOP.” Others suggested support staff for training or relief to spend more time with students. A 

high school teacher said, “Additional support staff during testing would help so I won’t be out of 

the classroom for a month, and I can implement strategies with students, including review.” 

Another teacher suggested seeing modeling of SIOP lessons. She also cited, “After this training, 

visit me at least once to see how I’m doing and openly tell me, the good, the bad, and the ugly.” 

Training for All Key Stakeholders. Training for all key stakeholders was another theme 

that emerged from the interview data, with a frequency of 18 times among seven of the teachers 

who were interviewed. Several teachers found that effective implementation of SIOP requires 
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significant administrative support, including taking training themselves, recognition in 

observations and evaluations, incorporation into school-wide practices, and provision of 

necessary resources and time for teachers to collaborate and apply SIOP strategies. Proper 

planning and scheduling that consider the needs of ELLs and the application of SIOP strategies 

can significantly enhance implementation. This includes thoughtful class scheduling and 

providing time for collaborative planning among teachers. 

 In terms of elementary school teachers, training for all key stakeholders was essential for 

SIOP implementation. One elementary teacher said, “Admin needs to send all teachers to be 

trained in SIOP.” Another suggested, “training for administration so they know what to look for 

in lessons.” The last elementary teacher said the most important thing is “Admin buy in and 

teacher collaboration.” At the elementary level, a teacher observed, “Some teachers are trained in 

SIOP and a lot aren’t. You can’t implement it if only a few know what it is. All teachers need to 

be trained.” middle school level, teachers have a variety of opinions about what needs to be 

improved in terms of training. According to one teacher, “Not all teachers are receiving training. 

When they do there needs to be follow-up and feedback on lesson plans and lesson delivery.” 

 At the middle school level, teachers suggested that administration should get involved in 

different ways. A teacher stated, “I haven’t had an administrator observe me and say, wow, good 

job on using your SIOP strategies or great language objectives.” She added that “all 

administrators should be trained to know what to look for in lessons.” Another teacher offered 

that the administration should take more careful consideration to “scheduling of classes for Els, 

common planning time, and smaller class sizes for EL population.” 

 High school teachers found training for all stakeholders also essential to SIOP 

implementation. Two teachers agreed that “administration should send all teachers to get the 
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training.” One teacher pointed out, “There needs to be accountability from admin on SIOP or it 

won’t be implemented.”  Another teacher agreed, “having SIOP be a part of every walkthrough 

and teacher observation.” Two teachers suggested, “intentional teacher collaborative time taken 

into consideration when scheduling.” Finally, one teacher suggested “transparent mean of 

communication for student scheduling” since it affects how teachers can implement their lessons. 

Another teacher stated, “It would be ideal for all teachers to be trained in SIOP.” 

Subject-Specific Training. On the elementary level, a teacher commented that, “It 

would be great to get training and resources that applied to the different elementary school 

content areas. “At the high school level, teachers had varying points of view. One teacher 

expressed, “Every teacher should leave knowing exactly how the SIOP training applies to their 

content.” Another teacher expressed, “It would be great to have some pragmatic strategies to use 

in our content area classes.” 

Training Focused on Using SIOP With Special Populations. At the middle school 

level, a teacher noted, “Okay, you have SIOP, but that’s not enough when you are dealing with 

kids who have just come from outside the country and lived through trauma. How do you teach 

those kids?” Only one high school teacher suggested that there be a section dedicated to students 

with complex circumstances like dual identification or limited or interrupted formal education. 

She explained, “With some students, you need to go and do further interventions that are not 

covered in SIOP training.” 

Findings for Evaluation Question 4. Five themes emerged from teachers for 

recommendations for improvement in PD. These included, ongoing sustained training, resource 

allocation, training for all key stakeholders, subject specific training, and training focused on 

special populations. Across all levels, teachers emphasized the need for continuous, phased 
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training throughout the year, with follow-up sessions to reinforce learning and provide consistent 

feedback. They also indicated a need for more resources, including materials like applications 

conducive to SIOP methods and additional support staff. Effective SIOP school-wide 

implementation involves all stakeholders, teachers, administrators and supportive school 

personnel. Teachers requested training and resources tailored to their specific content areas to 

effectively apply SIOP strategies. They noted the need for additional training on applying SIOP 

strategies to students with complex circumstances, such as those with limited or interrupted 

formal education and dual-identified students. 

Summary of Findings  

 Chapter 4 provided a presentation and analysis of the data for each of the four evaluation 

questions. The data were presented in both table and narrative form. A total of 60 respondents 

completed the survey from a sum of 72 who responded. As shown in Table 15, the SIOP 

component most transferred was lesson preparation while the component least implemented was 

interaction. 

 Qualitative analysis was conducted on interview data among 11 teachers from 

elementary, middle school and high school levels. For Evaluation Question 1, measuring SIOP 

implementation, teachers utilized the SIOP component of building background the most with a 

frequency count of 54 mentions by interview participants and interaction the least. Most teachers 

found the SIOP lesson they presented as a typical approach to a SIOP lesson developed for a 

class they taught. Overall, in terms of the quantitative data of the survey, teachers self-reported 

implementing SIOP between 2-3 days and 3-4 days, with an average of 3 days of implementation 

per week. This is a moderate number in terms of implementation. According to the creators of 
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SIOP, each component should be implemented in every lesson that they offer in the classroom 

(Echevarria et al., 2023). 

 For Evaluation Question 2, the component teachers selected for having the most self-

efficacy was strategies. The component that was rated with the least self-efficacy was 

comprehensible input. The greatest frequency in emerging themes for this question was 

Experience and Personal Teaching Strength. Teachers cited their years of experience and 

personal teaching strength as significant factors contributing to their sense of self-efficacy. They 

stated that trial and error, in addition to accumulating a diverse range of teaching experiences, 

have reinforced their confidence, specifically in implementing strategies and lesson delivery. 

Teachers recognized that their intrinsic teaching strengths and personal preferences towards 

certain instructional approaches played a significant role in their self-efficacy. 

 For Evaluation Question 3, teachers selected the emergent theme of Impact of training as 

the most important theme for supporting conditions for SIOP implementation. For inhibiting 

conditions for SIOP implementation, teachers were asked about what conditions they found 

inhibiting when implementing SIOP. Three main themes emerged: lack of administrative 

support, inadequate collaboration, and systemic barriers. The theme of lack of administrative 

support emerged the greatest number of times. Here teachers expressed frustration with the 

insufficient support administration provided for SIOP planning as well as inflexible scheduling 

and lack of collaborative time that impacts implementation negatively. 

 Finally, for Evaluation Question 4, teachers selected the component lesson delivery the 

greatest number of times for further training, while the component, strategies, was not selected. 

The most emergent theme was Ongoing Sustained training appearing 41 times in interview data. 

Teachers expressed a need for continuous training throughout the year, provided at home schools 
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and through PD series at the county’s training hub. Suggestions included a greater number of 

short presentations on aspects of SIOP, refresher courses in particular components, and a hands-

on approach to training to practice strategies and deliver lesson plans.  
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CHAPTER 5 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 This chapter provides a summary of the program evaluation’s findings organized by 

evaluation question. Here, I will also offer conclusions and recommendations focused on how to 

strengthen future Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) professional development 

(PD) initiatives. Effective forms of PD, cultural responsiveness, and self-efficacy are considered 

in the study discussion. This chapter concludes with implications for future practice and further 

research in PD for English as a Second Language (ESL) teachers. 

Summary and Discussion of Findings 

 This study was composed of four evaluation questions. Below are the findings for each 

evaluation question based on the data collected from teachers who participated in the SIOP PD. 

Evaluation Question 1 

To what degree are the eight components of SIOP being transferred into District teachers’ 

instructional practices, as perceived by teachers?  

 The first source of data to answer this question was a survey of teachers who had taken 

the PD initiative. Teachers rated their implementation of the SIOP components and 

subcomponents on a scale of 1-5, with 1 being not evident, 2 slightly evident 1 or 2 days a week, 

3 somewhat evident 2 to 3 days a week, 4 evident 4 to 5 days a week, and 5 highly evident every 

day in class. Overall, the most evident component was lesson preparation with a mean of 4.4. 

This is similar to Dobyns’s (2020) findings, where lesson preparation was the most evident 
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component in classrooms after teachers took a 3-day SIOP professional initiative. The least 

evident component was interaction, with a mean score of 3.71.  

 The second source of data to answer the first evaluation question regarding 

implementation was the interviews. Teachers were asked to bring lesson plans to examine SIOP 

implementation in the classroom. For Evaluation Question 1, measuring SIOP implementation, 

teachers utilized the SIOP component of Building Background the most and the component 

interaction the least. When discussing their lesson plans, several themes emerged regarding the 

implementation of the eight SIOP components. Most teachers found the SIOP lesson they 

presented as a typical approach to a SIOP lesson developed for a class they taught. During the 

interview, teachers were asked if they would change anything in the SIOP lesson, if they were to 

teach it again. With this question another theme emerged, integration of additional SIOP 

components. Teachers cited building background, comprehensible input, strategies, practice, and 

assessment as components they would integrate. The themes of successful SIOP lesson plan and 

conflict with SOL alignment also emerged. Teachers found that it was difficult to implement 

SIOP lesson plans at times because of conflict with SOL standards and conflict with scheduling 

activities because of SOL testing. Indeed, research shows that teachers encounter several 

barriers, such as time for planning and testing in providing instruction to ELL students (Salcedo, 

2010). In fact, when implementing SIOP, some teachers had trouble implementing the features 

because of the time that was involved. Other researchers caution that standardized assessments 

have become a deterrent for teachers to provide EL students the instruction they need (Elfers & 

Stritikus, 2014). 
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Evaluation Question 2 

 The second evaluation question is: How and to what extent did the SIOP training 

initiative impact teachers’ self-efficacy for teaching ELL students in their content classes?  

 Bandura’s self-efficacy theory provides a connection to better understand the perceived 

inability that teachers feel they have when it comes to educating students, in general, and using 

the SIOP model, specifically. In the interviews, teachers rated their self-efficacy on a scale of 1-

5, using the self-efficacy rating scale, established by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy 

(2001). A rating of 1 indicated none at all while a rating of 5 indicated a great deal in terms of 

sense of self-efficacy. Teachers had the greatest sense of self-efficacy in implementing the SIOP 

component strategies, with a mean of 4.27. Overall, teachers had the lowest sense of self-efficacy 

in implementing the component comprehensible input with a mean of 3.72. When probed as to 

why they received higher scores on certain components than others, several emergent themes 

appeared: Experience and Personal Teaching Strength; Physical, Institutional & Time 

Constraints; and Challenges with Nuanced Implementation. 

 For Experience and Personal Teaching Strength, teachers cited their years of experience 

and personal teaching strength as significant factors contributing to their sense of self-efficacy. 

They stated that trial and error, in addition to accumulating a diverse range of teaching 

experiences, have reinforced their confidence, specifically in implementing strategies and lesson 

delivery. Teachers recognized that their intrinsic teaching strengths and personal preferences 

towards certain instructional approaches played a significant role in their self-efficacy. This 

aligns with Bandura’s major source of personal efficacy, which is mastery experience. Mastery 

experiences, also known as performance accomplishments, are the most influential factors in 

influencing efficacy (Bandura 1977; Hoy & Miskel, 2013; Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 
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2009). This is because when one experiences success in performing a task, he or she is more 

likely to repeat that experience and, in the process, believe the task can be performed 

successfully to achieve desired effects. This is demonstrated in teachers’ responses in interviews. 

For example, one teacher explained, “A lot of it is because I’ve taught things that the kids got it, 

and I felt like I used the strategy correctly and the kids understood it.” Mastery experiences 

include actual teaching accomplishments with students, in which teachers see improvement in 

student performance as a result of their teaching (Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011). This can 

be seen in this statement, “I am good at some components like strategies and interaction and 

lesson delivery because those are my strengths as a teacher and as a result of my collective 

experience.” 

 The theme of Physical, Institutional, and Time Constraints also comes from the 

interviews on self-efficacy in using SIOP components. Several teachers referred to physical 

constraints of the classroom space, institutional policies, such as scheduling and standardized 

assessments, and time constraints inhibits their capacity to implement SIOP components like 

interaction and movement-based activities. These constraints were repeated by teachers on all 

grade levels interviewed. This aligns with research on teacher dissonance, time that teacher has 

the time to be and the time that they have to be the teacher they want to be (Creagh et al., 2023). 

The theme of Challenges with Nuanced Implementation also emerged in the interviews. 

Teachers implemented SIOP in a nuanced manner, by using comprehensible input to make 

content more comprehendible to diverse needs and language proficiency levels. This complexity 

can influence teachers’ self-efficacy, especially when providing comprehensible input and 

review and assessment that measure ELLs’ understanding. A study of 71 ELL teachers showed 

that teachers who taught in mainstream classrooms had little opportunity to offer students 
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comprehensible input. They felt they were constricted in what they could do to help students and 

often felt as if they were not meeting the needs of their ELL students (Whiting, 2017). 

Evaluation Question 3  

 What conditions support and what conditions limit successful implementation of SIOP as 

perceived by teachers? 

 The interviews illuminated several key themes about conditions that support the 

successful implementation of the SIOP as perceived by teachers. Impact of the PD was found to 

be a supporting condition. Teachers who were interviewed found value in the PD in several 

ways. The emergent themes included empathy-building exercises, practical application of 

strategies, empowerment through strategies, and advocacy and awareness. Collaborative 

partnerships were found to be effective for teachers within grade levels, to develop language 

objectives, determine key vocabulary, and integrate SIOP components into lesson planning. 

Other teachers cited administrative support, through promotion of SIOP, collaborative work with 

teachers, and acknowledging ESL teachers’ expertise is also seen as supporting conditions for 

implementing the SIOP model. 

 Teachers were asked about what conditions they found inhibiting when implementing 

SIOP. Three main themes emerged: lack of administrative support, inadequate collaboration, and 

systemic barriers. While teachers indicated that they experienced administrative support in 

implementing aspects, they also experienced a lack of support in other ways. Some of the 

teachers interviewed indicated that there is a lack of support from administration in terms of 

setting aside time to discuss and prioritize SIOP implementation in day-to-day lessons. Teachers 

feel that the administration does not sufficiently promote the use of SIOP post-workshop through 

administrative decisions such as master scheduling, lack of shared planning, and prioritizing high 
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pressured standardized tests. According to teachers, systemic issues, such as scripted literacy 

programs and limited planning time, inhibit effective implementation of SIOP. Teachers who 

followed a scripted curriculum felt rushed and did not have time to address individual needs 

(Dresser, 2012).  

Research supports the findings on administrative support, teacher collaboration, and 

impeding systemic barriers. Numerous studies cite the importance of school administration in 

promoting collaborative PD (Hord, 2009; Marzano et al., 2005). Leaders who foster and 

participate in professional learning communities provide an environment for teachers to 

exchange best practices, feedback, and advance their instructional methods. This collaborative 

approach enhances teacher performance (Hord, 2009; Marzano et al. 2005). 

Evaluation Question 4 

What other recommendations and suggestions do the teachers believe would support 

implementation of a successful PD on SIOP?   

 Teachers were asked to select the SIOP component(s) for which they would like to have 

further training. The component that they most wanted further training is Lesson Delivery, 

followed by review & assessment. Teachers who indicated Lesson Delivery for additional 

training cited that they wanted to see what SIOP lesson delivery looked like at other schools and 

wanted feedback on their lessons and follow-up visits to class to see them present their SIOP 

lessons. Teachers who wanted more training in review & assessment wanted to see how they 

could align SOL standards on an assessment that would accommodate EL students. The two 

teachers who wanted more training in comprehensible input wanted to know how to 

communicate and simplify complex information to students without losing depth of the content 

material. 
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 Teachers were asked about what could be improved in training. All eleven teachers 

interviewed offered suggestions about what could be done differently. The theme of Ongoing 

Sustained Training emerged in the interview data, appeared in all 11 teacher interviews. First, 

teachers found that there was an inconsistency in training, where not all teachers receive SIOP 

training. This discrepancy leads to uneven implementation and a reliance on those who are 

trained to carry the burden of integrating SIOP strategies across teaching teams. Teachers also 

asked for training that is directly applicable to the teachers’ specific content areas. For example, 

how can I build background or provide comprehensible input in Social Studies? Teachers 

interviewed also cited consistent follow-up and PD after initial training as an important part of 

PD that they wanted to be provided after the SIOP training. Other suggestions included phased 

out training. Training that is phased out over time throughout the year, according to three 

teachers would be more beneficial. This phased approach could lead to deeper understanding and 

better implementation of SIOP strategies. These suggestions and recommendations correspond 

with the literature on PD. In an analysis of research on PD initiatives, Darling-Hammond et al. 

(2017) wrote that offering PD that will translate into change is not implemented through “one- 

off workshops.” In fact, they found that sustained PD that provides multiple opportunities for 

teachers to be involved in learning and practice has greater outcomes in teaching practices and 

student achievement (Kleickmann et al., 2016). Some teachers also suggested that 

implementation of SIOP could be challenging with certain populations of students such as 

Students with Limited or Interrupted Formal Education and dual identified students. Training in 

implementing SIOP with these students would be beneficial since teachers feel at times as if they 

have reached a standstill with these populations.  
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 The perceptions of teachers regarding recommendations for further enhancing PD for 

successful transfer of SIOP into instructional practices were consistent with the review of 

literature (DuFour, 2014; Guskey, 2016; Zepeda, 2012). Darling-Hammond et al. (2017) found 

that PD that offers ongoing, intensive learning has declined in the United States. The research 

also demonstrates that PD could hinder transfer of new practices when it does not offer follow-

up for teachers to practice the strategies. Moreover, research shows that sharing of prepared 

resources such as hands-on activities and handouts produces greater implementation (Darling- 

Hammond et al. 2017).  

Implications for Policy and Practice 

 The result of the research on implementing the SIOP training in the Greenwood District 

yielded many findings. From these findings I developed the following recommendations for 

future training of SIOP in the district. These recommendations include identify structural 

barriers, implement a smaller scale study to determine if SIOP works and positively impacts 

student success, and offer ongoing, sustained PD in SIOP for school personnel with focus on 

teachers and school administrators.  
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Table 26 

SIOP Study Findings and Recommendations 

Findings Related Recommendations Supporting Literature 

Teachers implemented SIOP 

components for an average of 3 

days per week. Lesson preparation 

and building background were the 

most evident and interaction the 

least evident.  

 

1. Identify and alleviate 

structural barriers to 

SIOP implementation.  

Darling-Hammond, 2017; 

Fullan, 2014; Guskey, 2016 

Teachers reported moderate to 

above average self-efficacy in the 

implementation of SIOP 

components. They requested more 

training in lesson delivery and 

review & assessment for greater 

self-efficacy.  

2. Implement a smaller 

scale study to 

determine if SIOP 

changes teacher 

practices and positively 

impacts student success 

Hattie, 2003, 2009, 2012; 

Stringer & Ortiz Aragón, 

2020 

Teachers experienced some support 

from teacher collaboration and 

administration for SIOP 

implementation. Teachers found 

lack of administrative support and 

teacher collaborations and systemic 

barriers as major inhibiting SIOP 

implementation  

3. Provide structured, 

ongoing, and sustained 

professional 

development to all 

stakeholders in SIOP 

lesson delivery with 

workshops on each 

component. 

Darling-Hammond et al., 

2017; Dresser, 2012; Fullan, 

2014; Garet et al., 2001; 
Guskey, 2016; Hord, 2009 

 

Teachers want more training in 

specific SIOP components with 

consistent follow-up and allocation 

of resources. 

 

   

 

Recommendation 1: Identify Structural Barriers and Alleviate Barriers 

 Throughout the study, teachers interviewed identified structural barriers to the successful 

implementation of SIOP. These barriers included challenges with nuanced implementation, 

physical, institutional, and time constraints, lack of administrative support, lack of teacher 

collaboration, and systemic barriers. Several emergent themes stressed underlying barriers to 
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SIOP implementation. These included: lack of planning time, inflexible scheduling, precedence 

of high stakes standardized testing, prescriptive curriculum incompatible with ELL needs, and 

inconsistent teacher collaboration. 

Researchers (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017; Fullan, 2014; Guskey, 2016) have studied 

the impact of PD on teachers and students. In Guskey’s (2016) approach to evaluating PD, he 

emphasizes that participants’ reactions, participants’ learning, organizational support and change, 

participants’ use of new knowledge and skills, and student learning outcomes are integral to 

effective PD. Level three, organization support and change are important. First, he emphasizes 

that administrative support should be through resources, allocating time for collaboration and 

practice, and showing a commitment of professional growth to teachers. Second, resource 

allocation is essential and would include time allocation, materials, funding, and substitutes for 

teachers to attend and implement training. This can be seen in the recommendations given for 

evaluation question four. Teachers asked for an allocation of resources, both human and material, 

to implement what they have learned in PD. Third, organizational policies and procedures should 

be aligned with the goals of PD. This might include adjustments in scheduling, assessment 

practices, and PD planning to ensure they support rather than hinder the application of new 

program initiatives like SIOP. Fourth, a supportive school culture that encourages risk-taking, 

experimentation, and continuous improvement is vital. When the school environment is 

collaborative and teachers feel valued and supported, they are more likely to try out new 

practices and sustain changes over time. This fourth recommendation by Guskey has also been 

expressed in interviews with teachers about SIOP. Teachers expressed flexibility from their 

school to collaborate, try new education initiatives, like SIOP and feel supported by their 

administration. Fifth, opportunities for teachers to collaborate with colleagues, share experiences, 
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and learn from each other are important for reinforcing new practices (Guskey, 2016). This is 

especially important as well in classrooms where there are general education teachers and ELL 

teachers working together to implement educational models such as SIOP. Teachers need to have 

carved out time to collaborate to best serve their ELL students. 

Recommendation 2: Implement a Smaller Scale Study on Whether SIOP can be Implemented 

and Impact Student Success 

 While there have been studies conducted on SIOP, most of the studies have been carried 

out by the creators of SIOP. Additionally, they have also been conducted on a small scale, with 

small class sizes and no more than 12 teachers (Echevarria et al., 2011). Therefore, there is no 

clear evidence from the creators of SIOP or others that have studied SIOP that it is in fact 

effective in improving outcomes for ELLs. For there to be more investment in this model, 

Greenwood School District would benefit from a proof of concept on SIOP implementation. 

Action research should be conducted to try SIOP under the right conditions with barriers 

alleviated based on the first recommendation. This action research study should include teachers 

who are having positive outcomes with ELL students. They will be observed on the components 

to record their implementation in the classroom using the observation protocol.  

In education, action research studies speak to learners’ needs and empower teachers to 

effectively improve instructional practices (Stringer & Ortiz Aragon, 2020). Evidence based 

interventions have been emphasized to enhance learning outcomes (Hattie, 2003, 2009, 2012). 

This shifts the focus from mere data collection to meaningful interpretations that can inform 

teaching practices and improve student achievements. Hattie advocates for accountability models 

that start in the classroom rather than being imposed externally on schools. An example is the 

Evaluation of Assessment Tools for Teaching and Learning model, developed in New Zealand, 
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as an example of an effective evidence-based approach. This model involves setting clear targets, 

implementing curricula effectively, and comparing performances to national and local standards. 

It emphasizes the role of formative assessments in answering three critical questions: "Where are 

we going?", "How are we doing?", and "Where to next?". By addressing these questions, 

educators can make informed decisions, like studying to see how SIOP can be implemented. This 

will directly affect teaching strategies and student learning (Hattie, 2003). 

Recommendation 3: Provide Ongoing, Sustained PD to all School Personnel   

This recommendation should be addressed only after recommendation one and two have 

been implemented with barriers to implementation alleviated and evidence within the district that 

SIOP results in positive outcomes for students. Otherwise, further training would not be of use. 

By addressing recommendations one and two, what is impeding SIOP from being implemented 

or if it can in fact be implemented will be addressed. If Recommendation 2 is addressed and 

SIOP can be implemented, then Recommendation 3 can be addressed. This recommendation 

pertains to the teachers who were originally trained in the first four cohorts, the 229 teachers who 

were addressed for this study. This is also a recommendation for all cohorts who have since been 

given PD in SIOP. First, training should be sustained and supported. These trainings would be a 

part of a PD series that would consist of the overview of SIOP workshop as well as monthly 

workshops offered on SIOP components, refresher workshops for past SIOP participants, and 

observations of successful SIOP lesson delivery. This approach is consistent with the literature 

on effective PD. Guskey (2016) emphasized monitoring and feedback as part of effective PD. 

Ongoing monitoring and feedback are necessary to ensure that the PD is having the desired 

impact. This might involve regular check-ins, performance evaluations, and feedback loops to 

address any challenges and make adjustments as needed. Researchers agree that the most 
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prominent effective components of PD include: a focus on content, active learning of 

participants, sustained duration, and expert support (Darling- Hammond et al., 2017; Garet et al., 

2001; Guskey, 2009; Schipper et al., 2018). Embedding these features in PD results in changes in 

teacher practices and improvements in student achievement (Darling-Hammond et al., 2017). 

These recommendations influenced a reimagining of the SIOP training logic model presented in 

Chapter 1.  

Revising the SIOP Logic Model 

The recommendations provided through this evaluation provided suggestions for 

identifying structural barriers as well as studying how SIOP works to address student success. If 

these recommendations are addressed a further recommendation is to revise and improve the 

SIOP training model for the school district. Figure 4 shows the revised program logic model with 

a revised activities section under the processes section. The additional activities in addition to the 

SIOP Overview Workshop include: SIOP Workshops on Components, SIOP Refresher 

Workshops, SIOP Subject Specific, SIOP for Special Populations, and SIOP Train the Trainer 

Workshop. The revision also includes continuous follow-up throughout the year. In addition, 

there would be monthly check-ins with ongoing support and addressing challenges. ESL 

coordinators and teachers check in with ESL coach to discuss progress, challenges, and provided 

resources. Quarterly Peer Observations would be offered to teachers to observe each other’s 

SIOP lessons in the classroom, focusing on implementation of the components, followed by 

debrief sessions (Short & Boyson, 2004).
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Figure 4 

Program Model for SIOP Training Initiative 

Note. ELL= English Language Learner, ESL = English as a Second Language, SIOP = Sheltered Instruction Observation  

         Protocol 
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Limitations 

 One of the limitations of this study was the low response rate from teachers. Of the 189 

deliverable emails to teachers who participated in the SIOP PD cohorts, only 60 teachers fully 

completed the surveys. Of the 11 teachers that were interviewed, there was an equal number of 

interviewees from elementary and high school teachers, four from each. From middle school, 

there were three teachers. Additionally, I was unable to check on the homogeneity of the 

responses from the survey due to the district’s restrictions. As a result, I do not know if the 

findings would be an accurate representation of the perceptions of all teachers who were trained 

in SIOP during the first four cohorts. 

 Since I investigated almost 2 years after the training occurred, that intervening time could 

skew the perspectives of participants and, thus, the results. History is a threat to the internal 

validity of a study. Another threat to internal validity is measurement bias, which can occur 

when the measurements may not accurately assess the variables (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 

This can occur when subjects are asked about their opinions- such as here in asking their opinion 

about whether they implemented the SIOP elements. An additional limitation is attrition. Since 

the study occurred two years ago and some of the teachers are no longer working with the 

district, they could have affected the findings. One more limitation is the two middle school 

teachers who interviewed, who had 12 years of experience. Teachers with more extensive 

experience in the SIOP model, compared to their cohorts, cannot necessarily attribute the 

outcomes of SIOP implementation in their classrooms to the PD they attended.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

 The study's findings indicate more research is needed on using SIOP for a districtwide 

PD initiative. Based on the findings of this research investigation, further studies should be 
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conducted on this initiative to corroborate teachers’ perceptions of SIOP implementation. These 

would be similar to the initial SIOP Model studies that would include teacher observations, using 

the rating scale. Further research would involve assessing student achievement in classrooms that 

have implemented SIOP for a year or more. Moreover, based on the findings and 

recommendations, there are future research questions that can be studied. These include:  

1. How can school administration collaborate and guide teachers to implement SIOP in 

classrooms?  

2. To what degree has expanded professional development and ongoing follow-up 

supported teachers in implementing SIOP in the classrooms? 

3. How does SIOP integrate with curricula? 

Conclusion 

 The purpose of this sequential mixed methods program evaluation study incorporated 

both quantitative and qualitative approaches to examine the implementation of the SIOP Model 

training initiative in classrooms. The findings of this study may be used to inform and support 

ELL district leaders in finding and alleviating barriers to implementation of SIOP, implementing 

an education intervention on SIOP to address its effectiveness, especially in student success. 

When these recommendations have been addressed, more focused PD can be undergone along 

with ongoing coaching support, and teacher collaboration that better support teachers in 

implementing SIOP lessons with fidelity. This will likely lead to more successful outcomes for 

ELL students and ELL student achievement gap increases. Most importantly, these findings will 

aid the program's purpose, which is to train teachers to apply research-based instructional best 

practices in the classroom.  
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APPENDIX B 

Permission to Use Iceberg Model 

From: Fayad, Susan <sdanielfayad@wm.edu> 

Sent: Wednesday, September 27, 2023 1:09 PM 

To: James Cummins <james.cummins@utoronto.ca> 

Subject: Permission to use Iceberg Model 

  

 

Good Afternoon Dr. Cummins, 

 

I am currently writing my Ed. D dissertation on a SIOP Training Initiative implemented in our 

school district. As part of my literature review, I am using information on BICS and CALP along 

with a figure representing the Iceberg Model in BICS and CALP. I would like your permission to 

use this figure. 

                                                                                           

                  

Thank you, 

 

Susan Daniel Fayad 

Executive Educational Leadership Program 

Doctoral Candidate                                               

 

 
James Cummins <james.cummins@utoronto.ca> 

To: Fayad, Susan 

Thu 9/28/2023 12:05 PM 

Hi Susan: 

 

There is no problem in using the iceberg figure. 

 

Good luck in completing your dissertation. 

 

Best wishes, 

 

Jim Cummins 
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APPENDIX C 

 

SIOP Survey 

 

 

Introduction: 

 

My name Susan Daniel Fayad and I am a doctoral student in the School of Education at the 

College of William & Mary. I am currently working on research involving the effectiveness of 

the implementation of a professional training initiative for teachers who teach English Language 

Learners (ELs). Information that you submit on this survey will be confidential and will be used 

to help the district improve on its professional development initiative. As such, the results of the 

survey will be reliable if the data that is collected is thoughtful and honest. If you have any 

questions about this survey, please contact me at (provide email) or my advisor Leslie Grant 

(lwgran@wm.edu).  

 

About This Survey: 

 

 The survey was developed based on The Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) 

(Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2000; 2004; 2008; 2013; 2017; 2023). The survey will be completed 

online, through an email link sent through Qualtrics. There is a total of 35 questions. It is 

estimated that this survey will take no more than 10-15 minutes. Base your responses on how 

evident the following components of the SIOP model are currently seen in your classroom 

instruction 

   

 

The following questions address your teaching experience and how the SIOP Model is 

implemented. 

 

 

1. How many years have you been teaching?  

a. 1 – 4 years  

b. 5 – 9 years  

c. 10 – 14 years 

d. 15 + years  

 

2. When did you take the SIOP training?  

a. Summer 2021 

b.  Fall 2021 

c. June 2022 

d. July 2022 

 

3. How is the SIOP Model implemented?  

a. Regular classroom instruction (Tier 1) 

mailto:lwgran@wm.edu
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b. Push-in support  

c. Pull-out support  

d. Not implemented 

4. What grade level do you teach? 

a. Elementary 

b. Middle School 

c. High School 

 

The following questions address your implementation of the SIOP model. For each question, 

respond regarding your use of the SIOP elements using the possible responses below: 

 

• 1- Not evident indicates that you currently do not see this statement within your weekly 

instruction or preparation.  

• 2- Slightly evident means the statement is seen in your weekly instruction or preparation 

less than half of the time, 1-2 days per week.  

 

• 3- Somewhat evident indicates that the statement applies to your weekly instruction or 

preparation approximately half the time, 2-3 days per week.  

 

• 4- Evident indicates that the statement applies to the majority of your weekly instruction 

or preparation, 3-4 days per week.  

 

• 5- Highly evident indicates that the statement is seen each day per week of your 

classroom instruction or preparation.  
  

Lesson Preparation:      

1. Content objectives clearly defined, displayed, 

and reviewed with students  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

2. Language objectives clearly defined, displayed, 

and reviewed with students  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

3. Content concepts appropriate for age and 

educational background level of students  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

4. Supplementary materials used to a high degree, 

making the lesson clear and meaningful (e.g., 

computer programs, graphs, models, visuals)  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

5. Adaptation of content (e.g., text, assignment) to 

all levels of student proficiency  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  
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6. Meaningful activities that integrate lesson 

concepts (e.g., surveys, letter writing, simulations, 

constructing models) with language practice 

opportunities for reading, writing, listening,  

and/or speaking  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

Building Background:       

7. Concepts explicitly linked to students' 

background experiences  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

8. Links explicitly made between past learning and 

new concepts  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

9. Key vocabulary emphasized (e.g., introduced, 

written, repeated, and highlighted for students to 

see)  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

Comprehensible Input:       

10. Speech appropriate for students' proficiency 

level (e.g., slower rate, enunciation, and simple 

sentence structure for beginners)  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

11. Clear explanation of academic tasks  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

12. A variety of techniques used to make content 

concepts clear (e.g., modeling, visuals,  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

Strategies:       

13. Ample opportunities provided for students to 

use learning strategies  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

14. Scaffolding techniques consistently used to 

assist and support student understanding (e.g., 

think-alouds)  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

15. A variety of questions or tasks that promote 

higher-order thinking skills (e.g., literal, analytical, 

and interpretive questions)  

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  
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Interaction: 
      

16. Frequent opportunities for interaction and 

discussion between teacher/student and among 

students, which encourage elaborated responses 

about lesson concepts  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

17. Grouping configurations support language and 

content objectives of the lesson  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

18. Sufficient wait time for student responses 

consistently provided  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

19. Ample opportunities for students to clarify key 

concepts as needed with aide, peer, or text  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

Practice & Application:       

20. Hands-on materials and/or manipulatives 

provided for students to practice using new content 

knowledge  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

21. Activities provided for students to apply 

content and language knowledge in the classroom  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

22. Activities integrate all language skills (i.e., 

reading, writing, listening, and speaking)  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

Lesson Delivery:       

23. Content objectives clearly supported by lesson 

delivery  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

24. Language objectives clearly supported by 

lesson delivery  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

25. Students engaged approximately 90% to 100% 

of the period  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

26. Pacing of the lesson appropriate to students' 

ability level  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  
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Review &Assessment:       

27. Comprehensive review of key vocabulary  1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

28. Comprehensive review of key content 

concepts  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

29. Regular feedback provided to students on their 

output (e.g., language, content, work)  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

30. Assessment of student comprehension and 

learning of all lesson objectives (e.g., spot 

checking, group response) throughout the lesson  

 

1-  
Not 

Evident  

2-  
Slightly 

Evident  

3-  
Somewhat 

Evident  

4-  
Evident  

5-  
Highly 

Evident  

 

Thank you for your time in completing this survey, the information gained will further 

support teachers who work with ELL students. Please follow up with the researcher- Susan 

Daniel Fayad (sdanielfayad@wm.edu), if you have any questions about this survey.  

 

Reference: 

Echevarria, J. Vogt, M. E., Short, D & Toppel K. (2023). Making content comprehensible for      

                English:  The SIOP Model 6th edition. 

 

Follow-Up Opportunity 

 

1. Are you willing to participate in an individual interview to further explore the conditions 

which promote and hinder the transfer of SIOP into teachers’ instructional practices? 

Yes                                                 No    

 

2. If yes, please provide your name and an email address that can be used to contact you. 

 

      3. If you participate in the interview, please forward a copy of a lesson plan that includes  

           SIOP components. 

 
  

mailto:(sdanielfayad@wm.edu
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APPENDIX D 

 

Individual SIOP Interview Protocol 

 
Thank you for taking the time to meet with me today to discuss the Sheltered Instruction 

Observation Protocol (SIOP) model. The SIOP model is a research-based framework for delivering 

instruction in the various content areas, including English, Math, Science, and History. You have 

participated in a SIOP workshop conducted by the ESL Office. I am currently an ESL teacher in the 

district. I am interested in researching how SIOP components are being implemented in the district. All 

information shared in this interview is confidential. If you do not feel comfortable answering a question 

you may skip it. The interview will last approximately 45-60 minutes. I will be recording the interview as 

well as taking notes. Your participation will benefit the research regarding SIOP as a professional 

development initiative for school leaders. As the researcher for this study, I, Susan Daniel Fayad, am 

available to answer any questions about the study that you have. I can be reached by email at 

sdanielfayad@wm.edu. Do you have any questions before we start? If you understand your rights and 

consent to be interviewed, please sign the consent form. 

We are going to start off with some general questions about your background in teaching and the  

 

SIOP training you received.  

 

Background questions:  

 

1. What grade level(s) do you teach?   

 

2. How many years have you been teaching?  

 

3. What month and year did you have the training? 

 

For how many years have you implemented SIOP components in your classroom?  

 

Interview Questions 

 

1. In the invitation to participate in the interview, I asked that you bring a lesson plan that you are 

particularly proud of that is an example of how you integrate SIOP components into your 

mailto:sdanielfayad@wm.edu
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teaching. Please walk me through the lesson and share what elements you are particularly proud 

of in the lesson.  

 Probing Questions: 

● Does this lesson represent your typical approach to integrating the SIOP model? How or 

why not? 

● If you implemented this lesson, what went well? What would you change if you were to 

teach this lesson again? 

                                                              
This next set of questions relates to the SIOP training in which you participated. The workshop 

facilitators reviewed Second Language Acquisition Theory, offered an overview of SIOP, and reviewed 

the eight components of SIOP including lesson preparation, building background, comprehensible input, 

strategies, interaction, and practice & application, lesson delivery and review & assessment. During the 

sessions, there were also break out groups for practicing the components. Additionally, dedicated lesson 

planning time was provided to submit the SIOP lesson plan, which served as an exit ticket for the 

training. 

2. What aspects of the training were most impactful in your implementation of the SIOP model?  

 

 Probing Questions: 

● How do you judge something to be impactful? Is it something that you remember or 

possibly something that you want to implement right away? 

3. What aspects of the training could be improved to positively support your implementation of the  

 

SIOP model?  

 

Probing Questions: 

• In what ways can these aspects be improved?  

• What can be improved in the structure of the training? 

• Is there an area covered in the SIOP Model that you would like further training in? 
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1. Lesson Preparation 

2. Building Background  

3. Comprehensible Input 

4. Strategies  

5. Interaction 

6. Practice & Application 

7. Lesson Delivery  

8. Review & Assessment  

 

4. What factors support your implementation of the eight components of the SIOP model?  

 

Probing Questions:  

• Do teachers collaborate to implement the SIOP model in their classrooms? How? 

• To what degree and how does the administration support teachers in the SIOP 

implementation? 

• Are there any other factors that support implementation? 

• How and or why did these events or actions contribute to that support? 

• What were your feelings during and after your experience? 

 

5. What factors inhibit your implementation of the eight components of the SIOP model? 

 

Probing Questions:  

• Do teachers collaborate in order to implement the SIOP model in their classrooms? 

How? 

• To what degree and how does administration inhibit teachers in the SIOP 

implementation? 

• Are there any other factors that inhibit implementation? 
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• How and or why did these events or actions attribute to that obstacle? What were your 

feelings during and after your experience? 

 

The next set of questions relates to your own sense of self-efficacy in implementing the eight components 

of the SIOP model. Self-efficacy is an individual's belief in their capacity to act in the ways necessary to 

reach specific goals (Bandura, 1977). Therefore, you will be asked if after participating in a training 

initiative in SIOP, do you feel you have the self-efficacy to implement what you learned. 

6. For each of the eight components, rate your sense of self-efficacy in implementing the component  

 

 into instruction. Rate your sense of self-efficacy in implementing each component on a scale of 1-5. 

     

     [Provide teachers with a handout of the scale.] 

 
1 – None at all  

2 – very little 

3 – some degree 

4 – quite a bit  

5 – a great deal  

 

1. Lesson Preparation 

2. Building Background  

3. Comprehensible Input 

4. Strategies  

5. Interaction 

6. Practice & Application 

7. Lesson Delivery  

8. Review & Assessment  

      Probing Question: 
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● In your responses, you indicated that you have a greater sense of self-efficacy in 

implementing some components (name them according to the teacher responses) than 

other components (name them according to the teacher responses). What factors into 

feeling more efficacious in implementing some components more than others? 

7. What additional recommendations do you have for supporting implementation of the SIOP model?   

 

        Probing Questions:  

 

● Can you expand more on those recommendations? How and or why do you suggest they   

 

be implemented?    

 

● What kind of support or resources do you feel are necessary to effectively implement  

 

SIOP strategies post-training? 

 
Closing instructions: Thank you for your time. Do you have questions? I will summarize your responses. 

Please let me know if they’re accurate. Can I follow up with another interview if needed? I will email you 

a summary of responses to ensure your summary reflects your perspective. 
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Appendix E 

Consent Form 

Teacher’s Perceptions of the Sheltered Instruction Observation 

Protocol Teacher Training Initiative 

The College of William and Mary 

 

I, ________________________________, agree to participate in a research study to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the district training on the implementation of the SIOP Model in classrooms and 

its effect on teacher’s self-efficacy. Furthermore, this study will inform the district if this an 

effective professional development initiative for school leaders.  

 

Please read the following statements and indicate your permissions below. 

 

I understand that my involvement in this study is purposeful in that permissions and consent will 

be obtained only for those included in the narrative. I understand that I may be asked to 

voluntarily read portions of the narrative that are associated with my involvement in the 

researcher’s experience as they are composed. Additionally, I may be asked to offer feedback on 

the written representation using specific guidelines prepared by the researcher. Furthermore, I 

will submit a lesson plan that I have formulated and used that applies the SIOP components. 

I understand that the interviewer has been trained in the research of human subjects, my 

responses will be confidential, and that my name will not be associated with any results of this 

study. I understand that the data will be collected using an audio recording device and then 

transcribed for analysis. Information from the audio recording and transcription will be 

safeguarded so my identity will never be disclosed. My identity will not be associated with the 

research findings. I understand that there is no known risk or discomfort directly involved with 

this research and that I am free to withdraw my consent and discontinue participation at any 

time. I agree that should I choose to withdraw my consent and discontinue participation in the 

study that I will notify the researcher listed below, in writing. A decision not to participate in the 

study or to withdraw from the study will not affect my relationship with the researcher, the 

College of William & Mary generally or the School of Education, specifically.  

If you have any questions or concerns about this research, you may contact the principal 

investigator, sdanielfayad@wm.edu, 804-916-9796; my faculty advisor, Dr. Leslie W. Grant, 

lwgran@wm.edu; or Dr. Thomas Ward, Chair of the Education Internal Review Committee 

(EDIRC), tjward@wm.edu. My signature below signifies that I am at least 18 years of age, that I 

have received a copy of this consent form, and that I consent to participate in this research study. 

 

Participant        Date     

Pseudonym (if desired) ________________________________________ 

Researcher  ______________________________________________ Date ______________ 

mailto:tjward@wm.edu
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APPENDIX F 

 

SIOP Lesson Plan Template 

 

SIOP Lesson Plan 

Date:      Grade/Class/Subject:         

Unit/Theme:      Standards:         

Content Objectives (s):            

              

Language Objective(s):           

             

  

Key Vocabulary Supplementary Materials 

 

SIOP Features  
Preparation Scaffolding Grouping Options 

 Adaptation of Content  Modeling  Whole class 

 Links to Background  Guided practice  Small groups 

 Links to Past Learning  Independent practice   Partners 

 Strategies Incorporated  Comprehensible Input  Independent 

Integration of Processes Application Assessment 

 Reading  Hands-on  Individual 

 Writing  Meaningful  Group 

 Speaking  Linked to objectives  Written 

 Listening  Promotes engagement  Oral 

           

Lesson Sequence 

 

 

 

 

Reflections 
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APPENDIX G 

Eight Components of SIOP 

SIOP Component Instructional Features 
1. Lesson Preparation Preparing lessons with clear content and language objectives 

and meaningful activities and materials to make lessons clear. 

Adapt lessons to students’ levels. 

 

 2. Building Background 

 

Building background knowledge of students through linking 

concepts with prior knowledge. Emphasizing key vocabulary by 

writing, repetition and highlighting. 

 

 3. Comprehensible Input Providing comprehensible input with clear speech, clear 

explanation of tasks and a variety of techniques that include 

modeling, demonstrations, hands- on activities, and body 

gestures. 

 

 

4. Strategies    

Using strategies to scaffold and question learners and get them 

to practice learning strategies. Using questioning to promote 

high-order thinking skills. 

 

5. Interaction Providing opportunities for student interaction. Sufficient wait 

time for student response. 

Students have ample time to expand on their thoughts in their 

home language. 

 

6. Practice & Application Developing manipulatives and activities for students to practice 

and apply content and language knowledge. 

 

7. Lesson Delivery The content and language objectives-aligned lesson with 

appropriate pacing and high student engagement.  

 

8. Review & Assessment Reviewing key concepts and vocabulary. Providing regular 

feedback and assessing student comprehension 
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APPENDIX H 

 

Ratings of SIOP Components 
 

Item M SD 

Lesson Preparation 4.4 1.14 

1. Content objectives clearly defined, displayed, and reviewed with students 4.5 1.18 

2. Language objectives clearly defined, displayed, and reviewed with student 4.28 1.42 

3. Content concepts appropriate for age and educational background level of 

students  

4.58 1.01 

4. Supplementary materials used to a high degree, making the lesson clear and 

meaningful (e.g., computer programs, graphs, models, visuals)  

4.47 1.00 

5. Adaptation of content (e.g., text, assignment) to all levels of student proficiency  4.24 1.06 

6. Meaningful activities that integrate lesson concepts (e.g., surveys, letter writing, 

simulations, constructing models) with language practice opportunities for reading, 

writing, listening, and/or speaking  

4.29 1.07 

Building Background 3.73 .96 

7. Concepts explicitly linked to students’ background experiences 3.42 .91 

8. Links explicitly made between past learning and new concepts 3.86 .93 

9. Key vocabulary emphasized (e.g., introduced, written, repeated, and highlighted 

for students to see) 

3.93 1.04 

Comprehensive Input 4.04 1.06 

10. Speech appropriate for students’ proficiency level (e.g., slower rate, enunciation, 

and simple sentence structure for beginners)  

3.91 

 

1.11 

 

11. Clear explanation of academic tasks  4.14 1.05 

12. A variety of techniques used to make content concepts clear (e.g., modeling, 

visuals,) 

4.07 1.02 

Strategies 3.72 1.02 

13. Ample opportunities provided for students to use learning strategies  3.73 1.06 

14. Scaffolding techniques consistently used to assist and support student 

understanding (e.g., think-aloud)  

3.77 1.02 

15. A variety of questions or tasks that promote higher-order thinking skills (e.g., 

literal, analytical, and interpretive questions)  

3.66 .99 

Interaction 3.71 1.07 

16. Frequent opportunities for interaction and discussion between teacher/student 

and among students, which encourage elaborated responses about lesson concepts  

3.88 1.09 

17. Grouping configurations support language and content objectives of the lesson  3.55 .99 

18. Sufficient wait time for student responses consistently provided  3.78 1.2 

19. Ample opportunities for students to clarify key concepts as needed with aide, 

peer, or text  

3.65 1.03 

Practice & Application 3.79 1.13 

20. Hands-on materials and/or manipulatives provided for students to practice using 

new content knowledge  

3.54 1.17 
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21. Activities provided for students to apply content and language knowledge in the 

classroom  

3.87 1.10 

22. Activities integrate all language skills (i.e., reading, writing, listening, and 

speaking 

3.96 1.14 

Lesson Delivery 4.13 .95 

23. Content objectives clearly supported by lesson delivery  4.13 .95 

24. Language objectives clearly supported by lesson delivery  3.87 1.08 

25. Students engaged approximately 90% to 100% of the period  3.45 1.02 

26. Pacing of the lesson appropriate to students’ ability level  3.51 .99 

Review & Assessment 3.78 1.03 

27. Comprehensive review of key vocabulary  3.78 1.12 

28. Comprehensive review of key content concepts  3.85 1.0 

29. Regular feedback provided to students on their output (e.g., language, content, 

work)  

3.71 .98 

30. Assessment of student comprehension and learning of all lesson objectives (e.g., 

spot checking, group response) throughout the lesson  

3.78 1.04 
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