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ABSTRACT 

 

 

CAMELLE LAREE SIMMONS 

CRITICAL CONSCIOUSNESS: A MEASUREMENT TOOL FOR ENGLISH TO 

SPEAKERS OF OTHER LANGUAGES (ESOL) TEACHERS IN U.S. K-12 

EDUCATION 

Under the direction of ALLISON GILMORE, Ph.D. 

 

 

Critical consciousness is an increasingly important component of pedagogy. 

However, the measurement of critical consciousness among teachers remains 

underdeveloped, partly because of the absence of psychometric testing of appropriate 

scales.  In this study, the researcher adapted and tested Diemer et al.’s Critical 

Consciousness Scale, which was developed for students, with a sample of 178 ESOL 

teachers.  The theoretical context for the study was pedagogical social justice theory, 

particularly as developed by Freire, which suggests that critical consciousness is likely to 

be highly developed in educators who, like ESOL teachers, are well-situated to 

understand the relationships between power, knowledge, and practice.  Psychometric 

testing revealed that the Critical Consciousness Scale as adapted for teachers (a) 

possessed an internal reliability of .91; (b) consisted of three factors (each with an 

eigenvalue greater than 1), corresponding to critical reflection on perceived inequality, 

critical reflection on commitment to egalitarianism, and sociopolitical participation; and 

(c) was highly right-skewed, indicating that most ESOL teachers had a high level of 

critical consciousness. The findings were interpreted in light of pedagogical social justice 



 

xi 

theory, which predicts that the nature of ESOL teaching develops critical consciousness 

in educators.  The study findings confirmed that the Critical Consciousness Scale can be 

utilized with teachers, thereby supporting future empirical research on critical 

consciousness. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

The United States is comprised of a continuously growing diverse racial and 

ethnic makeup.  According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2012), no group will be 

considered as the majority by 2043.  The expectation for total minoritized populations, 

which include all races except nonHispanic Whites, is an increase from 37% to 57% by 

2060.  As a result of this demographic shift, communities resemble microcosms of the 

world-inhabiting people from numerous cultural and linguistic backgrounds.  In the past 

30 years, there has been a significant increase in the number of individuals who speak a 

language other than English at home (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012).  In fact, linguistic 

diversity in the United States increased by 140% while the overall population has only 

increased by 34% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012).   

In response to the changing dynamics, in cases such as Lau v. Nichols, 

minoritized language groups have sued for equal educational opportunities and ultimately 

succeeded by winning the right to receive English language support services in schools, 

more commonly known as English to Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) support 

(Hamann & Reeves, 2013).  Despite such efforts, English Learners (ELs) have the second 

highest dropout rate at 4.0% and continue to perform considerably lower than their 

counterparts on standardized assessments (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012).  There is a rich 

body of literature surrounding ESOL best practices to increase academic performance 
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and close achievement gaps such as cultural awareness in the second language classroom 

(Nault, 2006; Stern, 1983a, 1983b, 1992) and second language acquisition (SLA) 

motivation (Dornyei, 1994; Ebata, 2008; Gardner & Lambert, 1972).  However, ESOL 

students lack explicit teaching of how to view the world with a critical lens, which might 

hinder them from understanding and acting upon their best interests (Abednia & Izadinia, 

2013).  Freire (1970), Giroux (1983), and McLaren (1989) provided qualitative and 

conceptual explorations of what critical pedagogy is and how critical pedagogy 

manifests, whereas this study applied a quantitative approach to understanding the 

psychometric properties of critical pedagogy as measured in a particular scale. 

Social Justice 

Social justice refers to the ways a particular society distributes wealth, jobs, and 

opportunities (Freire, 1970).  Social justice has also been defined as both the goal of “full 

and equitable participation of people from all social identity groups in a society that is 

mutually shaped to meet their needs” (Bell, 2016, p. 3) and the process whereby this goal 

can be met in different contexts.  According to the National Pro Bono Resource Centre 

(2011), “The concept of social justice involves finding the optimum balance between our 

joint responsibilities and our responsibilities as individuals to contribute to the just 

societies” (p. 2).  Structural inequalities—present in governments, legal systems, social 

networks, and schools—prevent marginalized communities from accessing the resources 

available to those who are a part of the majority group (Youngs, 1999).   

The design of schools is to prepare students with the academic and social skills to 

become productive members of society.  Instead, schools often inadvertently indoctrinate 
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learners with oppressive principles disseminated from the larger society (Bell, 2016; 

Carlisle, Jackson, & George, 2006).  One way to better understand social justice in the 

classroom is to be able to measure concepts and constructs, such as critical 

consciousness, related to social justice in an empirically reliable and valid way.  

However, because much of the literature on social justice, critical consciousness, and 

related concepts and constructs is qualitative in nature (Lyons et al., 2013), there is a lack 

of empirical knowledge on this topic.    

English to Speakers of Other Languages 

English to Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) is a compensatory program 

designed to support learners who do not speak English as a first language (Georgia 

Department of Education [GaDOE], 2018).  Funded by the Title III federal grant 

program, the structure of ESOL courses serves to assist students classified as having 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) with meeting academic standards.  Furthermore, 

GaDOE (2018) requires school districts to construct theoretically based ESOL programs, 

employ qualified teachers, and use valid tools to measure student language proficiency on 

an annual basis in order to receive funding.   

As noted in Chapter 2 of this study, ESOL programs are important sites for 

critical consciousness.  The power differential between LEP students and the Anglophone 

majority—whose preferences, desires, and priorities shape the space in which ESOL 

instruction takes place—directly engage and inform ESOL settings (Cummins, 2000).  

ESOL teachers who possess a critical consciousness of the social, economic, cultural, and 

political power dynamics at play in the ESOL classroom are able to incorporate the tenets 
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of critical pedagogy in their own practices (Furman, 2012).  However, limited empirical 

knowledge about the critical consciousness of ESOL teachers exists, partly because of the 

absence of psychometrically reliable and valid critical consciousness scales that can be, 

or have been, applied to this population.      

Theoretical Framework  

The theoretical framework for this study encompassed critical pedagogy and 

critical consciousness.  The following sections offer a discussion of each of these 

paradigms.  These discussions include their definitions, surrounding arguments and 

various postulations, their importance to 21st-century U.S. schools, and a description of 

the Critical Consciousness Scale developed by Diemer, Rapa, Park, and Perry (2017). 

Critical Pedagogy  

Critical pedagogy is a paradigm to theory, policy, and practice that relies on 

teachers and policy-makers’ insights, practices, and behaviors to enhance students’ 

critical awareness concerning oppressive social conditions (Gewirtz, 1998).  Freire’s 

(1970) work in the field of critical pedagogy focused on the development of the critical 

consciousness, which leads to empowerment and social transformation.  ESOL students 

often experience the effects of receiving the label of a marginalized group (Youngs, 

1999).  However, their critical consciousness remains untapped as no one challenges 

them to question, problem-pose, and participate in critical dialogue.  Critical pedagogy 

includes teaching and learning practices that empower institutionally disadvantaged 

members of society, including students, to transform from passive learners to active 

critical agents (Freire, 1970).  
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  Giroux (1983) believed that critical pedagogy was also responsible for 

connecting schooling to democratic principles.  In this view, schools mimic the larger 

democratic society by encouraging students to voice their opinions regarding social-

economic inequalities.  McLaren (2003) cautioned of the possible reproduction of 

ideologies from the dominant culture within these critical practices.  Instead of 

empowering students, students learn to remain passive and not question the hidden 

curriculum, or “the unintended outcomes of the schooling process” (McLaren, 2003, p. 

86).  Assessing ESOL teachers’ critical consciousness level plays an essential role in 

changing the current state of education.  

Gewirtz (1998) argued that critical pedagogy was undertheorized as of the late 

1990s.  Moss (2001) suggested that critical pedagogy has been an action-oriented 

approach.  However, without appropriate theoretical development, one of the limitations 

of a purely action-oriented approach to critical pedagogy is the absence of explanatory 

narratives that address how, why, and in what kinds of context critical pedagogy arises, 

and, more importantly, how it can be developed and transmitted in the context of a larger 

educational system that might itself be indifferent to the goals and purposes of critical 

pedagogy.  Neumann (2013) claimed that more recent developments in critical 

development theory have been less action-oriented and more aligned with the goal of (a) 

defining critical dispositions and (b) determining how to move teachers towards these 

dispositions.  Theoretical development has also been necessary given the resistance of 

some educators and theorists to critical pedagogy, which they find improperly align with 

the larger objective of democratic education (Knight & Pearl, 2000).  The theoretical 
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development of critical consciousness remains particularly inchoate in ESOL, and this 

underdevelopment is itself a compelling reason to validate instruments that can measure 

the critical consciousness of ESOL teachers.  Empirical analysis on validated instruments 

can generate a body of insights that can support the future development of critical 

consciousness theory as it applies to ESOL teachers.  

Critical Consciousness 

There are many ways of defining critical consciousness.  According to Diemer et 

al. (2017), critical consciousness is a combination of reflection (specifically, reflection 

about perceived inequality in society and commitment to egalitarianism in society), and 

action (sociopolitical participation intended to increase social justice).  Thus, critical 

consciousness is an integrated awareness of inequality, desire to rectify inequality, and 

demonstrated behavioral commitment to rectify inequality.  Diemer et al. (2017) created 

the 22-item Critical Consciousness Scale (CCS) to measure these components of critical 

consciousness, with 8 items measuring critical reflection on perceived inequality, 5 items 

measuring critical reflection on egalitarianism, and 9 items measuring sociological 

participation.  CCS consists of a single, global score that is the sum of three subscales: 

critical reflection on perceived inequality, critical reflection on egalitarianism, and 

sociological participation.  Therefore, it is possible to operationally treat CCS as a single 

measure of critical consciousness or as three distinct components of critical 

consciousness.  However, as Diemer and colleagues (2017) noted, the two subscales for 

critical reflection (critical reflection on perceived inequality and critical reflection on 
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egalitarianism) can themselves be combined into a single subscale of critical reflection, 

thus making it possible to extract the following from the CCS: 

 critical consciousness, single measure (global measure consisting of 22 items); 

 critical reflection on perceived inequality (subscale consisting of items # 1-8); 

 critical reflection on egalitarianism (subscale consisting of items # 9-13); 

 critical consciousness based on sociopolitical participation (subscale 

consisting of items # 14-22); and 

 critical reflection (subscale consisting of items #1-13). 

This study psychometrically examined both the CCS and its four constituent subscales in 

two ways.  First, the researcher subjected the CCS and its three subscales to a test of 

internal reliability.  Second, the researcher applied exploratory factor analysis to the 

answers to the CCS in order to observe the resulting classification of CCS items into 

factors. N 

Purpose of the Study  

The purpose of the research study was to validate the CCS (Diemer et al., 2017) 

with respect to the population of ESOL teachers in the U.S. K-12 educational setting, 

since Diemer and colleagues (2017) developed the CCS for a population of students, not 

teachers.  Diemer et al. (2017) argued that the psychometric validation of the CCS was a 

necessary precursor of utilizing this scale to generate empirical knowledge about critical 

consciousness among students.  Because of possible differences in populations, such as 

differences between students and teachers in particular, the use of the CCS for teachers, 

who were not the original population in the context of which the CCS was tested, requires 
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a validation of the CCS for the teacher population (in particular, for the population of 

U.S. K-12 ESOL teachers that is of interest in this study).  Specifically, in terms of 

validating the CCS for teachers, the purposes of the study were as follows.  

1. First, to measure internal reliability.  The CCS is a global scale consisting of 

22 items that purposes to measure critical consciousness; the researcher used 

Cronbach’s Alpha to measure the entire CCS.  However, the CCS also 

consists of four subscales, for each of which the researcher calculated a 

Cronbach’s Alpha.  These subscales are as follows: (a) critical reflection on 

perceived inequality (subscale consisting of items #1-8); (b) critical reflection 

on egalitarianism (subscale consisting of items #9-13); (c) critical 

consciousness based on sociopolitical participation (subscale consisting of 

items #14-22); and (d) critical reflection (subscale consisting of items #1-13). 

Thus, the CCS contains one global score and three subscales, of which two 

can be collapsed into a fourth subscale.   

2. Second, to apply principal components analysis (PCA) in an exploratory 

manner in order to observe how many factors emerge and which CCS prompts 

load on the factors.  

3. Third, to apply the CCS to a sample of K-12 ESOL teachers in the U.S. setting 

in order to measure the degree of critical consciousness in the sample, with 

means, standard deviations, skewness, kurtosis, and Shapiro-Wilk normality 

of distribution presented.  
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Research Questions  

This section presents the research questions of the study.  The first and third 

research questions generated subquestions.  It is important to note that because the first 

and second research questions are based on psychometric validation, there are no 

accompanying hypotheses.  In addition, because the third research question is descriptive, 

it is also unaccompanied by a hypothesis.  Finally, it is important to note that the purpose 

of calculating means (and other measures of central tendency) for the CCS and its 

subscales is to provide a standard of comparison between the responses offered by 

participants in the current study and other populations that have completed the CCS.   

1. What is the internal reliability of the CCS as applied to a sample of ESOL 

teachers? 

a. What is the internal reliability of the overall CCS (items # 1-22) as applied 

to a sample of ESOL teachers? 

b. What is the internal reliability of the critical reflection on perceived 

inequality subscale (items # 1-8) in society subscale of the CCS? 

c. What is the internal reliability of the critical reflection on commitment to 

egalitarianism subscale (items # 9-13) of the CCS? 

d. What is the internal reliability of the sociopolitical participation (items # 

14-22) subscale of the CCS? 

e. What is the internal reliability of the reflection subscale (items # 1-13) of 

the CCS (consisting of the added orientations of perceived inequality in 

society and commitment to egalitarianism)? 
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2. How many factors emerge from CCS, and which CCS items are presented on 

each factor with weightings > |.300|?  

3. What is the mean score of ESOL teachers on the CCS? 

f. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and 

Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the perceived inequality in 

society subscale of the CCS? 

g. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and 

Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the commitment to 

egalitarianism subscale of the CCS? 

h. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and 

Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the sociopolitical 

participation subscale of the CCS? 

i. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and 

Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the reflection subscale of the 

CCS (consisting of the combined orientations of perceived inequality in 

society and commitment to egalitarianism)? 

j. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and 

Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the entire CCS?  

Research Design 

The population of the study consisted of K-12 ESOL teachers in the U.S. 

educational setting.  In terms of the second research question, there is no a priori 

sampling calculation for the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy 
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for PCA, as KMO is a post hoc calculation whose significance depends on the correlation 

and covariance matrixes that emerge from analysis.  A general recommendation for 

Cronbach’s Alpha sampling adequacy is 10 individuals per item; given the existence of 

22 questions on the CCS, a total sample of 220 would be adequate for subquestion a of 

the first research question, which has the most items.  As the subscales necessarily have 

fewer items than the overall scale, meeting the Cronbach’s Alpha sampling adequacy 

criterion for the overall scale means that the sample was also adequate for the subscales.  

Chapter 4 presents all Cronbach’s Alpha values, KMO values, and other descriptive and 

inferential statistics of relevance.   Because the third research question is purely 

descriptive, there is no applicable a priori method for calculating sample size.   

Limitations 

The study’s sample size and the administration of the CCS as designed (without 

any modifications for a sample of teachers rather than students) served to limit this study.  

An additional limitation was the convenience sampling procedures, which might fail to 

draw a sample whose results can generalize to a larger population and specifically 

generalization to the population of ESOL teachers at particular grade levels.  Further, the 

application of only two procedures, Cronbach’s Alpha and exploratory PCA, of 

psychometric validation and the failure to apply item-response theory (IRT) in the study 

also served as limitations.   

Definition of Terms 

Similar but varying terms used within the ESOL field differ from the federal and 

state levels.  For continuity purposes, the following terms used throughout this study 
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derive from the Georgia Department of Education ESOL/Title III Resource Guide 2018-

2019 (GaDOE, 2018) and The Glossary of Educational Reform (Great Schools 

Partnership, 2014): 

Cluster center refers to a center that provides intensive language support for ELs 

from multiple schools. 

Critical consciousness is the sum of an individual’s ability to perceive inequality, 

desire egalitarianism, and participate in sociopolitical attempts to improve equality.  

Critical Consciousness Scale (CCS) is a scale designed by Diemer et al. (2017) to 

measure critical consciousness as the sum of three qualities: perceived inequality, 

egalitarianism, and sociopolitical participation.  

Critical pedagogy (CP) is a process that examines oppressive societal forces 

through questioning, problem-posing, reflection, and dialogue that empowers and 

transforms students into critical viewers of the world.      

English Learners (EL) is a term used by the Georgia Department of Education to 

refer to a student who possesses a native language other than English and qualifies for 

language support services based upon an official proficiency assessment.  

English Language Proficiency is the language competency level needed in order 

for ELs to experience successful learning in settings where English is the primary 

language.   

English to Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) is a compensatory program 

designed to support ELs during the second language acquisition process so they can 

participate in academic and social settings. 
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Innovative delivery model is a locally designed model subject to advanced review 

and approval by the Georgia Department of Education. 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) refers to students who do not speak English as 

a primary language and lack development of full English fluency. 

Native language (L1) refers to first language a person acquires. 

Pull-out model refers to a model of instruction in which ELs receive small group 

instruction from the ESOL instructor instead of the general education classroom. 

Push-in model refers to a model of instruction in which ESOL teachers follow 

ELs into the core academic classes and provide targeted language support.  

Resource center/laboratory is where ELs receive supplemental materials in a 

multi-media format to assist with language development.  

Scheduled class period refers to the school-based supplemental language support 

class or supplemental content instruction that ELs receive with other ELs only.  

Second language acquisition is the process of acquiring the academic and social 

aspects of learning an additional language. 

Second language (L2) refers to an individual’s second acquired language. 

Organization of the Study  

 This quantitative study is organized into five distinct chapters.  Chapter 1 

provides a statistical description of the United States’ growing diverse population, which, 

in turn, has directly impacted the educational realm and changed instructional protocol 

across the nation.  Despite this, inequalities and social injustices remain rampant as 

minoritized ethnic and language groups do not receive the tools to empower and 
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transform their lives through critical practices.  Chapter 2 is a review of the literature 

surrounding the historic marginalization of nonnative English speakers; monumental 

legislation impacting the ESOL community; theoretical underpinnings of critical 

pedagogy, critical consciousness, and language and power; and teacher awareness and/or 

perceptions of including critical pedagogy in their instructional practices.  Chapter 3 

provides an in-depth look into the methodological structure of this study, which includes 

a detailed description of the participants, site of study, research design and instruments, 

data collection procedures, and data analysis methods.  Chapter 4 presents the statistical 

results of each variable described in the research questions.   Lastly, Chapter 5 offers a 

discussion of the findings, conclusion, limitations, recommendations for future study, and 

a conclusion.            
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CHAPTER 2  

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The main purpose of this chapter is to review historical developments, legislative 

practices, concepts, theories, and empirical studies related to the topic of critical 

consciousness among English learners (ELs).  The theories and empirical studies 

reviewed in this chapter suggest that the importance of critical consciousness among ELs 

is based on two factors: (a) The improvement of English-language outcomes and (b) 

improved reflectiveness, which, in turn, is associated with various kinds of learning, not 

merely language learning.  If critical consciousness is positively associated with English 

achievement in particular, and with improved learning in general, then it is important for 

policy makers and educational leaders to ensure that teachers of ELs understand and 

practice critically conscious pedagogy (El-Amin et al., 2017). 

This review of literature identified three important knowledge gaps.  First, there is 

a gap in knowledge pertaining to the extent of critical consciousness among teachers of 

ELs.  There are few estimates of how much critical consciousness teachers of ELs 

possess.   

Second, there is a gap in knowledge pertaining to the characteristics of critical 

consciousness among teachers of ELs.  Pessoa and de Urzêda Freitas (2012) reported that 

some describe critical consciousness as a unidimensional phenomenon, but, as discussed 

in greater depth in this chapter, some scholars also believe critical consciousness to 
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consist of distinct concepts and constructs.  Because of the relative scarcity of relevant 

empirical studies, few estimates exist regarding what kinds of critical consciousness (for 

example, in terms of perception, reflection, or action) teachers of ELs possess.  

Third, there is a gap in knowledge pertaining to the predictors of critical 

consciousness among teachers of ELs.  In the context of this knowledge gap, neither 

scholars nor educational leaders are reliably aware of what kinds of factors (demographic 

factors and nondemographic factors) can make teachers of ELs more or less likely to 

possess critical consciousness.  However, this study, which is solely a validation study 

and an attempt to gather measures of central tendency for ESOL teachers’ critical 

consciousness, does not address this gap.   

Figure 1 illustrates the researcher’s postulation of the chain of relationships based 

on an analysis and synthesis of literature. 

 

 
Figure 1. The researcher’s model of relationships between critical consciousness, 

pedagogy, and EL outcomes.  
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Figure 1, which is part of the theoretical model of the study, is also a summary of 

what is known in the existing literature on critical consciousness among teachers.  First, 

critical consciousness is known to exist in teachers, and there are numerous theoretical 

arguments as to why critical consciousness ought to be a teacher orientation (Okazaki, 

2005).  In particular, Freire (1970) argued for the importance of critical consciousness in 

teachers, and many other scholars have reinforced this message.   

Second, critical consciousness is known to inform pedagogy (Freire, 1970). 

Teachers who do not possess critical consciousness cannot, ipso facto, practice a 

pedagogy that is informed by critical consciousness.  Possessing critical consciousness is 

not sufficient conditioning for engaging in critical pedagogy; there are critically 

conscious teachers who do not allow this orientation to inform their pedagogy.   

Third, the application of critical pedagogy has known results (Norton & Toohey, 

2004).  Two of the results are (a) a specific improvement in the English performance of 

ELs and (b) a general increase in the reflectiveness and general learning ability of ELs.  

The portion of the chapter dedicated to empirical studies provides further discussion of 

these results.  

Figure 2 presents the full theoretical model of the study.  The three questions that 

appear in Figure 2 represent the gaps in the literature and the focus areas of the 

quantitative methodology presented in Chapter 3.  The figure portrays these 3 questions 

as lying below and beneath the current model of knowledge (steps 1-3).  Although it is 

known that (a) teachers are often critically consciousness, (b) critical consciousness 

informs pedagogy, and (c) pedagogy improves both the language-specific and the general 
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learning outcomes of Els (Norton & Toohey, 2004), it is not known (a) whether existing 

measures of critical consciousness are reliable and valid, (b) exactly how critically 

conscious teachers are likely to be, and (c) what factors predict critical consciousness in 

teachers.  This conclusion is drawn from the apparent absence of existing psychometric 

validations of, and inferential analyses based on, critical consciousness in teachers.    

 

 
Figure 2. Full theoretical model of study developed by the researcher.  

 

Figures 1 and 2 informed the design of the literature review.  Steps 1-3 in these 

figures indicate the current state of knowledge.  Therefore, the researcher devoted much 
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of the empirical portion of the literature review to an analysis of synthesis of studies that 

are relevant to these three steps.   

Both steps 1-3 and the three questions that appear in Figure 2 are reliant on a 

common vocabulary of concepts related to critical consciousness and pedagogy.  This 

vocabulary is the subject of extensive discussion in the theoretical portion of this chapter 

and in a discussion of concepts related to critical consciousness and pedagogy.  The 

portion of the chapter dedicated to an examination of gaps in the literature offers a 

discussion of the three questions in Figure 2.  Thus, Figure 2 is highly relevant to the 

design of the literature review.  

Organization of the Literature Review 

This section provides the organization of the literature review.  The introductory 

section offers a brief discussion of legislation relating to ESOL education in the United 

States and presents analyses of issues related to ESOL instruction.  The second major 

section of the literature review consists of an overview of critical pedagogy.  The 

discussion of critical pedagogy includes an overview of the constituent areas of critical 

pedagogy, a discussion of the theoretical underpinnings of critical pedagogy, an overview 

of the intersection between language and power, and a review of critical pedagogy in 

ESOL instruction.  The third major section of the literature review consists of a review of 

empirical studies on the topic of critical practices in ESOL instruction.  This section of 

the literature review is subdivided into discussions of empirical studies pertinent to (a) 

critical dialogue, (b) problem-posing, (c) critical reflection, and (d) critical praxis leading 

to transformation.  The fourth major section of the literature review consists of a 
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discussion of scales utilized in past studies of critical pedagogy.  Finally, the final section 

presents a summary of the main findings of the literature review and identifies important 

gaps in the literature.  

Overview of Legislative and Judicial Factors 

In the United States, issues related to critical consciousness in English pedagogy 

are also related to key legislative and judicial precedents.  These precedents are relevant 

to understanding the teaching of English as a second language (ESOL), as well as 

understanding the ways critical consciousness is an inextricable consideration of ESOL 

teaching (Cervantes-Soon et al., 2017).  Several primary cases have influenced the 

development ESOL programs in the United States (Baker, 2011; Krashen, 1996; 

Lindholm-Leary, 2001).  For the purpose of this review, the researcher limited the 

discussion to these landmark cases: Brown v. Board of Education (1954), the Civil Rights 

Act (1964), the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (1965), Lau v. Nichols (1974), 

Casteñada v. Prickard (1981) and the No Child Left Behind Act (2001).   

Brown v. Board of Education (1954)  

Brown v. Board of Education (1954) is a milestone case in which the U.S. 

Supreme Court ruled that segregation was illegal in the United States.  Under this rule, 

states could no longer use Plessey v. Ferguson (1896), a ruling that created the doctrine 

“separate but equal”, to justify maintaining segregated schools.  Although Brown v. 

Board of Education served as a catalyst for change for African Americans, Valencia 

(2005) noted that its language failed to include other marginalized communities such as 

Latinos, as it only focused on the separation of Blacks and Whites.   
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In his article, Valencia (2005) reexamined Mendez v. Westminster School District 

(1946), a class action lawsuit that disputed the segregation of Latino students in public 

schools.  To analyze how the two lawsuits were connected, Valencia used critical race 

theory, a means of examining the intricacies of racial inequality from a legal standpoint 

(Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995).  Valencia (2005) found that the Mendez case, based 

upon the legality of the 14th Amendment, used theory as the basis for its argument.  

Valencia (2005) concluded that the U.S Supreme Court ruled in favor of Brown in Brown 

v. Board of Education because of the theoretical foundation set by aforementioned case.  

Despite these pieces of legislation, segregated practices still remained (Valencia, 2005). 

Brown v. Board of Education is a reminder that U.S. education exists in a 

historical context of segregation and racial prejudice.  Although cases such as Brown 

created a framework for the more equitable distribution of academic resources in the 

United States, a long history of institutionalized racial prejudice meant that the education 

received by nonWhite people in the United States was systematically inferior to the 

education received by White people (Zimmerman, 2010).  This history of prejudice and 

inequity is part of the background of ESOL teaching in the United States because of the 

fact that the need for ESOL is most pronounced among nonWhite children.  The lingering 

effects of systematic prejudice and diminished educational resources suggests that, even 

after cases such as Brown v. Board of Education, ELs are likely to suffer from a lingering 

effect of inequity in U.S. education (Cummins, 2000).  If so, this merits the consideration 

of critical consciousness as a tool that allows EL students to engage with the social and 

political history of their own circumstances in the U.S. educational system.       
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Civil Rights Act (1964)  

The Civil Rights Act (1964) became a federal mandate that prohibited 

discrimination in public domains and outlawed job discrimination based on race, color, 

religion, sex, or national origin.  Donato and Hanson (2012) discussed the issues 

involving full integration during the Civil Era.  While the wording in the Civil Rights Act 

(1964) protected minority populations from denial of their civil liberties in a public 

forum, de facto segregation continued to prevail (Donato & Hanson, 2012).  Behind the 

scenes, institutions blatantly alienated minoritized groups in public and private settings 

using both covert and overt tactics.  For example, Contreras and Valverde (1994) noted 

that Latino students were conspicuously segregated due to an identification loophole that 

classified Latinos as being a part of the White race.  Therefore, there was a falsely 

reflection of enforcement of inclusionary practices when, in reality, segregation 

continued to prevail.  Thus, it is possible to understand the Civil Rights Act in two ways: 

as a necessary legal step in the creation of a more equitable educational system in the 

United States, but also as an incomplete step.  The passage of the Civil Rights Act was an 

important repudiation of Jim Crow laws, but it did not represent the end of inequity in the 

U.S. educational system.   

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (1965)  

As time progressed, so did the evolution of laws to protect the rights of 

minoritized students.  More specifically, those labeled as having limited English 

proficiency (LEP) were rising to the forefront of the debate.  President Lyndon B. 

Johnson began his crusade to battle the lasting effects of poverty on children, what is 
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colloquially known as the “War on Poverty.”  By signing the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (ESEA) Act into law in 1965, President Johnson focused on allocating 

specific funds to states and school districts with impoverished students (Bishop & 

Jackson, 2015).  Immediately, the federal government distributed $1 billion worth of 

financial support from among school districts (Thomas & Brady, 2005).  Due to muddled 

interpretations of technical details related to the terms and conditions of qualifying 

recipients, ESEA thereafter underwent several reauthorizations.  In the 21st century, 

ESEA remains the largest economic support for vulnerable populations within the school 

setting (Thomas & Brady, 2005).  ESEA is, of course, limited, and many schools and 

school systems do not benefit adequately from it (Riddle, 2001).  Thus, ESEA is also not 

a panacea for the kinds of systemic inequality that make critical consciousness necessary 

in the first place.   

Lau v. Nichols (1974) 

A notable reauthorization of the ESEA came as the result of Lau v. Nichols 

(1974), the legendary Supreme Court case that resulted in the formation of alternative 

forms of education to meet the expanding needs of ELs (Bunch, 2011).  The court agreed 

that the absence of English language instruction hindered students’ ability to fairly 

partake in public education programs.  Unfortunately, language in the statue that 

addressed how to directly meet the needs of LEP students did not immediately 

accompany this decision (Bunch, 2011).  Instead, the court required the school district 

that was sued to simply rethink the initial decision to overlook the language needs of LEP 

students.  Ultimately, this set the foundation for the eventual reauthorization of ESEA in 
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1974 that outlined specific requirements to create ESOL programs within school districts 

(Bunch, 2011). 

The creation of funded and otherwise supported ESOL programs was an 

important development in the educational history of the United States.  Before Lau, EL 

students were in a more precarious position with respect to their claim to educational 

resources (Henrichsen, 2010).  After Lau, EL students began to benefit from increasingly 

concentrated resources.  However, as discussed in the remainder of this chapter, ELs 

continue to exist within a systemic structure in which they are underprivileged.  The 

structural disadvantages of EL students mean that, even after decisions such as Lau, 

critical consciousness is necessary for these students to understand and engage with their 

disadvantaged position. 

Castañeda v. Pickard (1981)  

In 1981, the results of the Castañeda v. Pickard made districts more accountable 

for the ways in which they served LEP populations.  The U.S. Supreme Court outlined 

three specific criteria for all ESOL programs: proof of theoretical base, properly trained 

instructors who demonstrated adequate preparedness and utilization of necessary 

resources, and specific assessment measures in place in to assess language proficiency of 

EL students.  

Castañeda is, in some ways, a reflection of critical consciousness on the part of 

stakeholders in ESOL programs.  Specifically, Castañeda can be understood as a 

response to the ghettoization of ESOL programs in the United States in terms of their 

isolation from best practices and appropriate human resources.  By enforcing theoretical 
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justification, performance metrics, and qualified instructors, Castañeda resulted in an 

improvement in the quality of EL education.  

No Child Left Behind (2001)  

The launch of the first U.S. satellite into space in 1957 sparked an increased focus 

on preparing the masses to be globally competitive in the areas of math, science, and 

foreign language (Johanningmeir, 2010).  A highly publicized document titled A Nation 

at Risk (Gardner, 1983) moved education to the forefront of the U.S. national agenda as it 

outlined the argument that maintaining a high level of human capital was critical in 

ensuring that the nation would remain a viable force.  Although the federal government 

had allocated billions of dollars to students in poverty, there were not adequate gains in 

improvement for those populations.  The results did not reflect the new political push for 

a more globally competitive workforce (Johanningmeir, 2010).   

The next milestone educational reform to address this issue was the No Child Left 

Behind Act (2001), commonly known as NCLB.  This new measure incorporated a 10-

year timeframe in which students should make progressive academic gains (Simpson, 

LaCava, & Graner, 2004).  Standardized assessment, a critical component of this act, 

would determine if annually yearly progress was met.  Consequentially, this measure 

brought about new penalties for not making particular gains.  Schools that did not meet 

the yearly performance goals were scrutinized and threatened with complete takeover and 

the removal of federal funding (Simpson et al., 2004).   

Federal governance over state and local entities is a controversial issue that has 

been reviewed over the years (Sunderman, Kim, & Orfield, 2005).  In their review of 
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NCLB (2001) 10 years later, Rush and Scherff (2012) critiqued the four main principles 

of the ESEA reauthorization: increased learner and educator responsibility, more options 

to spend federal dollars, enhanced school choice, and the inclusion of empirical research.  

They argued that too much time was currently spent preparing for impending assessment 

rather than productive instructional time, resulting in a discouraging situation for both 

educators and students (Rush & Scherff, 2012).  Additionally, they believed that the 

empirical research used to support NCLB (2001) was narrowly selected and purposefully 

omitted other factors such as student choice, culture, and poverty (Rush & Scherff, 2012).    

Development, Structure, and Implementation of ESOL Instruction 

The purpose of this section is to provide a contextual and conceptual overview of 

how the ESOL program has been developed, structured, and implemented in the United 

States.  The discussion includes an overview of the bilingual education movement.  It 

also provides a glimpse into the historical context of ESOL instruction throughout the 

years.  

Bilingual Education Movement: From Permissive to Dismissive 

In his historical review of bilingual education, Ovando (2003) addressed language 

policy influences over the years.  He contended that language ideologies have been 

historically inconsistent with the policies implemented throughout time.  He continued by 

emphasizing four distinct periods of the bilingual movement—the permissive, restrictive, 

opportunist, and dismissive periods (Ovando, 2003).   

An influx of immigrant populations from Europe marked the permissive period 

(1700s to 1880s).  During this time, states permitted local communities to use their native 
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language in schools.  Although bilingualism was allowed to exist and settlers were not 

subjected to complete conformity, it was not overtly endorsed (Ovando, 2003).   

Oppressive measures to strip indigenous and immigrant population of their 

language and culture as a means of creating a nationalized, homogeneous U.S. population 

characterized the restrictive period (1880s-1960s).  The indoctrination of the English 

language as the national language of the United States created a sense of unity (Ovando, 

2003).   

During the opportunist period (1960s-1980s), politicians plotted an attempt to 

convince U.S. inhabitants that they were on the brink of an educational crisis 

(Gardner,1983; Johanningmeier, 2010).  As a result of World War II, leaders of the 

United States realized that previous nationalization practices put them at a global 

disadvantage.  The nation’s leaders welcomed the expansion of foreign language, 

bilingual, and ESOL programs in order to create a future generation that would be 

prepared to use math, science, and language skills to fight future wars (Ovando, 2003).  

This period also included the construction of readily available English education 

programs that ranged from:  

 full English immersion with language accommodated instruction; 

 pull-out language instruction for a portion of the day; 

 transitional instruction for intensive English learners; 

 bilingual education where students learn in both their native and target 

language; or 
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 dual-language immersion where learners from two different language 

backgrounds use their native language for instruction while simultaneously 

learning a new language—the language of their counterpart (Ovando, 2003, p. 

11).  

Lastly, Ovando (2003) addressed the dismissive period (1980s-present), subject to 

domination by the English-only movement.   California was the first to lead this 

movement by implementing Proposition 187 in 1994, an attempt to deny educational 

rights based on citizenship status, and Proposition 227 in 1998, orchestrated by a 

conservative millionaire named Ron Unz, which limited the amount of time new ELs 

could spend in a transitional, intensive English program to one year (Abilez, 1998).  Both 

of these measures have had lasting effects on the ESOL world.  For example, intensive 

English newcomer programs in Georgia allow English learners to remain the program 

from a maximum of one year.  Once that time has passed, ELs experience full immersion 

into the mainstream ESOL setting where they receive content-based instruction with the 

support of a certified ESOL teacher.  Although the curriculum purports to prepare 

students with the essential skills to be college and career ready, it fails to teach them how 

to identify and overcome systemic injustices, creating an argument for inclusion of 

critical pedagogy in the ESOL instructional setting.   

Bilingual Language Implementation 

An expansive collection of research supports the implementation of bilingual 

education (Zimmerman, 2010).  Krashen and McField (2005) noted several studies that 

resulted in ELs making higher gains as a result of students participating in bilingual 
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education programs (Cummins, 1983; Krashen, 1996; Zappert & Cruz, 1977).  Krashen 

and McField (2005) conducted a meta-analysis in which they recalculated the effect sizes 

of five studies to determine if the results showed statistical significance regarding the 

relationship between bilingual and English-only student performance.  Krashen and 

McField (2005) were aware that the unique design of individual language programs 

results in the implementation of varying pedagogical practices.  Krashen and McField 

(2005) also highlighted that all of the previous studies only lasted one year, which would 

not typically allot enough time for the language learner to fully develop his or her 

language skills.  Despite these limitations, Krashen and McField (2005) found that 

randomized grouping in both the experimental and control groups had higher effect sizes 

for bilingual education.  Theoretically based programs with cohesive methodologies and 

longer lengths were proven attributes of bilingual education.  

Critical Pedagogy Theoretical Underpinnings 

Pennycook (2001) noted how linguistic imperialism has historically impacted 

minoritized language groups.  Early critical theorists suggested that oppressive messages 

spread throughout educational institutions and indoctrinated oppressed individuals to 

accept structural inequalities.  Gramsci (1971) characterized this phenomenon as 

hegemony, or the process of normalizing characteristics of the dominant class.  Gramsci 

(1971) believed targeted groups were either led by complete domination or coerced by 

intellectual and moral leadership, preventing individuals from being able to consciously 

choose to comply with regulatory forces.  Instead, powerless classes unknowingly 

traditionalized hegemonic practices implemented by those in power (Gramsci, 1971).  
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Such traditions infiltrated schools, politics, economics, and a plethora of other existing 

social institutions.  The results were cultural reproduction of inequalities due to the 

absence of reflexivity and questioning the status quo (Anderson, 1989).   

Analysis of curriculum design with a critical lens reveals embedded doctrine that 

oppresses marginalized ethic groups instead of promoting individuality and independent 

thinking (Ndura, 2004).  One instance is a case study in which Garza and Crawford 

(2005) questioned the true nature of multiculturalism.  Situated in a school with a high 

EL population, the researchers wanted to examine if the school’s proclamation of 

multiculturalism was in fact hegemonic.  The school, located in an affluent 

neighborhood, had an ESOL program that fully immersed the LEP students into English-

only settings that included pull-out English instruction.   Through ethnographic 

interviews, classroom observations, and the use of the Sheltered Instruction Observation 

Protocol (SIOP) Model (Echeverria, Vogt, & Short, 2000), Garza and Crawford (2005) 

collected data using critical ethnography methodology (Carspecken, 1996; Villenas & 

Foley, 2002).  The results showed that the school’s multicultural rhetoric was hypocritical 

due to the fact that English was the dominant discourse used within that setting.  Previous 

studies reiterated this frequent occurrence of domineering English language use within 

classroom settings (Auerbach & Burgess, 1985), which according to Garza and Crawford 

(2005), devalued the culture of the minoritized group and further engrained pervasive 

hegemonic practices as the norm.   

Giambo (2010) also discovered inaccurate portrayals of success.  In a case study, 

when Giambo (2010) reviewed EL standardized testing, scoring consistencies, support 
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for failing students, and student attrition, she found that declared educational progress 

was inconsistent with Florida’s standards-based assessment and academic performance 

reports.  Students who opted to get a General Education Diploma (GED) were absent 

from the calculations in the dropout report, thus creating a disillusioned version of reality.  

Giambo (2010) noted that Texas, which followed a defective system, had the same 

occurrence as well. 

Apple (1982) reported that the “educational and cultural system is an 

exceptionally important element in the maintenance of existing relations of domination, 

and exploitation” (p. 10).  Gramsci (1971) explained that schools were created based 

upon the needs of particular social groups that purposely propagated subordinate 

behavior.  In addition, Gramsci (1971) believed that the intentional design of schools was 

to either train the elite for higher paying jobs or train poor for lower paying jobs.  

Essentially, establishing the two different schooling systems creates a perfect platform to 

perpetuate divisiveness and dominance.  As previously stated in earlier sections of this 

discussion, ESOL students have historically embattled hegemonic forces within the 

United States’ educational system (Borden, 2014).  ELs deserve to acquire the tools to 

empower themselves to overcome social injustices by formulating pathways for change.  

Thus, incorporating critical pedagogy within the ESOL classroom setting is rightfully 

justified.     

Critical Pedagogy in ESOL Instruction 

Throughout history, societies have maintained power over the masses by 

administering a variety of control mechanisms (Sharkey & Johnson, 2003).  Those who 
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do lack access to certain resources or reside as members of marginalized groups suffer 

demoralizing social and educational ramifications.  Freire (1970), a prominent critical 

pedagogist, believed that developing critical consciousness was the first step in learning 

how to overcome such barriers.  Freire helped his community transform from being 

uninformed, complacent, and accepting individuals to empowered critical-thinkers who 

challenged the status quo.  Critical pedagogy, which is a combination of critical theory 

and social activism, is a practice used in the educational realm to assist students in 

surmounting societal hurdles (Freire, 1970).   

Instructional Issues 

Twenty-first century ESOL instructional models legally maintain all three 

expectations mandated in Castañeda v. Pickard (1981).  However, these parameters do 

not address the issues related to maintaining a culturally, emotionally, and socially 

inclusive environment (Oxford, 1994).  As Moll and Dworin (1996) revealed, students 

are not empty vessels for they possess a knowledge base that is unique in their own right, 

what Vélez-Ibáñez and Greenberg (1992) termed as funds of knowledge.  The concurrent 

sections attempt to address the instructional issues that arise in EL education, outline an 

argument for ongoing professional development, investigate how teacher perception 

affects EL identity, and discuss how critical pedagogy can be a transformative learning 

experience.    

English language learners are diverse students who need specialized instructional 

strategies to help them develop proficiency in listening, speaking, reading, and writing 

English (James, 2000).  Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) described culturally responsive 
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pedagogy as infusing learners’ cultural background into instruction practices in order to 

help them make connections, understand, and view the world with a critical lens.  In an 

ethnographic study that lasted three years, Wenger et al. (2004) investigated the 

instructional practices of four paraprofessionals to determine how they were successfully 

able to meet the needs of ELs despite limited resources and lack of support.  Wenger et 

al. (2004) found the following items contributed to their success: 

 Tapping into student interest. 

 Using open dialogue. 

 Incorporating multicultural elements into the lesson. 

 Requiring high student achievement. 

 Creating social opportunities in multiple settings. 

 Providing parents with English language support. 

 Tailoring instruction to help students understand across contents. 

Wenger et al. (2004) stated that even though the community was predominantly Spanish 

speaking, that did not skew the results, as it did not give them any more advantage over 

another situation.   

In addition to creating a well-insulated learning environment that fostered EL 

development, the paraprofessionals in the Wenger et al. (2004) study merged culture into 

instructional practices.  Gay (2002) recommended that teachers create culturally 

responsive lessons in order to enrich the learning experience of diverse students. To 

provide a holistic approach that allows ELs to critically analyze what they are learning, 

Gay (2002) advised that teachers should initially design lessons that include formal, 
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symbolic, and elements into the curriculum.  Building relationships and fostering caring 

learning environments are necessary to facilitate personal and intellectual growth (Brisk 

& Harrington, 2000; Echevarria et al., 2000).  Gay (2002) also noted that teaching 

students how to communicate across cultures establishes a learning community that 

welcomes learners of all backgrounds.  

In the past decade, researchers have conducted studies related to creating 

culturally responsive learning environments in various settings.  Mensah (2011) 

examined the experiences of three student teachers responsible for creating and 

delivering a lesson on pollution.  Through observations and interviews, found that 

collaborative planning is necessary in creating culturally responsive lessons because it 

fosters enhanced learning communities, as recommended by Wenger (1998).  In order to 

maintain cultural competence (Ladson-Billings & Tate, 1995), Mensah (2011) found that 

teachers should utilize comprehensible, empowering, and engaging language.   

As expressed in the pedagogical vernacular of modern day educators, teachers 

should make personal and real-world connections to create engaging learning 

communities.  All of these components are equally critical to the academic success of 

ELs, as demonstrated in the studies bridging culture and content instruction (Hernandez, 

Morales, & Shroyer, 2013; McIntyre & Hulan, 2013; Meyer & Crawford, 2011).  

Unfortunately, many ELs do not receive culturally responsive lessons because of teachers 

are ill prepared to differentiate their lessons according to EL readiness levels and cultural 

backgrounds (Premier & Miller, 2010).  The placing of students into mainstream settings 



35 

 

before they are ready means ESOL and content area teachers must learn to work 

cohesively to make the content accessible for all learners (Colombo, 2007).      

Cummins (1983) reported research that revealed increasing academic and content 

skills in the first language (L1) of ELs has a direct effect on the acquisition of academic 

language in their second language (L2) (Cummins, 1983).   Cummins argued that 

teachers should foster a learning environment where students are able to mediate between 

both languages.  In a three-year ethnographic study, Valenzuela (2005) assessed the 

schooling acquisition process of Latino students to determine how it affected Latino 

student academic experiences.  Through observations and interviews, Valenzuela 

gathered the thoughts, opinions, and viewpoints of the majority White staff as well as the 

students’ views and found that teachers appeared emotionally disconnected from their 

students, which caused students to have reciprocal feelings toward their teachers.  

Valenzuela (2005) highlighted that cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1991) and caring theory 

(Gay, 2000) were completely absent from the school’s culture.  As a result, students 

internalized the practices of the dominant culture and subsequently began to lose their 

cultural identity, which Valenzuela (2005) described as subtractive schooling.  ELs in the 

modern U.S. school setting typically face this same challenge and must quickly assimilate 

to the dominant culture’s norms.  School districts need to provide ongoing training on 

how to incorporate cultural relevance into instructional practices, so educators know how 

to promote additive schooling, which encourages diverse learners to create a balanced 

equilibrium of their cultural identity (Fleming & Morgan, 2011; Valenzuela, 2005).   
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Impact on ESOL Student Identity 

Critical pedagogy originated from the Frankfurt School, situated in Marxist 

beliefs (Stanley, 1992).  Early critical theorists criticized the effects of capitalism, which 

many believed prepared consumers to assume their role in a hierarchical employment 

setting.  Schools serve to socialize individuals into the tiered structure of the larger 

society.  Students learn to be passive thinkers who willingly accept their positions in the 

larger, imbalanced society (Apple, 1982).  The rhetoric present in educational institutions 

directly affects ELs because of their immersion into the language learning setting.  In the 

push-in setting, ESOL students receive direct instruction from the content area teacher as 

well as the ESOL teacher, who serves as the language facilitator.  Unfortunately, this 

model perpetuates the marginalization of ELs because it often domesticates students and 

assimilates them to the dominant culture (Apple, 1982).   

In the second language teaching field, a well-supported body of research aligns 

with Freire’s critical pedagogy (Bell, 2016; Carlisle, Jackson, & George, 2006; Lyons et 

al., 2013).  In this realm, ELs receive encouragement to recognize the micro and macro 

structures that impact their daily lives.  Norton and Toohey (2004) argued for the 

inclusion of critical pedagogy within the language learning setting because it encourages 

students to better understand themselves within society and fight for social change.  

Following Freire’s (1970) basic principles, to learn how to identify social injustices, 

ESOL students should engage in problem-posing, critical reflection, and dialogue that 

transforms them into becoming powerful change agents.   
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EL student identity is a field that has been examined in various learning settings 

(Harklau, 1994; Yoon, 2008).  Newly adopted identification requirements generated by 

NCLB (2001) resulted in the assignation of labels to minoritized students to differentiate 

among the individual performance of each group or subgroup and to determine funding 

allocation (Jhang, 2005).  In her report, Jhang (2005) reviewed how such labels are 

detrimental to student identity.  She asserted, “The term ‘minority children’ homogenizes 

different groups of children” (Jhang, 2005, p. 112), which ultimately makes it more 

feasible for majority groups to amalgamate diverse groups into one category. 

Studies have shown EL overrepresentation in remedial classes can be a detriment 

to the confidence levels of EL students and the way they perceive themselves (Harklau, 

1994).  LEP students who receive the bulk of their instruction in English (Zehler et al., 

2003) must relinquish a part of their identity in order to persevere in the larger context of 

the majority dominated world.   Worthy, Rodríguez-Galindo, Assaf, Martínez, and Cuero 

(2003) conducted an ethnographic study in which they observed Latino students for a 

year to gain insight into how they navigate among various identities.  Although the 

instructor fully believed in bilingual education and used both English and Spanish in her 

instructional practices, there were still underlying pressures that the students faced on a 

wider scale (Worthy et al., 2003).  The results showed that the students felt ongoing 

pressure to conform the language of power (Bourdieu, 1991; Geertz, 1973): English, 

considered to be a lingua franca or the language of world commerce.   

Fillmore (2000) reported that many school-aged, immigrant children have the 

added responsibility of serving as the language liaison for their family.  As students 
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become increasingly aware of the role they play, they may begin to feel the outside 

pressure to conform and navigate multiple language communities within the dominant 

culture.  Eventually, most prefer the use of English rather than their native language 

(Fillmore, 2000) because of the omnipresent English-only policies found in many areas 

of education including standardized assessment.   This, in turn, mimics the effects of 

subtractive schooling that Valenzuela (2005) described in her research.   

ESOL Teacher Education   

Historically, English language teachers have received training in academic 

disciplines detached from educational theory, resulting in underdeveloped philosophical 

and moral orientations (Crookes & Lehner, 1998).  Therefore, specific training regarding 

how to include critical practices in instruction aimed to bridge language and content is 

absent.  For example, in the state of Georgia, ESOL endorsement courses are comprised 

of three developmental topics that focus on applied linguistics, cultural issues, and 

methods and materials (Georgia Department of Education, 2018).  The fact that none of 

these ESOL teacher preparation courses incorporate the tenets of critical pedagogy 

further emphasizes the need to scrutinize ESOL teacher critical consciousness. 

ESOL teachers view themselves as English language facilitators and typically 

avoid sociopolitical topics in order to maintain professionalism or status quo (Premier & 

Miller, 2010).  Crookes and Lehner (1998) created a second language education course in 

which they strategically modeled critical practices that student teachers were to develop 

in class.  They built learner-centered communities that invited stakeholders to help select 

course topics and grading procedures which, in turn, gave them authoritative positions in 
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their own learning.   They found that participants expressed positive feelings toward 

learner autonomy through critical practices.   

Despite these positive associations, Crookes and Lehner (1998) received 

resistance from some student teachers.  Participants were pessimistic about their ability to 

implement such practices in Eastern countries or in secondary education.  Additionally, 

participants “weren’t convinced that traditional education is biased, discriminatory and 

perpetuates the status quo” (Crookes & Lehner, 1998, p. 325).    

Gore (2003) also experienced resistance in her study of critical pedagogy in 

ESOL teacher training courses.  Although the program aimed to empower preservice 

teachers reach the diverse needs of ELs, some expressed disdain and eventually left the 

program.  Gore (2003) concluded that “teachers are constrained . . . by their location in 

patriarchal institutions” (p. 335), which restricts their role as “empower-er” (p. 334) 

Even so, research in ESOL teacher education suggests that English language 

teachers should strive to remain vigilant and sensitive to the covert messages present in 

the curriculum (Au, 2012).  Auerbach and Burgess’s (1985) study critiqued the hidden 

messages often embedded in textbooks designed for ESOL instruction.  The textbooks 

included thematic units that aimed to prepare ELs with essential survival skills.  This 

stance, according to Auerbach and Burgess (1985), assumes that ELs are deficient in their 

ability to perform daily life tasks.  English language teachers often guide students through 

the language learning process in a manner that restricts their personal growth (Benesch, 

1991).  This, in turn, molds students into becoming overly dependent on the teacher to 
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help them engage in critical thought process.  Critical pedagogy strives to educate 

students and help them live up to their full potential.   

Despite Gore’s (2003) conclusion that teachers are limited in their ability to 

empower students “by the historical construction of pedagogy . . . and . . . discourses of 

social regulation” (p. 334), ESOL teachers need training on how to become social 

advocates for their students (Liggett, 2010).  In this vein, Mohan and Walker (2008) 

sought to determine how faculty and staff view social justice.  They conducted a study 

that aimed to determine whether the use of dialogue could develop individual critical 

consciousness.  Although the faculty and staff did not entirely agree on the concept of 

social justice, the majority saw the benefit of participating in purposeful conversations 

that focused on structural issues and the need to distribute resources more fairly.  In this 

manner, social justice facilitated understanding, which could possible lead to 

transformation.  

Professional Development 

Teachers are required to participate in ongoing professional development to keep 

up with current educational trends, enhance their teaching repertoire, and meet 

certification and educational policy requirements (Colombo, 2007).  Inadequate 

professional development opportunities for teachers who work with ELs are more likely 

to invoke negative feelings and apathy toward working with EL students (Walker, Shafer, 

& Iiams, 2004).  The intended design of professional development sessions is to create 

forums to enhance teacher knowledge in a specific area and facilitate its transfer into 

teaching practices.  The current practice of mainstreaming ELs into content area classes 
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with their native speaking peers creates a need for revamped instructional practices to 

assist unprepared teachers with instructing LEP students (Arkoudis & Davison, 2002; 

Reeves, 2009; Téllez & Waxman, 2006).   

Professional development sessions are extremely critical for schools with 

culturally and linguistically diverse learners.  Liu (2013) argued, “ESOL teacher 

education pedagogical knowledge is the type of knowledge that should be acquired 

through several sources such as constant observation, active mentoring, and in-service 

teaching” (p. 135).  Because of limited resources, general education teachers experience 

great difficulty with providing effective instruction to EL students (Fu, 2004).  These 

sessions can bridge teacher instructional gaps by assisting teachers become more 

confident with working with ELs.  Dong (2002) believed that it is not solely the ESOL 

teacher’s job to be responsible for EL student success, for it is important that general 

education teachers are also aware of the developmental patterns of ELs.  ESOL 

specialists should participate in collaborative professional development and lesson 

planning with the general education teachers (Baecher, Artigliere, Patterson, & Spatzer 

2012).  This reciprocal relationship between the ESOL specialist and general education 

teachers is an essential aspect of EL success.  

An increasing number of research studies revolve around research-based 

instructional practices for ELs (Brisk & Harrington, 2000; Echevarria et al., 2000; 

Gibbons, 2002; Peregoy & Boyle, 2005; Schleppegrell, 2004).  Echevarria and colleagues 

(2000) developed a systematic way to create instruction specifically tailored to the 

linguistic needs of ELs.  With the logistical and financial support of the National Center 
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for Research on Education, Diversity & Excellence (CREDE), and Department of 

Education, Echeverria and colleagues (2000) developed an instructional framework 

called the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) Model to assist teachers 

with making content accessible for ELs.   Kareva and Echevarria (2013) outlined the 

main research-based components of the SIOP Model: (a) defining language and content 

standards, (b) building background, (c) ensuring comprehensible input, and (d) 

incorporating teaching strategies.  This model can serve as a structured method of content 

delivery within any ESOL learning environment.  However, Kareva and Echevarria 

(2013) did not mention the issues with implementation due to lack of administrative 

support and ongoing professional development.   

Teacher Perceptions 

Research has shown that teachers associate certain deficits with minoritized 

students (Delpit & Dowdy, 2002) because they perceive them to be incapable of reaching 

a certain performance level.  Since perception plays a critical role in the learning 

experience, this section reviews the research surrounding teacher’s perceived ability to 

meet the needs of ELs.  Yoon (2008) reviewed how classroom teachers perceived their 

roles with educating EL students.  As her theoretical framework, Yoon used positioning 

theory, which Harré and van Langenhove (1999) defined as the moral principles that 

guide decision-making interactions.  In a middle school in suburban New York, Yoon 

collected data in the form of in-depth interviews and made observational notes over the 

course of a semester.  Yoon (2008) found that teachers envisioned themselves as being 

one of the following three types in terms of ELs: 
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 a culturally relevant and empowering teacher to all learners despite their 

language proficiency, 

 a teacher who only has experience working with English proficient students 

and molds the content around Eurocentric norms, or 

 a specific content area teacher who remains focused on instructing the 

majority population while disregarding the latter. 

Yoon (2008) reiterated the importance of teacher positioning because of its direct impact, 

either positively or negatively, on the learning experiences of ELs.     

Batt (2008) conducted a study using a mixed-methods approach aimed to 

determine perceived levels of difficulties faced when teaching EL students.  Additionally, 

Batt wanted to know how professional development could best assist teachers with 

meeting the needs of LEP students.  A focus group comprising educational stakeholders 

at the local and district levels generated a list of survey questions for ESOL teachers to 

answer.  Batt (2008) also statistically analyzed the frequency of answered questions along 

with demographic information to gain quantifiable results to compare with the qualitative 

results.  The participants included 161 individuals who were primarily monolingual 

educators.  The results showed that teachers perceived their peers as inadequately trained 

to serve ELs and perceived a lack of specialized ESOL instructors (Batt, 2008).   

Walker et al. (2004) emphasized the dangers of having such views in their study 

of teacher attitudes toward EL students.  Unlike Batt (2008), Walker et al. (2004) 

incorporated the social contexts into their search for answers that surrounded ELs in 

migrant schools and teachers who were in schools with rapidly increasing populations.  
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Using a triangulated mixed-methods design, the researchers used surveys and interviews 

to gain insight into this query.  In support of Batt’s (2008) findings, Walker et al. (2004) 

discovered almost 90% of their participants shared that they had not been trained to teach 

LEP students.  Additionally, Batt (2008) and Walker et al. (2004) alarmingly reported 

that over half of the participants reported having no interest in receiving formal training.    

Because teacher perceptions have proven to influence EL student’s emotional and 

academic well-being (Cummins, 2000; Nieto, 2000), Greenfield (2013) conducted a case 

study involving nine participants to discover how elementary teachers perceived an EL 

student.  Greenfield used Vygotsky’s (1934/1978) social cultural theory as a framework 

to ensure that the social context of learning remained at the forefront of the investigation.  

Participants received encouragement to share their thought processes as they disclosed 

their beliefs regarding the EL student.  Greenfield (2013) found that the teachers used 

deficit language when referring to the EL student and his family, leading to the 

conclusion that “teachers’ professional practices may include inappropriate and 

disproportionate referrals to special education” (p. 19).  Greenfield (2013) recommended 

teachers “examine and reexamine their own perceptions of and practices” (p. 19).  

Reeves (2009) explored teacher perspectives of mainstream EL students in a year-

long mixed-methods.  The principal researcher, assigned the pseudonym of Neal to avoid 

ethical infractions, was a young, self-described authoritarian who believed that 

intimidation was beneficial to the process of EL learning.  The school, located in a large 

school district, had a relatively low number of LEP students (32 students or 1.6% of the 

total population).  After collecting data through a combination of observations and 
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interviews, Neal analyzed the results with the assistance of a qualitative analysis software 

called NU*DIST (Reeves, 2009).  The analysis spawned an oppositional teacher identity 

theme in which Neal positioned himself in relation to other teachers.  Although Neal 

perceived himself to be on the opposite end of teacher identity spectrum due to his self-

proclaimed tough-love management style, his ability to remain relevant by mentioning 

references to pop culture, and a naturally talented teacher who relied little on lesson 

planning, Reeves (2009) contended that Neal’s perception of his own ‘other-ized’ identity 

was problematic and negatively impacted EL students.  Similar to some of the 

participants in Yoon’s (2008) study, Neal misinterpreted his stance as being a culturally 

relevant educator who included all students.  However, he was concerned with educating 

the majority and completely disregarded the needs of minoritized students (Yoon, 2008).  

Neal identified ELs as not being like the rest of the student population, but he was 

adamant about not changing his instructional methods because all learners would receive 

his instruction.  In this instance, Neal simultaneously labeled ELs as part of a lower group 

while completely disregarding their individual language needs.  Students felt intimidated 

to speak up for themselves and, consequentially, Neal mediated the ways in which ELs 

formed their identity.  Reeves (2009) called for extended studies in EL identity, which the 

subsequent section reviews.    

Critical Practices in ESOL Instruction 

According to Pennycook (1990), second language teaching has historically 

objectified the language learning process because it primarily focuses on technical 

formations.  In this view, language is minimalized to represent a series of transmitted 
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messages that are not influenced by the “social, cultural, political, and historical context 

and implications of language teaching” (Pennycook, 1990, p. 304).  She asserted that the 

disconnection between language learning theory and educational theory is detrimental to 

ELs because it lacks critical practices that empower students.   

Canagarajah (1999) believed that students become conditioned to exist according 

to the rules of the dominant culture.  This cycle perpetuates the ideologies of the 

dominant culture and promotes its acceptance as the norm.  Consequentially, school 

curricula advance these values, which maintains the status quo.  Critical pedagogy aims 

to break that mold by raising student consciousness and empowering them to contest 

institutional forces.  Due to the paradoxes within institutions, people eventually begin to 

resist the constraints imposed by a reproductive society and initiate a fight for change 

(Canagarajah, 1999).      

Critical Dialogue 

Freire (1970) rejected educational institutions that compartmentalized learners 

into categorized roles based on social status.  This banking model considers students as 

empty vessels to fill with knowledge by the dominant forces (Freire, 1990).  The banking 

model dismisses dialogue, as it does not value the thoughts, perspectives, and voices of 

marginalized learners.  Unfortunately, some ESOL classrooms still follow the same 

banking model method in the 21st century.  ELs often lack access to the mechanisms 

needed to participate in critical dialectic practices because second language instructional 

practices assert instrumentalist and positivist views (Pennycook, 1990).  This warrants a 

review of the body of research surrounding dialogical practices in the ESOL setting. 
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To determine how dialogue affects the educational experiences of high school 

students in a bilingual setting, Hones (2002) completed a study that analyzed the personal 

experiences of three high school ESOL students who received bilingual instruction.  

Using critical pedagogy as the theoretical lens, Hones (2002) conducted a year-long 

narrative, participatory research study in which students and teachers used dialogic 

processes to support academic achievement of bilingual students.  This study transpired 

in three stages: establishing awareness as the key focus for teaching and learning, 

creating a student-centered curriculum, and documenting curricular changes in the 

mainstream ESOL classroom.  The results suggested that dialogic methods benefited ELs 

and prompted them to develop critical analysis skills which, in turn, had the potential to 

transform their lives (Hones, 2002).      

Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) posited that dialogic education encourages 

learners to accept their individual cultural identity while allowing them to critically 

understand the injustices that exist in the world.  Teachers use journals in classrooms as a 

literacy development tool, but they may also serve as a mode of communicating and 

interacting with others.  This was the case when Flynn (2012) examined the impact of 

merging dialogue about race, culture, and class into classroom instruction in a relatively 

diverse middle school in the Midwest.  Two White teachers and 38 eighth-grade students 

participated in a year-long study comprised of individual interviews and structured oral 

and written dialogue to discuss the concept of White privilege.  The results showed 

positive findings.  Students of color were pleased to have the opportunity to share their 

viewpoints without feeling judged.  In addition, White students also enjoyed the 
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opportunity to share their individual stories and perceptions, which they may not have 

otherwise had the chance to do (Flynn, 2012).  Although Flynn’s (2012) study was not 

within an ESOL setting, it serves as an exemplary model of how to engage learners in 

critical practices.  The teacher constructed a safe environment in which students felt 

comfortable to participate in critical conversations about why certain racial structures 

exist.  This provided students with the ability to critically analyze societal barriers and 

encouraged them to transform agents for change (Flynn, 2012).  

In another study of critical pedagogy, Shabani and Khorsandi (2014) conducted 

an empirical study to examine correlates of high levels of critical pedagogy as 

demonstrated by Iranian EFL teachers.  Using Yılmaz’s (2009) scale, Shabani and 

Khorsandi found a wide range (between 46 and 133 points) of critical pedagogy among 

Iranian EFL teachers.  The existence of such a broad range of critical pedagogy scores 

supports the use of scale testing and validation because, if teachers are likely to be at very 

different levels of critical pedagogy, any objective of instilling critical pedagogy in 

teachers (Crookes, 2010; Haneda & Alexander, 2015; Moss, 2001; Suarez & Dominguez, 

2015) requires the use of scales to measure changes in critical pedagogy.  If  all teachers 

were at similar levels of critical pedagogy, there would not be a practical need for 

measuring critical pedagogy among teachers through a validated scale.   

Problem-Posing  

Freire (1970) developed the problem-posing approach, which refutes the banking 

model in which students are perceived empty vessels that must receive deposited 

knowledge.  This view renders students voiceless, and they do not learn how to think 
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critically about the world around them.  While the banking model considers learners to be 

blank objects unable to think for themselves, problem-posing encourages learners to 

participate in dialogue that builds critical thinkers.   

Problem-posing begins with selecting topics of concern for students and 

presenting them in the form of visuals or oral discussions (Schleppegrell & Bowen, 

1995).  Ideally, the issue should be culturally sensitive and easily accessed by language 

learners.  Using questioning strategies, teachers engage ELs to “describe the situation, 

identify the problem, relate the problem to their own experience, analyze the causes of 

the problem, and seek solutions” (Schleppegrell & Bowen, 1995, p. 298).   Students 

simultaneously develop critical thinking and language skills as they engage in critical 

dialogue.  

Problem-posing models are effective in actively engaging ELs in meaningful 

learning opportunities.  Wallerstein (1983) delineated three basic tenets of problem-

posing: listening, dialogue, and action.  Teachers actively listen to the conversations of 

ELs in informal settings in and out of the classroom setting to ascertain potential topics of 

interest.  As they collect data, teachers identify and classify the expressed need for 

language learning support and dialogic opportunities.  Through dialogue, teachers use the 

coded emerging themes to create shared learning environments where the students and 

teacher analyze the conflict and share their personal thoughts.  As a result, students are 

able to provide possible solutions to address systemic oppressors (Wallerstein, 1983).     

Schleppegrell and Bowen (1995) reported on a study of how English language 

teachers used problem-posing as the focal point of the curriculum design process.  A 
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group of teachers from Africa and the United States collaborated to determine how to 

supplement the national curriculum with material based upon student interest.  Through a 

sequence workshops, teachers identified topics that were relevant and of high-interest to 

their ELs.  They organized the lessons based upon these topics and used them to teach the 

language learners how to problem-pose in a collaborative format.  The students were able 

to learn the nuances of the English language while learning how to critically analyze 

relevant social issues (Schleppegrell & Bowen, 1995).  Schleppegrell and Bowen (1995) 

contended that problem-posing is a cost-effective way to engage learners in the 

development of new curriculum.   

Sadeghi (2005) used Freire’s (1970) problem-posing model as the basis of his 

research, which aimed to explain how critical pedagogy could alter the ways in which 

ELs viewed their cultural beliefs and traditions.  Using participatory action research, 

Sadeghi collected data in the following formats: 

 daily observations; 

 classroom field notes; 

 audio interviews; 

 teacher and student dialogue journals; and 

 additional materials (Sadeghi, 2005, p. 282). 

Over the course of a semester-long course for advanced English learners, Sadeghi 

(2005) assessed the participants’ definition of social justice, the perceived relevance, and 

response to change.  Sadeghi (2005) concluded that traditional language classrooms do 
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not support transformational learning because they do not address systemic injustices 

such as discrimination, violence, and poverty.   

Critical Reflection 

In 1983, Giroux expanded Friere’s (1970) definition of critical pedagogy and 

emphasized its place in education.  Giroux profffered a more radial definition of critical 

pedagogy and believed that, if implemented rigorously, schools could be dramatically 

reformed.  Giroux (1983) thought that classrooms should venues to “expand the 

capacities and skills of students to become engaged global citizens and responsible social 

agents” (p. 66).  To accomplish this, teachers and school leaders should continually 

question and challenge those in charge.   

Constant reflection is necessary in order to reach new levels of thinking.  Boud, 

Keogh, and Walker (1985) explained that reflection is “a generic term for those 

intellectual and affective activities in which individuals engage to explore their 

experiences in order to lead to new understandings and appreciation” (p. 19).   Through 

their analysis of the situational realities presented throughout the text, Boud et al. (1985) 

discovered that the scenarios used to teach ELs language survival skills propagated 

oppressive ideologies regarding minoritized populations.  The roles assigned to the 

language learners in the dialogic examples mimicked views held by dominant groups.   

In their assessment of ESL curriculum, Auerbach and Burgess (1985) also 

contended that the model survival conversations conveyed messages that minoritized 

language groups are lower-class citizens who are either unable to gain employment or are 

only capable of performing low-paying jobs.  They argued that language teachers should 



52 

 

address these assumptions by engaging students in critical reflection and dialogue that 

challenges the oppressive messages communicated within the text.  Therefore, ESOL 

teachers should implement critical practice by purposefully inviting learners “into the 

process of thinking critically about their reality” (Auerbach & Burgess, 1985, p. 491) to 

encourage transformation.    

Critical Praxis: Transformation 

Critical theorists believe that the knowledge learned in schools is historically and 

socially rooted in the interests of the dominant culture (McLaren, 2003).  Those who are 

in power design curricula that inundate students, teachers, school leaders, and 

communities with oppressive messages.  A key component of Freire’s critical pedagogy 

is transformational praxis.  Freire (1998) claimed that praxis, which includes the cyclical 

pattern of theory, application, and reflection, provides people with the power to address 

oppression and liberate themselves through schooling.      

To analyze the effects of infusing liberating practices into the daily lives of urban 

youth, Duncan-Andrade and Morrell (2008) conducted a 10-year comparative 

ethnography in which they assumed the role of participant observers.  According to 

Duncan-Andrade and Morrell (2008), critical pedagogy is the intersection between past 

and present social and critical theory and cultural studies for the purpose of 

understanding the characteristics of the dominant society.  In their study, they argued that 

the purpose of critical pedagogy is to challenge such occurrences by analyzing the roles 

that schools play in daily politics and social interactions.  Their work revealed that 

critical practices could yield positive results by establishing relevance in participants’ 
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lives, maintaining academic rigor while building communities, and by continuously 

encouraging reflexivity educational practices.  When teaching students how to mediate 

and suppressive measures, Duncan-Andrade and Morrell (2008) created a critical praxis 

to follow: 

1. Identify a problem. 

2. Research the problem. 

3. Develop a collective plan of action to address the problem. 

4. Implement the collective plan of action. 

5. Evaluate the action, asses efficacy, and re-examine the state of problem (p. 

12). 

Some may argue that it is possible to apply this praxis to countless educational 

settings and it has the potential to empower a new generation of critical thinkers in the 

future.  However, researchers have noted the challenges with determining how to transfer 

this action plan to real life (Gore, 2003).  Giroux (1983) believed that the action plan is 

viable so long as reflexivity is present.  Theories are continuously evolving and dynamic 

in nature; therefore, avoiding concrete definitions of a critical praxis is acceptable 

(Kincheloe & McLaren, 2002).       

Language and Power 

Critical pedagogy allows students to understand how language and power and 

interconnected.  As Auerbach (1995) noted, power struggles remain at the forefront of 

ESOL instructional settings through blatant practices such as student tracking.  In 

addition, the curriculum, reading material, and school climate inconspicuously conceal 
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suppressive messages.  In this manner, schools are depicted as a “microcosm of the 

broader social order” (Auerbach, 1995, p. 9).  Such practices have, over time, become 

accepted as normalized occurrences and caused ELs to believe that their failure to 

succeed is a direct result of their inability to assimilate into the larger society (Auerbach, 

1995).  Merging critical pedagogy with language learning finally provides an outlet that 

allows students to analytically negotiate these injustices and contest the previous modes 

of teaching and learning. 

McLaren (2003) discussed the power struggle related to the “rules by which 

discourses are formed, rules that govern what can be said and what must remain unsaid, 

who can speak with authority, and who must listen” (p. 72).  These informal practices 

govern schools, prisons, relationships, workplaces, and other social or political structures.  

Foucault (1982) also examined the unspoken power over specific populations and 

asserted that having such power is a key tool to maintain dominance over the masses.   

Dominant discourse, most often considered as true and valid, is produced by the 

dominant culture (McLaren, 2003).  Dominant discourse is the main voice that 

determines the type of practices, rules, and standards established within each setting.  

Despite (or possibly because of) the social construction of truth, teachers must remain 

aware of the particular truths they are disseminating to their students because it may not 

be relevant to their culture or personal beliefs.  In addition, these truths may be extremely 

offensive and oppressive in nature.  Educators must be mindful of the discourse presented 

in textbooks, novels, directions, and all other instructional material.    
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Critical English for Academic Purposes 

Scholars in the field of second-language acquisition are aware of the direct 

influence that politics has on the language learning process (Norton & Toohey, 2004).  In 

earlier times, most considered English language learning to be free of such influence, and 

individuals in the field were primarily concerned with the basic components of learning a 

language.  English for Academic Purpose (EAP) focuses on teaching language learners 

the skills needed to perform specific communicative tasks.  EAP teaches students how to 

use and identify essential vocabulary words, follow grammatical rules, and express 

themselves in oral and written format (Pennycook, 2001).  However, Benesch (2001) 

contended that limiting language instruction to the aforementioned items prevents 

language learners from fully understanding the parameters in which such language 

structures exists.   

Similar to Freire’s (1970) belief that education domesticates learners and 

encourages them to remain docile, Benesch (2001) suggested that EAP disservices 

learners because it forces them to internalize imbalanced power relations present in 

society.  To rectify this issue, Benesch called for the evolution of EAP to include a 

critical component that prevents political quietness—knowingly preserving the 

questionable practices in the EAP field (Benesch, 2001).   Benesch’s (2001) promoted a 

rights analysis, which she explained as “the assumption . . . that classrooms and the 

various tasks associated with following an academic course are sites of contention, or 

struggle . . .” (p. x) and ever-present power” as a practical way of studying power 

relations in classrooms and institutions.  
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In Fenton-Smith’s (2014) analysis of Benesh’s work, he discussed the potential 

impact that critical practices would have in second language learning settings in higher 

education.  He used the following three documents to conduct his analysis: 

 A federal mandate from the Australian Department of Education to adopt EAP 

within the school setting. 

 The viewpoints of a high-ranking official within the EAP’s organization. 

 A national news report that discussed student political activism in Australia. 

In all three instances, there was not an expressed need for the adoption of critical English 

for Academic Purpose (CEAP), since most generally accepted EAP as a sufficient 

educational practice.  Since the language in these scenarios omitted the potential use for 

CEAP, people remain uninformed and bound by the hegemonic forces of society 

(Fenton-Smith, 2014).     

Benesch (1996) conducted a study using a needs analysis to assess the curriculum 

needs of her EL students while analyzing the hierarchical injustices of society.  In an 

ESOL writing and psychology college course, Benesch compared three discussion 

frameworks that she implemented in her lesson about how anorexia affects women.  The 

first included a common uncritical learning platform that involved teacher-led discussions 

while students took notes.  She reported the second activity was more engaging because 

she asked students to pose questions throughout the discussion.  Lastly, she challenged 

students to conduct research about the topic so they could produce written reflections.  

Benesch (1996) prompted students to alter their positionalities by addressing hegemonic 

forces that were present in the university’s male-dominated psychology department.  As a 
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result, students felt compelled to become social advocates by writing letters to local 

government agencies to fight for change.  In this instance, the school transformed into a 

site “of resistance and democratic possibility through concerted efforts among teachers 

and students to work within a liberatory pedagogical framework” (Kincheloe & McLaren, 

2002, p. 89).        

In 2013, Huang conducted a qualitative study on the use of critical English for 

academic purposes.  Huang approached critical English from the perspective of a 

teaching tool, that is, as another dimension of the instruction of EL students and 

suggested that a critical approach would have two tangible benefits to EL students.  First, 

after becoming equipped with more critical knowledge about English, which Huang 

delineated as including the knowledge that grammar and vocabulary are not passive and 

objective structures, but structures that carry and encode issues of class, politics, and 

ideology, students were likely to become better analyzers of others’ texts.  In this context, 

Huang suggested that an EL student who was able to approach a text not merely with 

reference to its grammar and formal, syntactic properties, but also with reference to its 

underlying politics of language, would become a better reader and thinker.  Second, 

Huang suggested that an ESOL student equipped with the apparatus of critical awareness 

would become a better writer, since the student would be able to utilize language to adopt 

and enact different personal identities.  Thus, according to Huang, critical knowledge 

could better equip ESOL student writers to create richer and more diverse texts through 

the exercise of critical voice.  Although Huang’s (2013) study was not quantitative in 

nature, it offered several qualitative examples of ESOL students’ improvement as both 
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readers and writers in the aftermath of exposure to a pedagogy designed to infuse them 

with critical consciousness about English.  

Ko’s (2013) qualitative case study focused on the topic of critical literacy among 

four ESOL students in Taiwan.  Ko reported the results of text analysis carried out on 

essays composed by each of these students, who had been exposed to pedagogy designed 

to increase critical consciousness.  Of these students, who were of similar achievement 

levels, two appeared to have internalized and applied critical consciousness to their 

writing, whereas the two other students had not internalized critical consciousness in a 

manner reflected in their writing.   

Although Huang (2013) evinced greater interest in a broad spectrum of 

performance (reading, writing, and speaking) and Ko focused on a narrow measure of 

performance (writing), their studies were similar in that both researchers sought to 

understand the effects of critical pedagogy on the English capabilities of EL students.  

Both Huang and Ko concluded that, when exposed to a pedagogy designed to raise 

critical consciousness, many ESOL students tend to internalize and apply critical 

consciousness in their English performance, even if their academic English level is 

relatively low.    

Critical Consciousness Scale: A Measurement Tool 

The discussion of teacher attitudes is the most important component of the 

overview of empirical studies because it includes studies that are closely related to the 

three inadequately answered questions of the study identified in Figure 2:  (1) How 

critically conscious are teachers?; (2) Are measures of critical consciousness reliable and 
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valid?; and (3) What factors predict critical consciousness in teachers?  The subsequent 

subsections of this literature review explore evidence related to each of these aspects of 

critical consciousness, which is an attitude.  

The measure of critical consciousness utilized in this study was the Critical 

Consciousness Scale (CCS) developed by Diemer, Rapa, Park, and Perry (2017), which 

consists of 22 items scored on a 5-point Likert scale.  The CCS is comprised of the 

following overall scale and subscales: 

 critical consciousness, single measure (items # 1-22) 

 critical reflection (items # 1-13) 

 sociopolitical participation (items # 14-22) 

 critical reflection on perceived inequality (items # 1-8) 

 critical reflection on egalitarianism (items # 9-13). 

In Diemer et al.’s (2017) original validation of the CCS, exploratory factor 

analysis based on oblique rotation succeeded in extracting three components from the 22 

items, with the three components corresponding to the concepts measured in critical 

reflection on perceived inequality (α = .90), critical reflection on egalitarianism (α = .85), 

and sociopolitical participation (α = .85) (note that Table 1 contains the actual loadings 

obtained in the original study).  Diemer et al. did not provide mean scores or any other 

measures of central tendency for any CCS item and did not disclose the variance 

accounted for by the factors.  The kind of validation provided by Diemer et al. was not 

carried out on Yılmaz’s (2009) Perspectives on Critical Pedagogy Scale (PCPS), which 

was administered to a population of ESOL teachers outside the United States.  Although 
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Diemer et al. (2017) constructed the CCS for students, its psychometric strengths as 

applied to U.S. participants indicates that this scale might also apply to teachers in the 

United States. 

The primary importance of the CCS is to have a means of measuring of distinct 

components of critical consciousness.  Given that this scale separates critical 

consciousness into the components of perception, reflection, and action, the use of the 

CCS allows researchers to identify the characteristics of teachers that predict higher 

levels of critical consciousness in different domains.  In other words, the CCS measures 

different types of critical consciousness as well as a single type of critical consciousness.  

Critical consciousness is the combination of critical reflection on perceived inequality, 

critical reflection on egalitarianism, and sociopolitical participation (Diemer et al., 2017).   

Critical reflection on perceived inequality is itself defined as the sum of 

viewpoints on items # 1-8 on the CCS (Diemer et al., 2017): 

1. Certain racial or ethnic groups have fewer chances to get a good high school 

education. 

2. Poor children have fewer chances to get a good high school education. 

3. Certain racial or ethnic groups have fewer chances to get good jobs. 

4. Women have fewer chances to get good jobs. 

5. Poor people have fewer chances to get good jobs. 

6. Certain racial or ethnic groups have fewer chances to get ahead. 

7. Women have fewer chances to get ahead. 

8. Poor people have fewer chances to get ahead. 
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Critical consciousness related to perceived inequality is thus based on an individual’s 

assessment of the positions and vulnerability of women, the poor, and minoritized 

groups.   

Critical reflection on egalitarianism are the attitudes related to the items # 9-13 on 

the CCS (Diemer et al., 2017): 

9. It is a good thing that certain groups are at the top and other groups are at the 

bottom. 

10. It would be good if groups could be equal. 

11. Group equality should be our ideal. 

12. All groups should be given an equal chance in life.  

13. We would have fewer problems if we treated people more equally.  

Critical consciousness based on reflection on egalitarianism thus directly measures the 

extent to which individuals prize equality.   

Finally, critical consciousness based on sociopolitical participation consists of 

attitudes related to the to the items # 14-22 on the CCS (Diemer et al., 2017): 

14. In the last year, I participated in a civil rights group or organization. 

15. In the last year, I participated in a political party, club, or organization. 

16. In the last year, I wrote a letter to a school or community newspaper or 

publication about a social or political issue. 

17. In the last year, I contacted a public official by phone, mail, or email to tell 

him/her how you felt about a particular social or political issue. 
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18. In the last year, I joined in a protest march, political demonstration, or 

political meeting. 

19. In the last year, I worked on a political campaign. 

20. In the last year, I participated in a discussion about a social or political issue. 

21. In the last year, I signed an email or written petition about a social or political 

issue. 

22. In the last year, I participated in a human rights, gay rights, or women’s rights 

organization or group. 

 The entire CCS consists of the 22 items previously enumerated (see Table 1 and 

Appendix B) that collectively measures, according to Diemer et al. (2017), a single form 

of critical consciousness, which can also be decomposed into the three subconstructs, 

each measured by its own subscale, of critical reflection on perceived inequality, critical 

reflection on egalitarianism, and sociopolitical participation.  Table 1 contains a summary 

of the items in the CCS as sorted into the constituent subscales, as well as the factor 

loadings of each item.  Each item in each scale has been transcribed verbatim with 

permission (see Appendix A) from Diemer et al.’s model.   
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Table 1 

Items in the Critical Consciousness Scale and Diemer, Rappa, Park & Perry (2017) 

Loadings  

 
Critical Perception: 

Perceived Inequality 

Critical Reflection: 

Egalitarianism 

Critical Action: Sociopolitical 

Participation 

 

1. Certain racial or ethnic 

groups have fewer chances to 

get a good high school 

education. (0.69) 

 

2. Poor children have fewer 

chances to get a good high 

school education. (0.78) 

 

3. Certain racial or ethnic 

groups have fewer chances to 

get good jobs. (0.78) 

 

4. Women have fewer 

chances to get good jobs. 

(0.80) 

 

5. Poor people have fewer 

chances to get good jobs. 

(0.87) 

 

6. Certain racial or ethnic 

groups have fewer chances to 

get ahead. (0.79) 

 

7. Women have fewer 

chances to get ahead. (0.73) 

 

8. Poor people have fewer 

chances to get ahead. (0.85) 

 

 

9. It is a good thing that 

certain groups are at the top 

and other groups are at the 

bottom. (0.57) 

 

10. It would be good if 

groups could be equal. 

(0.95) 

 

11. Group equality should 

be our ideal. (0.86) 

 

12. All groups should be 

given an equal chance in 

life. (0.84) 

 

13. We would have fewer 

problems if we treated 

people more equally. (0.80) 

 

 

 

14. Participated in a civil rights 

group or organization. (0.87) 

 

15. Participated in a political 

party, club, or organization. 

(0.82) 

 

16. Wrote a letter to a school or 

community newspaper or 

publication about a social or 

political issue. (0.86) 

 

17. Contacted a public official 

by phone, mail, or email to tell 

him/her how you felt about a 

particular social or political 

issue. (0.87) 

 

18. Joined in a protest march, 

political demonstration, or 

political meeting. (0.90) 

 

19. Worked on a political 

campaign. (0.81) 

 

20. Participated in a discussion 

about a social or political issue.  

(0.60) 

 

21. Signed an email or written 

petition about a social or 

political issue. (0.66) 

 

22. Participated in a human 

rights, gay rights, or women’s 

rights organization or group. 

(0.70) 
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 Diemer et al.’s (2017) scale can serve as the basis for an estimation of the 

magnitude of critical consciousness among K-12 ESOL teachers in the United States, 

using the same procedures demonstrated for the work of Yılmaz (2009).  Using a 5-point 

Likert scale with a starting value of 1 and a neutral value of 3, the following critical 

thresholds exist in the 3 subscales of Diemer et al.: 

 Critical Perception: 3 * 8 = 24 

 Critical Reflection: 3 * 5 = 15 

 Critical Action: 3 * 9 = 27 

A neutral value, in a Likert scale, is the value at which a participant neither agrees nor 

disagrees with a statement (Harpe, 2015).  If a Likert scale has 5 values, ranging from 1 

to 5, the neutral value is 3 (Harpe, 2015).  Therefore, if a scale has 8 items, and a 

respondent is neutral to all items, then the critical value threshold is 8 items multiplied by 

3, or 24; a score significantly above or below this critical value would indicate that 

participants had nonneutral opinions (Harpe, 2015).  These three critical values are the 

cutoff values for the three subscales in Diemer et al.’s study.  

The qualitative interpretation associated with a 5-point Likert scale’s values is as 

follows, based on the following point interpretations: 

1. Disagree 

2. Somewhat disagree 

3. Neither agree nor disagree 

4. Somewhat agree 

5. Agree 
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All the items in the CCS are worded positively, meaning that agreement (scores 4 

or 5) with any statement on the CCS suggests that, for that particular item, the respondent 

possesses a certain level of critical consciousness.  A score of 1 or 2 on any CCS item 

would indicate that, for that statement, the respondent lacks critical consciousness.  A 

score of 3 on any CCS item means that, for that particular statement, the respondent 

cannot be described as either possessing or not possessing critical consciousness.  

 Therefore, given that there are 22 items on the CCS, the cutoff of 3 * 22, or 66, 

indicates the point beyond which the participant is critically consciousness.  For the 

subscale of critical perception (items # 1-8 on the CCS), the cutoff is 24; beyond a score 

of 24, a participant has critical perception.  For the subscale of critical reflection (items # 

9-13 on the CCS), the cutoff is 15; beyond a score of 15, a participant has critical 

reflection.  For the subscale of critical action (items # 14-22 on the CCS), the cutoff is 27; 

beyond a score of 27, a participant takes critical perception.  

Diemer et al. (2017) did not attempt to relate critical consciousness scores to 

predictive factors such as gender.  Yılmaz (2009) reported on gender, school district, 

educational background, and professional seniority as predictors of critical consciousness 

scores among teachers.  Yılmaz discovered that younger teachers (with 1-5 years of 

experience) were more critically conscious than teachers with 16 years or more of 

experience.  In addition, Yılmaz (2009) found that teachers with postgraduate degrees 

had higher critical consciousness scores in the education system subdimension and 

overall critical pedagogy score than did teachers who only had college degrees.  Male and 

female teachers were indistinguishable from each other in all of the subdimensions as 
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well as on the overall score.  Finally, teachers employed in wealthier school districts 

possessed higher critical consciousness pertaining to the functions of schools.  

There are several limitations in how Yılmaz (2009) approached the prediction of 

critical consciousness.  One problem is that Yılmaz did not include additional predictor 

variables into his model.  It could be that critical consciousness as measured on Yılmaz’s 

scale may have been predicted by factors such as previous teacher training or other 

variables not included in Yılmaz’s model.   

Another problem is that, because the critical consciousness scores were uniformly 

low, there were not enough high-consciousness teachers who could be retroactively 

examined to find what made them different.  This latter limitation was a methodological 

limitation.  Had Yılmaz (2009) utilized a sequential exploratory design, he could have 

first identified the high-consciousness teachers and then asked them questions designed 

to explore what might have been responsible for their higher consciousness levels.  

Gaps in the Literature 

The purpose of this section is to evaluate gaps in the literature.  The gaps in the 

literature can be considered in light of the theoretical model of the study, displayed in 

Figure 2.  This model indicated that there are three steps supported by the literature 

(Mackie, 2003; Morgan, 2000; Sadeghi, 2005; Shor, 1992): 

 Step 1: Critical consciousness manifests itself in teachers. 

 Step 2: Teachers integrate critical consciousness into pedagogy. 

 Step 3: Students internalize critical consciousness through application of 

pedagogy and improve as learners. 
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Several of the empirical studies (Kumaravadivelu, 2003; Luke & Elkins, 2002; 

Mahmoodarabi & Khodabakhsh, 2015; Morgan & Ramanathan, 2005) yielded similar 

resulting evidence relevant to the 3-step model presented in Figure 2.  Collectively, these 

studies, as well as conceptual and theoretical works, have provided convincing arguments 

that critical consciousness (a) exists, (b) manifests as pedagogy, and (c) improves the 

outcomes of students.  Because this chain of steps is well-documented, there is no need to 

duplicate it in this study.  

To reiterate, Figure 2 depicts the three unknown questions underlying the 3-step 

model: (1) How critically conscious are teachers?; (2) Are measures of critical 

consciousness reliable and valid?; and (3) What factors predict critical consciousness in 

teachers?  These three questions (of which only the first two the researcher empirically 

explored in this study) are important because of their reliance on teacher recruitment, 

training, pedagogy, and professional development (Kumaravadivelu, 2003; Luke & 

Elkins, 2002; Mahmoodarabi & Khodabakhsh, 2015; Morgan & Ramanathan, 2005).  If 

educational leaders embrace the idea that teachers of ELs should possess and reflect 

critical consciousness, then they require further information about (a) ESOL teachers’ 

current state of critical consciousness, (b) appropriate means of testing for critical 

consciousness, and (c) reliably identifying teachers who are more or less likely to possess 

higher levels of critical consciousness.  

Therefore, the identified gap in the literature is based on measurements and 

validation of the concept of critical consciousness as it applies to K-12 ESOL teachers in 

the United States.  Much of the empirical literature is qualitative in nature (Brutt-Griffler 
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& Samimy, 1999; Crookes & Lehner, 1988; Ellsworth, 1989; Harwood & Hadley, 2004), 

and it has identified rich relationships between each of the steps in the 3-step model of 

critical consciousness provided in Figure 2.  However, before teachers can embark on the 

process of bringing critical consciousness to the ESOL classroom, there has to be a 

means for educational leaders to measure, validate, and more closely examine the 

construct of critical consciousness itself.  The existing literature does not support this 

kind of decision-making process on the part of educational leaders (Brutt-Griffler & 

Samimy, 1999; Crookes & Lehner, 1988; Ellsworth, 1989; Harwood & Hadley, 2004). 

Summary of the Main Findings in the Literature 

Several of the empirical studies analyzed in the literature review are based on 

interventions related to critical consciousness (Kumaravadivelu, 2003; Luke & Elkins, 

2002; Mahmoodarabi & Khodabakhsh, 2015; Morgan & Ramanathan, 2005).  One of the 

presumptions in such studies is that critical consciousness is a quality reflected more in 

pedagogy than in the person of the teacher.  This assumption is actually part of step 2 in 

the 3-step model, in which teachers integrate critical consciousness into pedagogy, which 

is possible by adopting specific interventions designed to promote critical consciousness.  

Several other researchers have measured, whether in a qualitative or quantitative manner, 

the impact of critically conscious pedagogies on the subsequent achievement of ELs 

(Brutt-Griffler & Samimy, 1999; Crookes & Lehner, 1988; Ellsworth, 1989; Harwood & 

Hadley, 2004).  This kind of empirical analysis addresses the issue of what is likely to 

take place once critical consciousness enters the ESOL environment, brought there by 
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critically conscious teachers utilizing critically conscious methodologies.  However, these 

studies do not focus on the underlying readiness of teachers. 

Based on the work of Freire (1970) and some other critically conscious pedagogy 

theorists (Kumaravadivelu, 2003; Luke & Elkins, 2002;  Mahmoodarabi & Khodabakhsh, 

2015; Morgan & Ramanathan, 2005), it is clear that pedagogy is not inseparable from 

what might be termed the readiness of the teacher.  Technically, it is possible that a 

teacher with no genuine commitment to, or even much awareness of the concept of, 

critical consciousness could follow a pedagogical template designed to promote critical 

consciousness among students.  However, as the work of Freire indicates, critical 

consciousness is not merely a tool, objective, or process; it is a personal orientation.  

Critical consciousness is not an abstract, decontextualized phenomenon; instead, it is an 

orientation that human beings possess and exercise in their own social and personal 

contexts.  The existence of a strong link between critical consciousness and the ability to 

enact critically conscious pedagogy means that the self of the teacher is important.  In 

other words, the way in which, and the extent to which, teachers possess critical 

conscious is likely to influence their ability to successfully practice critically conscious 

pedagogy in the classroom.  

Largely, researchers have utilized qualitative methodology to examine the self of 

the critically conscious teacher (Brutt-Griffler & Samimy, 1999; Crookes & Lehner, 

1988; Ellsworth, 1989; Harwood & Hadley, 2004).  For example, qualitative interviews 

with teachers have succeeded in exploring how and why critical consciousness arises in 

teachers, how strongly they feel it, and what they think about imparting it to students.  By 
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contrast, very few empirical studies exist on the self of the teacher as it pertains to critical 

pedagogy.  In particular, researchers have seldom applied instruments to teachers for 

measuring critical consciousness in an appropriate manner (Diemer et al., 2017).   
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 Diemer, Rapa, Park, and Perry (2017) developed the Critical Consciousness Scale 

(CCS) for a population of students, not teachers.  The purpose of the research study was 

to validate the CCS with respect to the population of K-12 ESOL teachers in the United 

States.  Diemer et al. (2017) argued that the psychometric validation of the CCS was a 

necessary precursor of utilizing this scale to generate empirical knowledge about critical 

consciousness among students.  Because of possible differences in populations—such as 

differences between students and teachers in particular—the use of the CCS for teachers, 

who were not the original population in the context of which the CCS was tested, requires 

a validation (but no change in the language of the instrument) of the CCS for the teacher 

population (in particular, for the population of ESOL teachers that is of interest in this 

study).  To reiterate, in terms of validating the CCS for teachers, the purposes of the 

study were as follows:   

 First, to measure the internal reliability (as measured through Cronbach’s 

Alpha) of the two concepts (reflection and action) and three orientations 

(perceived inequality in society, commitment to egalitarianism in society, and 

sociopolitical participation intended to increase social justice) in the CCS, as 

well as of the CCS as a whole.  
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 Second, to apply principal components analysis (PCA) in order to determine 

whether the individual items on the CCS can be clustered into three 

orientations (perceived inequality in society, commitment to egalitarianism in 

society, and sociopolitical participation intended to increase social justice) or 

two concepts (reflection and action).  

 Third, to apply the CCS to a sample of K-12 ESOL teachers in the U.S. in 

order to measure the degree of critical consciousness in the sample.  

As described in Chapter 2, the literature surrounding critical practices in 

educating English learners (ELs) emphasizes the need for an increased awareness of the 

principles of critical pedagogy, as language minoritized populations often suffer the 

consequences of hegemony because of their diverse language and cultural backgrounds.  

Diemer et al.’s (2017) study serves as a catalyst to expand ESOL teacher awareness of 

the principles of critical consciousness within the United States.  Administering the 

survey in this new context exposed English to Speakers of Other Language (ESOL) 

teachers to this philosophy while assessing reliability and validity for statistical 

significance.  As noted in Chapter 2, the only attempts to validate the CCS have taken 

place in communities comprised of young, marginalized youth.  Therefore, a need existed 

to administer the CCS to a different population, such as K-12 ESOL teachers in the 

United States, in order to validate this instrument’s use within this particular setting.   

This chapter describes the methods and procedures in testing for reliability and validity in 

Diemer et al.’s (2017) CCS and discusses the following items: research scale design, 
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questions, participants, data collection procedures, data analysis, ethical safeguards, role 

of the researcher, and summary.   

Research Questions Reiterated 

  The research questions of the study are as follows:   

1. What is the internal reliability of the CCS as applied to a sample of ESOL 

teachers? 

a. What is the internal reliability of the overall CCS (items # 1-22) as applied 

to a sample of ESOL teachers? 

b. What is the internal reliability of the critical reflection on perceived 

inequality subscale (items # 1-8) in society subscale of the CCS? 

c. What is the internal reliability of the critical reflection on commitment to 

egalitarianism subscale (items # 9-13) of the CCS? 

d. What is the internal reliability of the sociopolitical participation (items # 

14-22) subscale of the CCS? 

e. What is the internal reliability of the reflection subscale (items # 1-13) of 

the CCS (consisting of the added orientations of perceived inequality in 

society and commitment to egalitarianism)? 

2. How many factors emerge from CCS, and which CCS items are presented on 

each factor with weightings > |.300|?  

3. What is the mean score of ESOL teachers on the CCS? 
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f. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and 

Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the perceived inequality in 

society subscale of the CCS? 

g. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and 

Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the commitment to 

egalitarianism subscale of the CCS? 

h. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and 

Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the sociopolitical 

participation subscale of the CCS? 

i. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and 

Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the reflection subscale of the 

CCS (consisting of the combined orientations of perceived inequality in 

society and commitment to egalitarianism)? 

j. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and 

Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the entire CCS?  

Because the first and second research questions are based on psychometric validation, 

there are no hypotheses.  There cannot be an inferential hypothesis for the measurement 

of Cronbach’s Alpha, because a p value does not accompany Cronbach’s Alpha.  

However, based on Santos’s (1999) suggestion of .70 as a cutoff for Cronbach’s Alpha, 

and the calculated Cronbach’s Alphas reported by Diemer et al. (2017) in Chapter 2, the 

researcher hypothesized that the measured Cronbach’s Alphas Alphas in this study were 

also greater than .70.  Furthermore, a formal inferential hypothesis cannot accompany the 
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identification of factors, but, in general, it is possible to hypothesize that the clustering of 

CCS items would resemble the clustering discovered by Diemer et al. (2017) and 

reported in Table 1.  In addition, because the third research question is descriptive, it is 

also unaccompanied by a hypothesis. 

Participants 

Field (2013) recommended 10 individuals for each question in a scale to be tested 

via Cronbach’s Alpha.  Therefore, the researcher sought 220 individuals for inclusion in 

this study, although 200 individuals would have sufficed.  The researcher utilized 

convenience and snowball sampling based on online recruitment in this study, drawing 

upon the sequential steps presented in the data collection section.  The inclusion criteria 

for the study were as follows: 

 a current or former K-12 ESOL teacher and 

 possession of direct experience working with ELs within the U.S. setting. 

The exclusion criterion was as follows: 

 knowing the researcher in any capacity. 

The researcher recruited participants by means of a recruitment message posted to 

four different ESL/ESOL-based Facebook ™ groups (Action for ESOL, Boston EFL, 

ESL Teaching, and Teaching ESL Online).  Members without experience in K-12 ESOL 

instruction in the United States were screened out by the recruitment message (see 

Appendix C) and the qualifying language on the Survey Monkey™ page.  Each of these 

online groups allow for the open posting of links to participate in various research studies 

at will.  The following is a description of the groups:    
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 Action for ESOL: 8,187 members from all backgrounds, but most were 

primarily in the United States.  Action for ESOL appeared to be oriented 

toward social justice issues.     

 Boston (English as a Foreign Language) EFL: 1,890 members, exclusively in 

the United States.  Boston ESL was a general-purpose EFL teacher group.  

The researcher extracted members with parameters required for this study.   

 ESOL Teaching: 23,171 members; unknown amount in the United States.  

ESL Teaching was a general-purpose ESL teacher group.   

 Teaching ESL Online: 14,009 members; unknown amount in the United 

States.  Teaching ESL Online was a general-purpose ESOL group.  

The total recruited population was therefore roughly 47,257.  In order to gain 

access to the survey, participants had to affix an electronic signature to a prefatory 

consent form and qualification form via the message contained in a link to a Survey 

Monkey ™ site.  This served to screen out teachers with no experience as a K-12 ESOL 

teacher in the United States.  Participants in this anonymous online survey were asked to 

complete an online version of the CCS.  Because the Survey Monkey ™ page did not 

solicit identifying data (beyond asking participants to certify that they were ESOL 

teachers in K-12 settings in the United States), and because Survey Monkey’s ™ 

Internet-protocol (IP) tracking feature was turned off, the researcher had no means of 

identifying the study participants.   

Data Collection Procedures 

Data collection took place in the following sequence:  
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1. The researcher created a Survey Monkey ™ site with (a) an informed consent 

electronic signature page and (b) the CCS.  

2. The researcher disseminated a study recruitment message (see Appendix C). 

3. The researcher posted the recruitment message on four Facebook ™ groups 

for ESL/ESOL teachers.  

4. Within the recruitment message, potential participants clicked on the URL 

link to the study’s Survey Monkey ™ site. 

5. After affixing an electronic signature to the consent page, participants were 

automatically directed to the study questions. 

6. Once the four-week data collection period was complete, the researcher 

downloaded the survey results from Survey Monkey ™ servers into SPSS ™ 

for analysis. 

7. The researcher deleted the Survey Money ™ raw data files from Survey 

Monkey ™ servers. 

8. The researcher retained the SPSS ™ file on the researcher’s password-

protected laptop computer.  At the end of seven years, the researcher planned 

to electronically delete the file.  

Data Analysis 

The first research question (RQ1) was as follows: What is the internal reliability 

of the CCS as applied to a sample of ESOL teachers?  For each of the scales specified in 

the five subquestions, the researcher calculated Cronbach’s Alpha with a value above 

0.70 (Santos, 1999) considered sufficient evidence of internal reliability.  For a 
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description of each of the 22 items (to be numbered q1-q22 in SPSS syntax for data 

analysis) and their original factor loadings, see Table 1.  See Appendix B for the survey 

itself and its associated scores, with permission to use the survey appearing in Appendix 

A.   

The second research question (RQ2) was as follows: How many factors emerge 

from CCS, and which CCS items are presented on each factor with weightings > |.300|?  

First, the researcher applied KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy to the entire CCS 

(items 1-22), the critical reflection on perceived inequality subscale (items # 1-8), the 

critical reflection on egalitarianism subscale (items # 9-13), and the sociopolitical 

participation subscale (items # 14-22).  For the scale and each of the subscales, the 

sample was considered adequate if (a) the KMO statistic was greater than 0.70 and (b) the 

KMO statistic was statistically significant at p < .05.  

Next, the researcher applied Bartlett’s test of sphericity to the entire CCS (items # 

1-22), to the critical reflection on perceived inequality subscale (items # 1-8), the critical 

reflection on egalitarianism subscale (items # 9-13), and the sociopolitical participation 

subscale (items # 14-22).  The researcher rejected the null hypothesis of an identity 

matrix for Bartlett’s test of sphericity if, for each instance of this test, the p value was < 

.05.  

Next, the researcher conducted exploratory factor analysis—specifically, PCA 

with Varimax rotation.  The cutoff of factor weighting analysis for RQ2 was |.300|, as 

recommended by Costello and Osborne (2005).  It is important to note that Diemer et al. 

(2017) did not report their selection of cutoff values, but their reported weightings were 
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very high in each of three extracted factors (see Table 1 for the weighting).  using the 

FACTOR command in SPSS as applied to each of the scales for analysis provided the 

answer for RQ2 (see Table 1 for individual scale items and see reporting of variables 

associated with each scale and subscale in the previous paragraphs).  The purpose of 

exploratory factor analysis was to find what factors emerged from the data and compare 

the factors, both in item composition and loading, to Diemer et al.’s (2017) results.  The 

researcher did not intend to carry out a formal confirmatory factor analysis.  

The third research question (RQ3) was as follows: What is the mean score of 

ESOL teachers on the CCS?   The answer to RQ3 derived from using the 

DESCRIPTIVES command in SPSS as applied to each of the scales for analysis (see 

Table 1 for individual scale items and see previous paragraphs for variables associated 

with each scale and subscale).   For the CCS and its subscales, the descriptive statistics of 

mean, standard deviation, kurtosis, skewness, and the Shapiro-Wilk measure of normality 

(Shapiro & Wilk, 1965) were generated in order to better understand measures of central 

tendency.  These measures can serve as reference data to which future researchers can 

compare their own descriptive statistics from the CCS and its associated subscales.   

Ethical Safeguards 

It is essential for researchers to maintain proper ethics while conducting research 

studies, as severe consequences could occur upon the revealing of ethical violations 

(Creswell, 2012).  As Fowler (2008) noted, the most vulnerable moments for problems to 

arise in survey studies are data collection, analysis, and reporting.  In this study, The 

researcher collected data through an anonymous survey; therefore, no risks of participant 
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identity disclosure were present.  The nature of the questions was also innocuous and 

extremely unlikely to cause any direct or indirect psychological harm to participants, 

who, nonetheless, had the right to opt out of the study at any time and without penalty.   

Summary 

This chapter provided an overview of the methods and procedures used to 

determine the degree to which Diemer et al.’s (2017) CCS is reliable and valid when 

given to K-12 ESOL teachers in the United States.  The researcher described and defined 

specific means of sampling, data collection, and data analysis relevant to a validation 

study.  Chapter 4 contains findings from statistical analysis, and Chapter 5 contains 

conclusions, discussions, and recommendations for future research.      
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 This chapter presents the findings of the participants’ responses to the Critical 

Consciousness Scale (CCS) developed by Diemer, Rapa, Park, and Perry (2017).  

Following the descriptions of the sample, the researcher presents the findings that pertain 

to the study’s research questions.  These answers are in terms that include descriptive 

statistics, inferential statistics, graphical support, and reliability and validity.  The chapter 

ends with a summary of the findings, discussed in detail in Chapter 5. 

Demographics 

The sample had 178 survey respondents (N = 178).  Of the members of the 

sample, 167 individuals disclosed their race.  Table 2 delineates the races of the 

respondents of the sample: 

 

Table 2 

Racial Demographics of Sample 

Race Frequency Percentage 

American Indian/Indigenous   1  0.57 

Asian/Pacific Islander 11  6.25 

Bi- or Multi-Racial 10  5.68 

Black or African-American 49 27.84 

Hispanic or Latinx 25 14.24 

White (NonHispanic) 71 40.34 

Nondisclosed   9   5.11 
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A plurality (n = 71) of teachers in the sample were White.  One hundred and nine 

of the participants who disclosed their gender were female; whereas 54 participants were 

male; 15 did not disclose their gender.  In terms of age, the ages of participants ranged 

from a low of 22 to a high of 60, with the mean age of respondents being 39 (SD = 8.78).  

The range of experience in the sample was from a low of 1 year to 29 years, with a mean 

of 11.00 years (SD = 6.59).  Teachers from 12 states participated in the sample, as 

indicated in Table 3.  Table 4 contains the educational distribution for the sample. 

 

Table 3 

Geographic Distribution of Sample 

State Number of Respondents 

Alabama 1 

Florida 11 

Georgia 86 

Kentucky 4 

Louisiana 1 

New Jersey 1 

New York 15 

North Carolina 8 

Pennsylvania 1 

South Carolina 4 

Tennessee 11 

Texas 2 
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Table 4 

Education Distribution 

Educational Status Number of Respondents Percentage 

Bachelor’s degree 45 25.28 

Doctorate degree 25 14.04 

Educational Specialist degree 31 17.49 

Master’s degree 70 39.32 

Nondisclosed   7   3.93 

 

 

RQ1 Findings 

The first research question of the study was as follows: What is the internal 

reliability of the CCS as applied to a sample of ESOL teachers?  The first research 

question was subdivided into five subquestions: 

a. What is the internal reliability of the overall CCS (items #1-22) as applied to a 

sample of ESOL teachers? 

b. What is the internal reliability of the critical reflection on perceived inequality 

subscale (items #1-8) in society subscale of the CCS? 

c. What is the internal reliability of the critical reflection on commitment to 

egalitarianism subscale (items #9-13) of the CCS? 

d. What is the internal reliability of the sociopolitical participation (items #14-

22) subscale of the CCS? 

e. What is the internal reliability of the reflection subscale (items #1-13) of the 

CCS (consisting of the added orientations of perceived inequality in society 

and commitment to egalitarianism)? 
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RQ1 was answered on the basis of each of the specified subquestions.  

Subquestion A  

The first subquestion associated with RQ1 was as follows:  What is the internal 

reliability of the overall CCS (items # 1-22) as applied to a sample of ESOL teachers?  

The Cronbach’s Alpha of the overall CCS was .91.  As noted in Chapter 3, .70 is a 

commonly accepted cutoff value for high internal reliability (Santos, 1999); therefore, the 

internal reliability of the overall CCS was high.     

Subquestion B  

The second subquestion associated with RQ1 was as follows: What is the internal 

reliability of the critical reflection on perceived inequality (items # 1-8) in society 

subscale of the CCS?  The Cronbach’s Alpha of the critical reflection on perceived 

inequality (items # 1-8) in society subscale of the CCS was .96.  

Subquestion C 

The third subquestion associated with RQ1 was as follows: What is the internal 

reliability of the critical reflection on commitment to egalitarianism subscale (items #9-

13) of the CCS?  The Cronbach’s Alpha of the critical reflection on commitment to 

egalitarianism (items # 9-13) subscale of the CCS was .82.  

Subquestion D  

The fourth subquestion associated with RQ1 was as follows: What is the internal 

reliability of the sociopolitical participation (items # 14-22) subscale of the CCS?  The 

Cronbach’s Alpha of the sociopolitical participation (items # 14-22) subscale of the CCS 

was .83.  
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Subquestion E  

The fifth subquestion associated with RQ1 was as follows: What is the internal 

reliability of the reflection subscale (items #1-13) of the CCS (consisting of the added 

orientations of perceived inequality in society and commitment to egalitarianism)?  The 

Cronbach’s Alpha of the reflection subscale (items #1-13) of the CCS was .95.  

Summary of RQ1 Results  

The results associated with RQ1 were presented individually in the preceding 

sections.  Table 5 depicts the summarized findings for RQ1.  

 

Table 5 

Summary of RQ1 Results 

Scale or Subscale Cronbach’s α 

Overall CCS .91 

Critical reflection on perceived inequality subscale .96 

Critical reflection on commitment to egalitarianism subscale .82 

Sociopolitical participation subscale .83 

Reflection subscale .95 

 

 

RQ2 Findings 

The second research question of the study was as follows: How many factors 

emerge from CCS, and which CCS items are presented on each factor with weightings > 

|.300|?  Table 6 contains the loadings of this study’s findings for RQ2, not a replication of 

Diemer et al.’s (2017) findings.   
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Table 6 

Items in the Critical Consciousness Scale and Study Findings of Loadings for RQ2 

Critical Perception: 

Perceived Inequality (Factor 

1, Eigenvalue: 5.326, 

explains 24.67% of variance) 

Critical Reflection: 

Egalitarianism (Factor 2, 

Eigenvalue: 4.710, explains 

21.82% of variance) 

Critical Action: Sociopolitical 

Participation (Factor 3, 

Eigenvalue: 4.052, explains 

18.06% of variance) 

 

1. Certain racial or ethnic 

groups have fewer chances to 

get a good high school 

education. (0.61) 

 

2. Poor children have fewer 

chances to get a good high 

school education. (0.71) 

 

3. Certain racial or ethnic 

groups have fewer chances to 

get good jobs. (0.58) 

 

4. Women have fewer 

chances to get good jobs. 

(0.60) 

 

5. Poor people have fewer 

chances to get good jobs. 

(0.67) 

 

6. Certain racial or ethnic 

groups have fewer chances to 

get ahead. (0.52) 

 

7. Women have fewer 

chances to get ahead. (0.68) 

 

8. Poor people have fewer 

chances to get ahead. (0.80) 

 

 

9. It is a good thing that 

certain groups are at the top 

and other groups are at the 

bottom. (0.43) 

 

10. It would be good if 

groups could be equal. 

(0.58) 

 

11. Group equality should 

be our ideal. (0.66) 

 

12. All groups should be 

given an equal chance in 

life. (0.65) 

 

13. We would have fewer 

problems if we treated 

people more equally. (0.58) 

 

 

 

14. Participated in a civil rights 

group or organization. (0.81) 

 

15. Participated in a political 

party, club, or organization. 

(0.49) 

 

16. Wrote a letter to a school or 

community newspaper or 

publication about a social or 

political issue. (0.66) 

 

17. Contacted a public official 

by phone, mail, or email to tell 

him/her how you felt about a 

particular social or political 

issue. (0.54) 

 

18. Joined in a protest march, 

political demonstration, or 

political meeting. (0.45) 

 

19. Worked on a political 

campaign. (0.67) 

 

20. Participated in a discussion 

about a social or political issue.  

(0.66) 

 

21. Signed an email or written 

petition about a social or 

political issue. (0.52) 

 

22. Participated in a human 

rights, gay rights, or women’s 

rights organization or group. 

(0.59) 
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Table 6 is sorted so as to reflect the three different subscales (perceived 

inequality, egalitarianism, and sociopolitical participation) observed in Diemer et al.’s 

(2017) factor analysis.  The researcher extracted three factors, corresponding to these 

three scales, from the survey responses, with each of these three factors having an 

eigenvalue greater than 1 (see the scree plot in Figure 3).  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

(KMO) statistic for factor analysis was 0.91, indicating that sample size was adequate.  

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was also significant, chi-squared = 5,323.12, p < .001, 

indicating that the constituent variables in factor analysis were sufficiently unrelated to be 

subjected to factor detection.  Diemer et al.’s (2017) factor analytical results were 

reproduced as part of RQ2.  Items on the three distinct subscales in the CCS were derived 

from confirmatory factor analysis including varimax rotation.  Note that each factor, 

whose component items have been reported in terms of rotated scores, has been identified 

in terms of its eigenvalue and the percentage of variation accounted for by each 

eigenvalue.  Note also that the factor analysis was not factor-constrained; the process was 

allowed to identify all available factors, but no factors other than the three associated 

with the CCS possessed an eigenvalue greater than 1.  This finding suggests that the CCS 

possesses construct validity in terms of its distinct measurements of the critical 

consciousness components of perceived inequality, egalitarianism, and sociopolitical 

participation.   No items weighed at more than |0.300| on more than one factor.  Factor 1 

explained 34.17% of variance, factor 2 explained 22.45% of variance, and factor 3 

explained 16.48% of variance.    
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Figure 3. Scree plot, RQ2.  

 

 

RQ3 Findings 

The third research question of the study was as follows: What is the mean score of 

ESOL teachers on the CCS?  The third research question was subdivided into five 

subquestions:  

f. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and Shapiro-

Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the perceived inequality in society 

subscale of the CCS? 

g. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and Shapiro-

Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the commitment to egalitarianism 

subscale of the CCS? 
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h. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and Shapiro-

Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the sociopolitical participation subscale 

of the CCS? 

i. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and Shapiro-

Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the reflection subscale of the CCS 

(consisting of the combined orientations of perceived inequality in society and 

commitment to egalitarianism)? 

j. What is the mean score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and Shapiro-

Wilk normality of ESOL teachers on the entire CCS?  

RQ3 was answered on the basis of each of the specified sub questions.  Table 7 

presents the summarized findings. 

 

Table 7 

Summary of RQ3 Findings (Entire CCS) 

Parameter Values 

Mean 72.61 

Standard deviation 15.48 

Skewness (p) -0.88 (< .001) 

Kurtosis (p) 3.82 (.06) 

Shapiro-Wilk statistic (p) .95 (< .001) 

Range 21-103 

 

 

Subquestion F   

The first subquestion associated with RQ3 was as follows:  What is the mean 

score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL 
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teachers on the perceived inequality in society subscale of the CCS?  Figure 4 contains 

the histogram for the distribution of the perceived inequality in society subscale of the 

CCS.  

 

 
Figure 4. Histogram for the distribution of the perceived inequality in society subscale of 

the CCS. 

 

 

Because histograms cannot identify outliers, Figure 4 was complemented by the 

use of a boxplot.  The boxplot for score distribution in perceived inequality in society 

appears as Figure 5.  As is apparent in the boxplot, none of the teachers recorded 

perceived inequality in society scores that were above or below the whiskers in the 

boxplot.  Therefore, the researcher concluded that there were no outliers in the 
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distribution of perceived inequality in society scores.  Table 7 contains the appropriate 

statistics for perceived inequality in society.  

 

 
Figure 5. Boxplot for the distribution of the perceived inequality in society subscale of 

the CCS. 

 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk W statistic presented in Table 7, accompanied by its p value, 

provided support for the claim that the distribution of perceived inequality in society was 

abnormal.  The negative skewness (skewness = -0.52) indicates that more responses are 

to the right of the mean of 35.20 than expected, whereas the kurtosis, being close to 3, 

suggested moderate peakedness.  The p value (< .01) for skewness in the distribution of 

perceived inequality in society indicates that there is a statistically significant difference 

between the observed skewness and the skewness that would be expected in a normal 
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distribution.  The p value for kurtosis (.97) in the distribution of perceived inequality in 

society indicates that there is not a statistically significant difference between the 

observed kurtosis and the kurtosis that would be expected in a normal distribution.  

Subquestion G  

The second subquestion associated with RQ3 was as follows: What is the mean 

score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL 

teachers on the commitment to egalitarianism subscale of the CCS?  Figure 6 contains 

the histogram for the distribution of the commitment to egalitarianism subscale of the 

CCS.  

 
Figure 6. Histogram for the distribution of the commitment to egalitarianism subscale of 

the CCS. 
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Because histograms cannot identify outliers, Figure 6 was complemented by the 

use of a boxplot.  The boxplot for score distribution in commitment to egalitarianism 

appears as Figure 7.  As is apparent in the boxplot, several teachers recorded 

commitment to egalitarianism scores that were below the whiskers in the boxplot.  

Therefore, the researcher concluded that there were outliers in the distribution of 

commitment to egalitarianism scores.  Participants #62 (an African-American female), 

#67 (an African-American male), #96 (a White female), #97 (a male who did not disclose 

race), and #127 (a White male) were outliers.  Table 7 contains the appropriate statistics 

for commitment to egalitarianism.  

 

 
Figure 7. Boxplot for the distribution of the commitment to egalitarianism subscale of the 

CCS. 
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The Shapiro-Wilk W statistic presented in Table 7, accompanied by its p value, 

provided support for the claim that the distribution of commitment to egalitarianism was 

abnormal.  The negative skewness (skewness = -0.84) indicates that more responses are 

to the right of the mean of 23.32 than expected, whereas the kurtosis, being close to 4, 

suggested moderate peakedness.  The p value (< .001) for skewness in the distribution of 

commitment to egalitarianism indicates that there is a statistically significant difference 

between the observed skewness and the skewness that would be expected in a normal 

distribution.  The p value for kurtosis (.07) in the distribution of commitment to 

egalitarianism indicates that there is not a statistically significant difference between the 

observed kurtosis and the kurtosis that would be expected in a normal distribution.  

Subquestion H  

The third subquestion associated with RQ3 was as follows: What is the mean 

score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL 

teachers on the sociopolitical participation subscale of the CCS?  Figure 8 contains the 

histogram for the distribution of the sociopolitical participation subscale of the CCS.  
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Figure 8. Histogram for the distribution of the sociopolitical participation subscale of the 

CCS. 

 

 

Because histograms cannot identify outliers, Figure 8 was complemented by the 

use of a boxplot.  The boxplot for score distribution in sociopolitical participation appears 

as Figure 9.  As is apparent in the boxplot, several teachers recorded sociopolitical 

participation scores that were above the whiskers in the boxplot.  Therefore, the 

researcher concluded that there were outliers in the distribution of sociopolitical 

participation scores.  Participants #43 (a White male) and #140 (a White female) were 

outliers.  Table 7 contains the appropriate statistics for sociopolitical participation.  
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Figure 9. Boxplot for the distribution of the sociopolitical participation subscale of the 

CCS. 

 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk W statistic presented in Table 7, accompanied by its p value, 

provided support for the claim that the distribution of sociopolitical participation was 

abnormal.  The negative skewness (skewness = -0.84) indicates that more responses are 

to the right of the mean of 14.93 than expected, whereas the kurtosis, being close to 4, 

suggested moderate peakedness.  The p value (< .001) for skewness in the distribution of 

sociopolitical participation indicates that there is a statistically significant difference 

between the observed skewness and the skewness that would be expected in a normal 

distribution.  The p value for kurtosis (.07) in the distribution of sociopolitical 
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participation indicates that there is not a statistically significant difference between the 

observed kurtosis and the kurtosis that would be expected in a normal distribution.  

Subquestion I  

The fourth subquestion associated with RQ3 was as follows: What is the mean 

score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL 

teachers on the reflection subscale of the CCS (consisting of the combined orientations of 

perceived inequality in society and commitment to egalitarianism)?  Figure 10 contains 

the histogram for the distribution of the reflection subscale of the CCS.  

 

 
Figure 10. Histogram for the distribution of the reflection subscale of the CCS. 
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Because histograms cannot identify outliers, Figure 10 was complemented by the use of a 

boxplot.  The boxplot for score distribution in reflection appears as Figure 11.  As is 

apparent in the boxplot, several teachers recorded reflection scores that were below the 

whiskers in the boxplot.  Therefore, the researcher concluded that there were outliers in 

the distribution of reflection scores.  Participants #67 (an African-American male), 62 (an 

African-American female), 97 (a male of unspecified race), and 157 (an Asian / Pacific 

Islander male) were outliers.  Table 9 contains the appropriate statistics for reflection.  

 

 
Figure 11. Boxplot for the distribution of the reflection subscale of the CCS. 

 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk W statistic presented in Table 6 above, accompanied by its p 

value, provided support for the claim that the distribution of reflection was abnormal. The 
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negative skewness (Skewness = -0.73) indicates that more responses are to the right of the 

mean of 57.62 than expected, whereas the kurtosis, being close to 3, suggested moderate 

peakedness.  The p value (< .001) for skewness in the distribution of reflection indicates 

that there is a statistically significant difference between the observed skewness and the 

skewness that would be expected in a normal distribution.  The p value for kurtosis (.19) 

in the distribution of reflection indicates that there is not a statistically significant 

difference between the observed kurtosis and the kurtosis that would be expected in a 

normal distribution.  

Subquestion J  

The fifth subquestion associated with RQ3 was as follows: What is the mean 

score, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and Shapiro-Wilk normality of ESOL 

teachers on the entire CCS?  Figure 12 contains the histogram for the distribution of the 

entire CCS.  
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Figure 12. Histogram for the distribution of the entire CCS. 

 

 

Because histograms cannot identify outliers, Figure 12 was complemented by the use of a 

boxplot.  The boxplot for score distribution in total CCS appears as Figure 13.  As is 

apparent in the boxplot, several teachers recorded total CCS scores that were below the 

whiskers in the boxplot.  Therefore, the researcher concluded that there were outliers in 

the distribution of total CCS scores.  Participants #67 (an African-American male), #62 

(an African-American female), #97 (a male of unspecified race), and #157 (an Asian / 

Pacific Islander male) were outliers.  Table 6 contains the appropriate statistics for the 

entire CCS.  
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Figure 13. Boxplot for the distribution of the entire CCS. 

 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk W statistic presented in Table 6, accompanied by its p value, 

provided support for the claim that the distribution of total CCS was abnormal.  The 

negative skewness (skewness = -0.88) indicates that more responses are to the right of the 

mean of 72.61 than expected, whereas the kurtosis, being close to 4, suggested moderate 

peakedness.  The p value (< .001) for skewness in the distribution of total CCS indicates 

that there is a statistically significant difference between the observed skewness and the 

skewness that would be expected in a normal distribution.  The p value for kurtosis (.06) 

in the distribution of total CCS indicates that there is not a statistically significant 
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difference between the observed kurtosis and the kurtosis that would be expected in a 

normal distribution. 

RQ1: Integration of Selected Demographic Variables 

RQ1 and its associated subquestions were answered without accounting for any of 

the demographic variables in the study, which were teacher race, education level, 

location, gender, age, and experience.  The purpose of this section of Chapter 4 is to 

determine whether variations in race and gender in particular predicted variation in the 

Cronbach’s Alpha of the scale and subscales under analysis.  In order to achieve this 

purpose, Cronbach’s Alpha was recalculated in terms of a 95% confidence interval and 

subsequently compared across demographic groups to determine whether Alpha was 

significantly or higher for some groups.  Table 8 contains the summarized findings for 

RQ1’s integration of selected demographic variables. 

 

Table 8 

RQ1 with Gender and Racial Demographics 

Demographic 

Subsection 

Overall CCS 

Alpha (Point 

Estimate) 

PI CCS Alpha 

(Point 

Estimate) 

CE CCS Alpha 

(Point 

Estimate) 

SP CCS 

Alpha 

(Lower 

Bound) 

Reflection 

CCS Alpha 

(Lower 

Bound) 

Entire sample .91 .96 .82 .79 .95 

Male teachers .92 .94 .89 .75 .95 

Female teachers .91 .96 .77 .77 .94 

African-

American 

teachers 

.90 .97 .85 .76 .96 

White teachers .92 .94 .76 .76 .93 

All minoritized 

teachers 

.92 .96 .85 .79 .96 
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Subquestion A with Demographics 

The first subquestion associated with RQ1 was as follows: What is the internal 

reliability of the overall CCS (items #1-22) as applied to a sample of ESOL teachers?  In 

Table 8, the Cronbach’s Alpha for the overall CCS was calculated separately for (a) male 

teachers, (b) female teachers, (c) African-American teachers, (d) White teachers, (e) all 

minoritized teachers, (f) minoritized female teachers, and (g) minoritized male teachers.  

The Alpha of the overall CCS has been reported for each of these subgroups, in terms of 

both the point estimate and the 95% CI.  As is clear from Table 8, the Alpha for the 

overall CCS did not differ substantially between the demographic subgroups.  Therefore, 

the overall CCS appears to be equally reliable for different demographic groups. 

Subquestion B with Demographics 

The second subquestion associated with RQ1 was as follows: What is the internal 

reliability of the critical reflection on perceived inequality (items #1-8) in society 

subscale of the CCS?  In Table 8, the Cronbach’s Alpha for the PI CCS was calculated 

separately for (a) male teachers, (b) female teachers, (c) African-American teachers, (d) 

White teachers, (e) all minoritized teachers, (f) minoritized female teachers, and (g) 

minoritized male teachers.  The Alpha of the PI CCS has been reported for each of these 

subgroups, in terms of both the point estimate and the 95% CI.  As is clear from Table 8, 

the Alpha for the PI CCS did not differ substantially between the demographic 

subgroups.  Therefore, the PI CCS appears to be equally reliable for different 

demographic groups.  
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Subquestion C with Demographics 

The third subquestion associated with RQ1 was as follows: What is the internal 

reliability of the critical reflection on commitment to egalitarianism subscale (items #9-

13) of the CCS?  In Table 8, the Cronbach’s Alpha for the CE CCS was calculated 

separately for (a) male teachers, (b) female teachers, (c) African-American teachers, (d) 

White teachers, (e) all minoritized teachers, (f) minoritized female teachers, and (g) 

minoritized male teachers.  The Alpha of the CE CCS has been reported for each of these 

subgroups, in terms of both the point estimate and the 95% CI.  As is clear from Table 8, 

the Alpha for the CE CCS did not differ substantially between the demographic 

subgroups.  Therefore, the CE CCS appears to be equally reliable for different 

demographic groups.  

Subquestion D with Demographics 

The fourth subquestion associated with RQ1 was as follows: What is the internal 

reliability of the sociopolitical participation (items #14-22) subscale of the CCS?  In 

Table 8, the Cronbach’s Alpha for the SP CCS was calculated separately for (a) male 

teachers, (b) female teachers, (c) African-American teachers, (d) White teachers, (e) all 

minoritized teachers, (f) minoritized female teachers, and (g) minoritized male teachers.  

The Alpha of the SP CCS has been reported for each of these subgroups, in terms of both 

the point estimate and the 95% CI.  As is clear from Table 8, the Alpha for the SP CCS 

did not differ substantially between the demographic subgroups.  Therefore, the SP CCS 

appears to be equally reliable for different demographic groups.  
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Subquestion E with Demographics 

The fifth subquestion associated with RQ1 was as follows: What is the internal 

reliability of the reflection subscale (items #1-13) of the CCS (consisting of the added 

orientations of perceived inequality in society and commitment to egalitarianism)?  In 

Table 8, the Cronbach’s Alpha for the reflection CCS was calculated separately for (a) 

male teachers, (b) female teachers, (c) African-American teachers, (d) White teachers, (e) 

all minoritized teachers, (f) minoritized female teachers, and (g) minoritized male 

teachers.  The Alpha of the reflection CCS has been reported for each of these subgroups, 

in terms of both the point estimate and the 95% CI.  As is clear from Table 8, the Alpha 

for the reflection CCS did not differ substantially between the demographic subgroups.  

Therefore, the reflection CCS appears to be equally reliable for different demographic 

groups.  

Summary of Findings 

Table 9 summarizes the findings for the first and third research question of the 

study.  Chapter 5 offers further discussion of the findings for RQ1, 2, and 3.  Chapter 5 

also includes a discussion of some of the absences of demographic effects found in the 

additional analyses conducted for RQ3.  Each of these results, presented earlier in Tables 

7 and 8, are presented in Table 9 for summary reference.   
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Table 9 

Summary of RQ1 and RQ3 Findings 

Parameter Perceived 

inequality 

subscale 

Commitment to 

egalitarianism 

subscale 

Sociopolitical 

participation 

subscale 

Reflection 

subscale 

Total CCS 

Mean 35.20 23.32 14.93 57.62 72.61 

Standard 

deviation 

  9.49   5.43   5.65 14.12 15.48 

Skewness (p) -0.52 (< .01) -0.84 (< .001) 1.18 (< .001) -0.73 (< .001) -0.88 (< .001) 

Kurtosis (p) 2.92 (.97) 3.71 (.07) 3.97 (.03) 3.46 (.19) 3.82 (.06) 

Shapiro-Wilk 

statistic (p) 

.96 (< .001) 

 

.94 (< .001) 

 

.90 (< .001) 

 

.95 (< .001) 

 

.95 (< .001) 

Cronbach’s α      .96      .82      .83       .96      .91 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 

The purpose of the research study was to validate the Critical Consciousness 

Scale (CCS) developed by Diemer, Rapa, Park, and Perry (2017) with respect to the 

population of ESOL teachers in the U.S. K-12 educational setting.  The purposes of 

Chapter 5 are to (a) discuss the study findings with respect to prior theories and empirical 

findings, (b) acknowledge the limitations of the study, (c) provide recommendations for 

future research, and (d) provide suggestions for practice.  Separate subsections of Chapter 

5 address each of these objectives. 

Diemer et al. (2017) originally found the CCS to be valid and reliable when 

administered to a sample of students.  In the context of this study, the CCS was also 

found to be reliable and valid with a sample of teachers.  The reliability of the CCS was 

based on the measurement of Cronbach’s Alpha, which is a measure of the positive 

correlation between items on a scale or subscale designed to measure a specific concept.  

The original CCS had high levels of internal reliability, based on not only the entire CCS, 

but also on the subscales of perceived inequality, commitment to egalitarianism, 

sociopolitical participation, and reflection.  The high Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients 

derived by Diemer et al. based on CCS administration to students were also derived when 

this scale was administered to teachers, suggesting that the CCS can serve as a reliable 

measurement of critical consciousness in students and also in teachers.  
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The validity of the CCS was established in terms of a replication of the factor 

loadings of the original CCS (Diemer et al., 2017) through the use of confirmatory factor 

analysis (with each factor represented by an eigenvalue greater than 1) for which the 

KMO and Bartlett’s statistics indicated sampling adequacy.  These factor loadings 

suggest the likelihood that perceived inequality, commitment to egalitarianism, and 

sociopolitical participation are distinct components of critical consciousness.  The 

derivation of these factor loadings suggests the usefulness of measuring critical 

consciousness as a unidimensional construct, as well as the sum of different orientations 

within the general domain of critical consciousness.  

One of the larger implications of the reliability and validity findings reported in 

Chapter 4 is that critical consciousness might be an orientation shared between students 

and teachers.  Ovando (2003) suggested that the process of structural change in bilingual 

education in the United States has resulted from the concerns of bilingual families, 

which, in turn, have been reflected in the orientations of teachers who are stakeholders in 

bilingual education—such as ESOL teachers.  If teachers and students had offered 

different kinds of responses to the CCS, then it might have been argued that critical 

consciousness manifests itself differently (if at all) in different populations.  However, the 

close accordance between students, as initially measured by Diemer et al. (2017), and 

teachers, as measured in the current study, suggests the possibility that critical 

consciousness is a set of values, judgements, and behaviors that reflects the same 

underlying commitments, feelings, and cognitions.  
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While such a conclusion cannot be drawn from the current study because of its 

intrinsic limitations, it would appear to be supported by Ovando’s (2003) claim that 

ESOL teachers, immigrant parents, and bilingual children have all been stakeholders in 

the evolution of bilingual education, an evolution that resulted from the critical 

consciousness of immigrants as self-conscious political agents and that is reflected in the 

social justice orientations of ESOL teachers.  Ovando (2003) described the current, 

socially and politically conscious phase of bilingual education in the United States as a 

reaction against the so-called Restrictive Period (c. 1880-1960), in which bilingual 

children were conceptualized and treated as being somehow deficient because of their 

absence of indoctrination into an Anglo monoculture.  Abilez (1998) also noted the 

interlinked nature of social and political consciousness as it has risen among parents, 

children, teachers, social activists, and other stakeholders in the process of creating 

additional pedagogical and social space for linguistic diversity in the educational system 

of the United States.    

It is especially noteworthy that neither the reliability or the measures of central 

tendency of both the CCS and its constituent subscales appreciably changed when 

accounting for demographics.  There are several possible ways of interpreting this 

particular set of findings.  One of the points emerging from the literature review was that, 

in the context of the United States, race is of special importance in understanding both the 

evolution of social justice and the presence of critical consciousness among teachers and 

students (Abilez, 1998; Garza & Crawford, 2005; Norton & Toohey, 2004; Ovado, 2003; 

Pennycook, 2001).  The historical analyses of Ovando (2003) and Pennycook (2001) 
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suggested that White Americans invested in the creation of a monoculture that privileges 

their own position in U.S. society have often viewed bilingual students and their needs 

with suspicion and hostility.  Abilez (1998), Garza and Crawford (2005), and Norton and 

Toohey (2004) have made similar points. 

It is possible that the profession of ESOL has itself adopted and institutionalized 

values that are strongly in favor of critical consciousness, a conclusion that aligns with 

the claim of Ovando (2003) and Abilez (1998) that critical consciousness among parents, 

schoolchildren, and teachers has risen in a single, interlinked process of advocacy for, 

and consciousness of, the needs of linguistically diverse children in the U.S. educational 

system.  Such an institutional commitment within the field of ESOL itself could explain 

why, in Chapter 4, variation in teachers’ race did not predict variation in their mean 

scores on the CCS and its constituent subscales.  Some of the evidence emerging from the 

review of literature suggests that ESOL might be institutionally biased towards the 

formation and replication of critical consciousness in the form of critical pedagogy.  

Norton and Toohey (2004) reported that critical pedagogy informed the theory and 

practice of ESOL, and numerous other scholars have also noted that critical 

consciousness and critical pedagogy are part of the bedrock principles of ESOL teaching 

(Benesch, 2001; Crookes & Lehner, 1998; Flynn, 2012; Schleppegrell & Bowen, 1995; 

Sadeghi, 2005). 

Race was not a variable of primary interest in the study.  However, race is 

undoubtedly a factor in the formation and expression of critical consciousness, critical 

pedagogy, and social justice.  The absence of a significant relationship between race and 
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CCS score has been briefly noted in the preceding discussion and matched with one of 

several possible interpretations that can be explored in greater depth by future scholars 

more interested in race.  It is equally possible that teachers of different races give the 

same kinds of responses to CCS items because they believe that is the expectation, 

reflecting a kind of bias that would undermine the interpretation offered above.   

Two main possibilities can be adduced from the study findings.  The first 

possibility, which is reliant on the psychometric data and its interpretations, is that of the 

shared nature of critical consciousness as felt by, and manifested in, stakeholders in 

linguistic diversity in the U.S. educational system.  The evidence for this possibility is 

that the CCS and its constituent subscales possess similar reliability and validity 

measures among both students and teachers.  The second possibility, which emerges from 

the demographic analyses added to Chapter 4, is that ESOL teachers of all backgrounds 

might be likely to absorb and reflect an institutional commitment to critical 

consciousness.   

The broad ranges of scores on the various subscales of the CCS, and on the entire 

CCS, identified in Chapter 4 reflect Shabani and Khorsandi’s (2014) findings that ESOL 

teachers have a broad range of critical pedagogy orientations.  Shabani and Khorsandi 

found that some ESOL teachers have extremely low levels of critical pedagogy, whereas 

other ESOL teachers are at higher levels of critical pedagogy.  This finding is of practical 

importance because it suggests the usefulness of increasing what Neumann (2013) called 

the critical pedagogy dispositions of teachers.  Had the findings indicated that most, 

almost all, or all teachers scored highly on the CCS and its various subscales, there would 
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be little demonstrable to engage in the kinds of critical pedagogy-intensifying advocacy, 

practice, and theoretical work documented in Chapter 2.        

Limitations of the Study 

This study had numerous limitations.  One of the limitations, intrinsic to the 

quantitative methodology of the study, was the absence of information of how and why 

ESOL teachers form and exercise critical consciousness.  Neither psychometric measures 

of the CCS nor statistical analyses of its measures of central tendency are capable of 

explaining how and why ESOL teachers come to form certain attitudes, beliefs, and 

cognitions related to critical consciousness. 

The study was also limited on its own terms as a quantitative study.  Although the 

researcher conducted measures of central tendency for the CCS and its constituent 

subscales, there were no measurements of whether any of these scores were high, low, or 

indistinguishable from neutral.  As noted in detail in Chapter 2, it is possible to measure 

responses to the CCS utilizing one-sample t-tests—or their nonparametric equivalent, the 

one-sample Wilcoxon signed rank test—in order to determine whether a particular 

population has a high, low, or neutral critical consciousness.  As the focus of the study 

was on psychometrics and measures of central tendency, the researcher did not utilize 

inferential measures to assess the magnitude of critical consciousness in the sample.  As a 

result, it is not possible to reach conclusions about whether the sampled ESOL teachers 

had high, low, or neutral levels of critical consciousness. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 

Several recommendations for future research can be made, both on the basis of 

lacunae in the findings of the current study and in general.  As noted earlier, one of the 

limitations of any quantitative study is the inability to gather rich and explanatorily 

powerful data on how and why certain beliefs, attitudes, orientations, and cognitions 

might form.  The researcher found, in the context of this study, that ESOL teachers had 

similar levels of critical consciousness regardless of race or gender, but the study could 

not illuminate the question of how and why both White and racial minoritized ESOL 

teachers, as well as male and female ESOL teachers, had come to develop similar levels 

of critical consciousness as measured on the CCS and its constituent subscales. 

Future researchers could consider applying qualitative methods in order to go 

beyond the numerical assessment of particular dimensions of critical consciousness and 

build knowledge about how and why critical consciousness forms in ESOL teachers.  

Particular attention should be paid to the question of how and why White teachers, male 

teachers, and other teachers who are privileged in the context of U.S. society have come 

to develop levels of, and orientations towards, critical consciousness that are similar to 

those of racial minoritized and female teachers.  Literature of this kind exists outside the 

ESOL context.  For example, Vavrus (2009) utilized race as a methodological and 

theoretical privilege through which to understand the process of identity formation in 

teachers and dedicated some analysis to how White teachers have come to foreground 

their own privileges as a means of applying critical consciousness and pedagogy in 

racially diverse classrooms and teacher development venues.  However, the concept of 
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Whiteness in conversation with its own privilege in teaching contexts is theoretically 

underdeveloped.  As Jupp and Slattery (2010) remarked, “Factors of class, gender, 

sexuality, and nation” (p. 199) are all likely to influence the process of White teachers’ 

encounters with critical pedagogy and consciousness, and these factors have only recently 

begun to be studied and theorized in a rigorous manner.   

Qualitative research of this sort could shed light on the question of whether ESOL 

teaching as a discipline has managed to define and crystallize antihegemonic theories and 

practices (Freire, 1970; Gramsci, 1971) that might be reflected in similarly high levels of 

critical consciousness among ESOL teachers regardless of factors such as race and 

gender.  Such qualitative analysis might proceed along descriptive phenomenological 

lines—as in, for example, qualitative study designs that elicit narrative data from ESOL 

teachers stratified into different racial, gender, and social groups.  If the same themes of 

critical consciousness generate across demographically distinct groups, one possible 

explanation could be that the content of ESOL teachers’ critical consciousness does not 

vary significantly based on demographics. 

A multiple case study design could also be a means for qualitative researchers to 

assess the ways in which teachers across different demographic groups express critical 

consciousness.  In such an approach, there could be two case study groups, with one 

group consisting of ESOL teachers who represent socially privileged positions (such as 

Whiteness and maleness) and another group consisting of teachers who represent more 

marginal positions.  If both of these groups conceptualize and express critical 
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consciousness in similar manners, it might be the case that critical consciousness 

transcends certain kinds of social distinctions and their associated privileges.       

Although the focus of the current study was on the psychometric properties of the 

CCS and its associated subscales, as well as their measures of central tendency, future 

quantitative research could address the important question of whether, and the possible 

extent to which, the critical consciousness of ESOL teachers might predict the 

performance of ELs.  As noted in both Chapters 1 and 2, performance measurement has 

been remarkably prominent in U.S. educational policy from the early 2000s onwards, 

and, in such an environment, the orientations of teachers, such as their critical 

consciousness, should also be considered in relation to student performance.  Such a 

recommendation should be accompanied by the caveat, itself noted by several scholars 

(Abilez, 1998; Garza & Crawford, 2005; Norton & Toohey, 2004; Ovado, 2003; 

Pennycook, 2001), that performance measurement might be intrinsically biased, and it 

has certainly been utilized, historically, against students of color, among other 

marginalized groups.  Nonetheless, because of the reality of performance measurement as 

a component of federal and state funding for education, correlations of ESOL teachers’ 

critical consciousness and ESOL student performance have their place in practice-

oriented research.     

From a quantitative perspective, one question that future empirical researchers 

can answer is whether there is a statistically significant relationship between the critical 

consciousness of ESOL teachers and the academic performance of their students.  

Because ELs are typically measured on proficiency, such analyses might take the form of 
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logistic regressions with the dependent variable rendered as proficient/not proficient.  

Future researchers interested in the relationship between ESOL teachers’ critical 

consciousness and the performance levels of ELs should ensure the controlling of 

variables such as student race, student socioeconomic status, teacher experience, school, 

and other factors.  A nested hierarchical linear model (HLM) might also be appropriate. 

Implications for Practice 

One of the main implications for practice supported by this study’s findings is that 

it is possible to utilize the CCS with other populations than the student population for 

which Diemer et al. (2017) initially intended.  As noted in the review of literature and 

methodology of this study, critical consciousness is a concept of great theoretical and 

empirical importance that has not been thoroughly or frequently measured among 

teachers.  The psychometric properties of the CCS, as reported in Chapter 4, suggest that 

future empirically oriented researchers interested in the measurement of critical 

consciousness among teachers can make use of this instrument, both in terms of the 

single measure of critical consciousness and the subconcepts of perceived inequality, 

commitment to egalitarianism, sociopolitical participation, and reflection. 

Another suggestion for practice is to utilize the CCS in order to determine 

whether training increases critical consciousness in ESOL teachers, or whether ESOL 

teachers meet a certain cutoff for critical consciousness after having been on the job for a 

certain period of time.  If one of the goals of ESOL training is also the integration of 

critical consciousness, then utilization of the CCS as a pre- and posttest can quantify the 

effect of training on critical consciousness.  In addition, administration of the CCS to 
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practicing ESOL teachers can measure how well a particular school might be doing in 

terms of cultivating critical consciousness among ESOL teachers.  

Crookes (2010) argued that the further development of critical consciousness 

among teachers is reliant on a model of activism and advocacy that includes components 

such as networking (particularly with and within local communities), fundraising, and 

direct action.  Other researchers have also emphasized the need for advocacy (Haneda & 

Alexander, 2015; Suarez & Dominguez, 2015).  Such emphases on advocacy invoke 

Moss’s (2001) discussion of critical consciousness as primarily an action-oriented 

practice.  At the same time that scholars contribute to the theoretical development of 

critical pedagogy in ESOL, advocacy can link theory to practice and apply social justice 

concerns to the real world of education.    

Critical pedagogy among ESOL teachers is not necessarily low, but, as both 

Shabani and Khorsandi’s (2014) previous findings and the results in Chapter 4 indicate, 

critical pedagogy varies widely.  In other words, some teachers are less oriented towards 

critical pedagogy, and other teachers are more highly oriented towards critical pedagogy.  

Therefore, administrators, policy-makers, and other leader- or manager-level stakeholders 

in education should consider administering an instrument such as the CCC to teachers in 

their jurisdictions in order to assess the critical pedagogy in a particular environment, 

such as a school district.  The validation of CCS for ESOL teachers is of importance 

primarily as a preliminary step for allowing this instrument to be used in actual practice, 

for example, as a means of determining the critical pedagogy orientations of ESOL 

teachers in a school, school district, or other setting.  
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Critical Consciousness Scale 

Demographic Information: Please provide the following demographic information that 

best describes you.   

 Professional Experience as a K-12 ESOL Teacher in the U.S. Setting: (enter 

number of total years) 

 Age: (enter number) 

 Ethnicity (select one): White (Non-Hispanic), Hispanic and/or Latinx, Black or 

African American, Native American or Indigenous, Asian / Pacific Islander, Bi- 

or Multi-Racial, Other (enter description) 

 Education (select one): Bachelor’s degree, Master’s degree, Educational 

Specialist’s degree, Doctorate degree 

 Geographical Region: (enter state) 

 Gender (select one): Female, Male, Non-Binary, Prefer not to say, Prefer to self-

describe (enter description) 
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Instructions: Please respond to the following statements by selecting the answer choice 

to show how much you agree or disagree with each statement. For each statement, choose 

one of the following values: 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

Mostly 

Disagree 

Slightly 

Disagree 

Slightly 

Agree 

Mostly 

Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Statement: Answer 

choice: 

1. Certain racial or ethnic groups have fewer chances to get a 

good high school education. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6  

2. Poor children have fewer chances to get a good high school 

education. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6  

3. Certain racial or ethnic groups have fewer chances to get 

good jobs. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6  

4. Women have fewer chances to get good jobs.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

5. Poor people have fewer chances to get good jobs.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

6. Certain racial or ethnic groups have fewer chances to get 

ahead.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6  

7. Women have fewer chances to get ahead.   1 2 3 4 5 6  

8. Poor people have fewer chances to get ahead.   1 2 3 4 5 6  

9. It is a good thing that certain groups are at the top and other 

groups are at the bottom.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6  

10. It would be good if groups could be equal.   1 2 3 4 5 6  

11. Group equality should be our ideal.    1 2 3 4 5 6  

12. All groups should be given an equal chance in life.    1 2 3 4 5 6  

13. We would have fewer problems if we treated people more 

equally. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6  
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Instructions: Please respond to the following statements by circling how often you were 

involved in each activity in the last year. For each statement, choose one of the following 

values: 

Never did this Once or twice 

last year 

Once every few 

months 

At least once a 

month 

At least once a 

week 

1 2 3 4 5 

Statement: Answer 

choice: 

14. Participated in a civil rights group or organization.   1 2 3 4 5 

15. Participated in a political party, club, or organization.   1 2 3 4 5 

16. Wrote a letter to a school or community newspaper or 

publication about a social or political issue. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

17. Contacted a public official by phone, mail, or email to tell 

him/her how you felt about a particular social or political 

issue. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

18. Joined in a protest march, political demonstration, or political 

meeting. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

19. Worked on a political campaign.   1 2 3 4 5 

20. Participated in a discussion about a social or political issue.   1 2 3 4 5 

21. Signed an email or written petition about a social or political 

issue. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

22. Participated in a human rights, gay rights, or women’s rights 

organization or group. 

  1 2 3 4 5 
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RECRUITMENT LETTER 
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Tift College of Education 

Dear Respondent, 

My name is Camelle Simmons. I am Ph.D. candidate at Mercer University in Atlanta, 

Georgia. I am conducting a research study to determine if an existing tool used to 

measure critical consciousness is valid and reliable under different circumstances.  The 

title of my study is Critical Consciousness: A Measurement Tool for English to Speakers 

of Other Languages (ESOL) Teachers in U.S. K-12 Education. I am emailing to ask if 

you would like to participate by completing a survey for this research project.  Please 

only take the survey if you have experience teaching English to speakers of other 

languages (ESOL) in the U.S. K-12 educational system.   

Mercer University’s IRB requires investigators to provide informed consent to the 

research participants. If you would be interested in taking this survey, please click the 

following link for more information on how to participate: 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/PPKCRTR.    

If you have any questions about the study, contact the Principal Investigator Camelle 

Simmons by phone, 912-980-6919, or by sending an email to 

camelle.laree.simmons@live.mercer.edu. 

Mercer University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) reviewed study #H1904095 and 

approved it on 02-Apr-2019. 

Questions about your rights as a research participant: 

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant of if you are at any time 

dissatisfied with any part of this study, you may contact, anonymously if you wish, the 

Mercer University Institutional Review Board (IRB) by phone at (478) 301-4101 or by 

email at ORC_Research@Mercer.Edu. 

Thank you in advance for your time and participation! 

 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/PPKCRTR
mailto:ORC_Research@Mercer.Edu
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