
    
     

 
             

             
           
              

  

 

 

   

         

     
 

    
     

 

   
 

   
  

  

    

  

Topic Brief #2: 

Co-Teaching in an Integrated English as a New Language (ENL) Classroom 

What it is. Co-teaching in an Integrated ENL class consists of a certified English to Speakers of Other 
Languages (ESOL) teacher and a certified K-5 classroom teacher or 6-12 content area teacher (English 
language arts, math, science, or social studies) co-delivering instruction with the intention of meeting 
both content and English language and literacy development goals simultaneously. The co-teachers 
select language and content goals, align appropriate standards, develop whole class and small group 
learning activities, plan for appropriate scaffolds and supports to be in place, and assess both language 
and content goals for all students collaboratively (See more on this in Topic Brief #3: The Collaborative 
Instructional Cycle). 

What it is not. Co-teaching is not an opportunity for a grade-level or content-area teacher to have 
a teaching assistant or helper in the class. It is not one teacher providing instruction while the 
other teacher roams around the room. Co-teaching is not each teacher taking turns with one teaching 
while the other looks on. It is not the job of the ESOL teacher to be a one-on-one tutor, translate core 
content materials, push-in and pull aside only the Multilingual Learners (MLs) and English Language 
Learners (ELLs), or instruct MLs and ELLs in any other form of skill-based or content-based learning that 
is not fully aligned to grade-appropriate core content standards and curricula. There is no co-
teaching unless lessons are collaboratively planned and implemented, and student learning is jointly 
assessed. 

In sum, co-teaching is a collaborative delivery of co-planned instruction also utilizing collaboratively 
reviewed assessment data. Table 1 summarizes what co-teaching is and what it is not.  

Table 1: What Co-Teaching Is and What Co-Teaching Is Not 

Co-teaching is . . . Co-teaching is not . . . 

Both teachers planning for the lesson that 
is co-delivered 

One teacher planning the lesson, the other 
walking in and attempting to co-deliver the 
lesson 

One teacher planning, the other teacher 
assisting 

Both teachers teaching all the students in 
the room 

My students vs. your students 

My job vs. your job 

My responsibility vs. your responsibility 

For the purposes of this document, the term “co-teaching” refers to team-taught Integrated English as a New Language (ENL) classes and 
should not be confused with other co-teaching models except where otherwise indicated. 
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Co-teaching is . . . Co-teaching is not . . . 

Both teachers actively participating in the 
entire lesson 

One teacher teaching, while the other 
performs routine non-instructional tasks 
(e.g., making copies, planning the next 
lesson, marking papers) 

Co-teachers varying their co-teaching 
approaches based on student needs and 
the nature of the curriculum (See Topic 
Brief #4: Seven Models of Co-Teaching) 

Co-teachers locking themselves into one 
model of instruction without the flexibility 
to respond to emerging and varying 
student needs 

Both teachers participating in formative 
and summative assessment practices 

The content area teacher maintaining all 
responsibility for student progress 
monitoring and assessment 

Both teachers regularly engaging in 
professional reflections on their impact on 
student learning and on their own growth 
as co-teachers 

Teachers limiting their communication 
time to class sessions 

It is important to keep in mind the lesson well-captured by a 2015 National Education Association 
publication, How educators can advocate for English learners: All in!: “ELLs desperately need educators 
who believe in them, who recognize their assets, and who have the support and training they need to 
do their best by all of their students” (p19). Co-teaching for MLs and ELLs offers opportunity for ongoing, 
job-embedded capacity building between content area and ESOL teachers. Collaborative practices 
between teachers provide a clear path for sharing strategies to support new-language acquisition in the 
classroom, regardless of content area. Additionally, collaborative co-teaching creates opportunities for 
students to have access to core content standards and learning opportunities and to apply their language 
and content learning in authentic ways. 

Building on a Framework of Inclusivity and Equity 

When we consider how to best create inclusive learning environments for MLs and ELLs, we must 
determine how to build teacher capacity to recalibrate instructional practices within the co-taught 
class. Although it has been asserted that “the long-standing culture of teacher isolation and 
individualism, together with teachers’ preference to preserve their individual autonomy, may 
hinder deep-level collaboration to occur” (Vangrieken et al., 2015, p. 36), teacher collaboration is 
not only an integral practice in many K-12 schools, but it is also the key to successful co-teaching. 

Inclusive pedagogy, a major theoretical framework and evidence-based practice, is based on the premise 
that teachers recognize and respond to all students’ needs and extend what is available to some students 
in order to make lessons accessible to all. While the notion of inclusive pedagogy is closely tied to 
instructional practices in the PreK-12 special education context, it also provides a helpful framework for 
working with MLs and ELLs in the co-taught Integrated ENL classroom. At the core of successful inclusive 
pedagogy is teacher collaboration and equitable learning opportunities for all students. This 
collaboration often includes or centers around co-teaching practices that allow two or more educators 



           
       

        
         

          
              

           
               

          
               

             
            

            
        

                 
           

       
               

 

 

 

  

  

  

 

  

 

 

 

to plan, deliver, and assess instruction for the sake of special populations while also setting challenging 
educational goals and delivering differentiated instruction for all students. 

Co-Teaching in Integrated ENL vs. Special Education Inclusion 

Co-teaching in special education inclusion may be traced back to the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA), a federal law providing rights and protections for students with disabilities 
(SWDs) and ensuring that all SWDs have access to a free and public education (FAPE) in the least 
restrictive environment (LRE). For many SWDs, co-teaching in an inclusion classroom is defined as the 
least restrictive environment within their Individualized Education Programs (IEPs), since this model 
allows teachers to provide their students with full access to the core curriculum, deliver instructional 
adaptations and modifications, and support their social-emotional development. Co-teaching within the 
context of special education inclusion frequently takes place for the entire school day or a significant 
portion of the day. The class is configured using various whole-class and small-group strategies to deliver 
instruction with two or more teachers in the room. The main focus of co-teaching for SWDs is to provide 
students with the appropriate strategies, supports, and remediation to address the challenges 
associated with students’ specific learning disabilities so that they are able to access the core curriculum. 

The purpose of co-teaching for MLs and ELLs, within the context of an Integrated ENL class, is quite 
different. First and foremost, Integrated ENL is not a remedial program. The support for MLs and ELLs is 
particular to students learning a new language, based on their level of English-language proficiency. In 
addition to learning English, however, they also need access points to learn the general education 
curriculum. Therefore, instead of offering in-the-moment lesson support, coping strategies, 
or remediation, Integrated ENL co-teaching is intended to fully integrate academic language and 
literacy instruction within content-area classes that are co-planned and co-assessed through the two 
lenses of academic and linguistic demands and opportunities: 

Grade-Level 

Academic Demands 

and Opportunities for 

Content-Based 

Conceptual and Skill 

Development. 

Linguistic Demands 

and Opportunities 

for Language and 

Literacy 

Development. 

Research Support for Collaboration and Co-Teaching for ELLs and MLs 

Collaboration and co-teaching have been researched and practiced to support English as a New 
Language learners for over 20 years (See for example, Dove & Honigsfeld 2020; Honigsfeld & Dove, 
2012; Nagle, 2013; Yoon, 2021; Special Theme Issue of the TESOL Journal in Fall 2012 dedicated to 
collaboration and co-teaching). A considerable volume of research has focused on collaboration 
between general and special education teachers, and similar attention to collaboration for the sake 



 

 

 

 
 

     
         

    
       

    
     
   

 

 

        
     

of MLs and ELLs is also expanding. Three decades ago, Fradd (1992) discussed the potential outcomes 
of teacher collaboration implemented to serve all students with special needs, including MLs and ELLs. 
Among others, Davison (2006) extensively researched collaboration among ESOL and content-area 
teachers with a special emphasis on the nature and challenges of developing collaborative and co-
teaching relationships. She used the term partnership teaching (also commonly used in research and 
publications originating in the UK and emphasized, “[i]t builds on the concept of cooperative 
teaching by linking the work of two teachers, or indeed a whole department/year team or other 
partners, with plans for curriculum development and staff development across the school” (pp. 454– 
455). 

York-Barr, Ghere, and Sommerness (2007) investigated the process and outcomes of a three-
year implementation of a collaborative inclusive program model for MLs and ELLs and reported that 
teachers shared “a strong and nearly unanimous sense that students were highly advantaged by the 
inclusive and collaborative instructional models—academically, socially, and in terms of classroom 
participation,” and he noted positive achievement gains due to the collaborative practices (p. 321). 

Causton-Theoharis and Theoharis (2008) also found significantly increased reading achievement scores 
over a three-year period in a Madison, Wisconsin school that moved to a full inclusion model 
—eliminating all pull-out services for all students including special education students, MLs, and 
ELLs. Through an extensive restructuring, the school was able to use existing human 
resources to make collaboration and co-teaching practices the dominant service delivery format, 
which yielded impressive achievement results and required no extra cost,. 

There is growing research-based evidence (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2014; Greenberg Motamedi et al., 2019; 
Honigsfeld & Dove, 2017; Peercy et al., 2017), practitioner-documentation (Foltos, 2018; Norton, 
2016), and state and local policy initiatives (NYSED, 2018; DESE, 2019) to support teacher 
collaboration and integrated co-teaching services for MLs and ELLs. Four major themes emerging 
from the research indicate a positive impact on: 

1. Teacher learning and capacity building (Martin-Beltrán & Madigan Peercy, 2014); 
2. Teacher relationship and trust building (Honigsfeld & Dove, 2017; Pawan & Ortloff, 

2011); 
3. Shifts in instructional practices and role definition due to collaborative and co-

teaching approaches to serving MLs and ELLs (Davison, 2006; Martin-Beltrán & 
Madigan Peercy, 2012; Peercy et al., 2017); and 

4. Equity in education and culturally responsive teaching (Compton, 2018; Scanlan et 
al., 2012; Theoharis & O’Toole, 2011). 

Advantages of a Co-Teaching Approach to Integrated ENL 

For decades, stand-alone (also called “pullout”) instruction has been a mainstay approach for 
the development of English language skills in many school districts for MLs and ELLs. In most of 
these situations, ENL programs had their own curricula apart from general education curricula, and 
were created to improve fluency and facility with English by typically focusing on the four language 
domains (listening, speaking, reading, and writing). 

An integrated co-teaching approach to content and academic language and literacy development goes 
beyond addressing the four domains. In doing so, it creates the following: 

• A culture in which co-teachers focus on academic language, literacy practices, and rigorous 
content while simultaneously also building on and expanding MLs’ and ELLs’ multiliteracies. 



      
     

       
    

     
     

                 
           

     
       

        

              
          

              
     

              
           

 

 

  

 
  

 

  

   
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

   
    

    

  

 

 

 

 

• A collaborative learning space where MLs and ELLs interact with English-learning and English-
fluent peers to co-construct meaning and engage in authentic, inquiry-based content 
exploration. 

• A text-rich environment with a variety of text formats available including digital video and 
audio recordings, print, nonprint, and web-based reading materials. 

• Multiple meaningful opportunities for close reading, authentic writing, and purposeful 
interactions that promote speaking and comprehension skills. 

Components for a Successful Co-Teaching Model Implementation 

The co-teaching approach to the Integrated ENL program model established in New York State in 2015 
does not exist in a vacuum. Instead, a range of collaborative practices needs to be established and 
sustained to underscore the importance of a shared means to serving MLs and ELLs. According to one 
conceptual framework, formal collaborative practices to support MLs’ and ELLs’ linguistic and academic 
development may have either a direct instructional or non-instructional focus and be infused throughout 
MLs’ and ELLs’ education in a substantive way. 

Instructional activities for collaborative teacher teams include: (1) joint lesson and unit planning, (2) 
curriculum development, mapping, and alignment, (3) co-developing instructional materials, (4) 
collaborative assessment of student work, and (5) co-teaching. At the same time, teachers are 
encouraged to create the space and opportunity for non-instructional collaborative activities that may 
include (1) joint professional development, (2) engaging in teacher research, (3) preparing for and 
conducting parent-teacher conferences in tandem, and (4) participating in extracurricular activities 
together. 

See Table 2 for a summary of the types of opportunities for instructional collaborations teachers should 
be provided with to engage in along with the goal and anticipated outcome of each. 

Table 2: Opportunities for Instructional Collaborations 

Collaborative 
Practices Aligned to 
Instruction 

Goals Outcomes 

Joint Lesson and 
Unit Planning 

● Establish attainable 
yet rigorous learning 
targets 

● Share instructional 
routines and strategies 

● Align instructional 
content 

● Design appropriate 
formative and 
summative assessment 
measures 

Shorter and longer term plans 
(daily lesson plans or unit plans) 
reflective of the following: 

● Language and content 
objectives 

● Strategically selected 
instructional 
accommodations and 
accelerations 

● Differentiated instruction 
according to students’ 
academic and linguistic 
abilities. 



 
  

 

  

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
  

 

 

  

  
  

 
  

  
 

  
  

  
 

 
 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 

  

  

       
  

      
      

      
     

        
         

 
        

      

Collaborative 
Practices Aligned to 
Instruction 

Goals Outcomes 

Curriculum 
Development, 
Mapping, and 
Alignment 

● Plan and align 
instruction for a longer 
period of time 

● Create an overall guide 
for joint planning, 
parallel teaching, and 
co-instruction 

● Rigor, relevance, and 
research-informed 
approaches infused into 
the curriculum 

● Instructional intensity in 
the planned and taught 
curriculum for MLs and 
ELLs 

Co-developing 
Instructional 
Materials 

● Scaffold instructional 
materials 

● Select essential 
materials that support 
accelerated learning 

● Differentiated, tiered, 
teacher-made resources 

● Chunking of complex 
materials or tasks into 
manageable segments 

● Selection of essential 
learning tools 

Collaborative 
Assessment of 
Student Work 

● Jointly examine ELLs’ 
language and 
academic performance 

● Analyze student data 
and identify areas that 
need improvement or 
targeted intervention 

● Shared formative and 
summative assessment 
measures 

● Co-developed assessment 
tasks 

● Joint goal setting for ELLs 
using assessment data 

Co-Teaching ● Co-deliver instruction 
through differentiated 
instruction 

● Use various models of 
instruction to establish 
equity between co-
teaching partners and 
students 

● Co-equal partnerships 
● Shared ownership for 

learning 
● Engagement in the entire 

collaborative instructional 
cycle 

To ensure a successful, systemic approach to implementing co-teaching within the Integrated ENL 
classroom, consider the following recommendations: 

1. Offer opportunities for sustained professional learning in instructional strategies, 
collaboration and co-teaching practices and culturally responsive and sustaining schooling for 
all teachers. 

2. Strategically partner up teachers (allowing for volunteers) for co-teaching and place students 
to maximize teacher impact of MLs and ELLs learning. 

3. Engage in collaborative curriculum planning and alignment work that ensures co-teachers’ 
mutual understanding of the content-based and language development goals MLs and ELLs 
must meet. 

4. Design a master schedule that allows for ample weekly collaborative planning time for grade-
level teams, or subject matter teams, as well as individual co-planning time for co-teaching 
partners. 



     
    

        

       
       

  
    

 

      
       

    

         
     
 

    

        
 

 

     
   

      
 

       
    

       
    

  

       
  

      
    

        
         

 

5. Establish clear expectations and set short-term and long–term goals for developing, 
implementing, and sustaining an integrated, co-taught ENL program. 

6. Offer training and secure technology resources for co-teachers to co-plan using technology 
platforms. 

7. Have instructional, facilitative, and/or collaborative coaching support in place prior to the 
beginning of the year; consider employing peers or coaching consultants for in-class visits and 
debriefing about co-teaching practices with co-teaching teams to ensure co-planning, co-
assessment, and reflection all take place. 

References 

Causton-Theoharis, J., & Theoharis, G. (September 2008). Creating inclusive schools for all students. The 
School Administrator, pp. 24–30. 

Compton, T. N. (2018). Access to culturally responsive teaching for English language learners: 
Mainstream teacher perceptions and practice on inclusion. Electronic Theses and Dissertations. 
Paper 2949. https://doi.org/10.18297/etd/2949 

Davison, C. (2006). Collaboration between ESL and content area teachers: How do we know when we 
are doing it right? The International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 9(4), 454– 
475. 

DESE. (2019). Collaboration tool. https://www.doe.mass.edu/ele/instruction/ 

Dove, M. G., & Honigsfeld, A. (2014). Analysis of the implementation of an ESL co-teaching model in a 
suburban elementary school. NYS TESOL Journal, 1(1), 62-67. 
http://journal.nystesol.org/jan2014/60dove.pdf 

Dove, M. G., & Honigsfeld, A. (Eds.), (2020). Co-teaching for English learners: Evidence-based practices 
and research-informed outcomes. Information Age Publishing. 

Foltos, L. (2018). Teachers learn better together. http://www.edutopia.org/article/teachers-learn-
better-together 

Fradd, S. H. (1992). Digest of collaboration in schools serving students with limited English proficiency 
and other special needs. ERIC Digest. 

Greenberg Motamedi, J., Vazquez, M., Gandhi, E., & Holmgren, M. (2019). English language development 
minutes, models, and outcomes: Beaverton School District. 
https://educationnorthwest.org/resources/english-language-development-minutes-models-
and-outcomes-beaverton-school-district 

Honigsfeld, A., & Dove, M. G. (Eds.) (2012). Coteaching and other collaborative practices in the EFL/ESL 
classroom: Rationale, research, reflections, and recommendations. Information Age Publishing. 

Honigsfeld, A., & Dove, M. (2017). The coteaching flow inside the classroom. In Dantas-Whitney, M., & 
Rilling, S. (Eds.), TESOL voices: Secondary education (pp. 107-114). Alexandria, VA: TESOL. 

Martin-Beltrán, M., & Madigan Peercy, M. (2012). How can ESOL and mainstream teachers make the 
best of standards-based curriculum in order to collaborate? TESOL Journal 3, 425-444. 
doi:10.1002/tesj.23 

https://doi.org/10.18297/etd/2949
https://www.doe.mass.edu/ele/instruction/
http://journal.nystesol.org/jan2014/60dove.pdf
http://www.edutopia.org/article/teachers-learn-better-together
http://www.edutopia.org/article/teachers-learn-better-together
https://educationnorthwest.org/resources/english-language-development-minutes-models-and-outcomes-beaverton-school-district
https://educationnorthwest.org/resources/english-language-development-minutes-models-and-outcomes-beaverton-school-district
http:doi:10.1002/tesj.23


        
     

    
 

        
  

      
 

 

 

   
      

   
          

       
      

    
  

        
    

     
 

           
      

Martin-Beltrán, M., & Madigan Peercy, M. (2014). Collaboration to teach English language learners: 
Opportunities for shared teacher learning. Teachers and Teaching, 20, 721-737. 

National Education Association. (2015). How educators can advocate for English learners: All in! 
https://www.colorincolorado.org/sites/default/files/ELL_AdvocacyGuide2015.pdf 

Nagle J. F. (Ed.), (2013). English learner instruction through collaboration and inquiry in teacher 
education. Charlotte, NC: Information Age Publishing. 

Norton, J. (2016). Successful coteaching: ESL teachers in the mainstream classroom. 
http://newsmanager.commpartners.com/tesolc/issues/2016-10-01/3.html 

NYSED. (2018). Program options for English language learners/Multilingual learners. 
http://www.nysed.gov/bilingual-ed/program-options-english-language-learnersmultilingual-
learners 

Peercy, M. M., Ditter, M., & Destefano, M. (2017). “We need more consistency”: Negotiating the division 
of labor in ESOL – Mainstream teacher collaboration. TESOL Journal, 8, 215-239. 

Scanlan, M., Frattura, E., Schneider, K. A., & Capper, C. A. (2012). Bilingual students with integrated 
comprehensive service: Collaborative strategies. In A. Honigsfeld and M. G. Dove (Eds.), 
Coteaching and other collaborative practices in the EFL/ESL classroom: Rationale, research, 
reflections, and recommendations (pp. 3-13). Information Age Publishing. 

Theoharis, G., & O'Toole , J. (2011). Leading inclusive ELL social justice leadership for English language 
learners. Educational Administration Quarterly, 47(4), 646-688. 

Vangrieken, K., Dochy, F., Raes, E., & Kyndt, E. (2015). Teacher collaboration: A systematic review. 
Educational Research Review, 15, 17-40. 

Yoon, B. (Ed.), (2021). Effective teacher collaboration for English language learners: Cross-curricular 
insights from K-12 classrooms. Routledge. 

York-Barr, J., Ghere, G., & Sommerness, J. (2007). Collaborative teaching to increase ELL student learning: 
A three-year urban elementary case study. Journal of Education for Students Placed at Risk, 12, 
301-335. 

https://www.colorincolorado.org/sites/default/files/ELL_AdvocacyGuide2015.pdf
http://newsmanager.commpartners.com/tesolc/issues/2016-10-01/3.html
http://www.nysed.gov/bilingual-ed/program-options-english-language-learnersmultilingual-learners
http://www.nysed.gov/bilingual-ed/program-options-english-language-learnersmultilingual-learners




Accessibility Report





		Filename: 

		Topic Brief 2 FINAL 2-24-21.pdf









		Report created by: 

		



		Organization: 

		







[Enter personal and organization information through the Preferences > Identity dialog.]



Summary



The checker found problems which may prevent the document from being fully accessible.





		Needs manual check: 2



		Passed manually: 0



		Failed manually: 0



		Skipped: 1



		Passed: 26



		Failed: 3







Detailed Report





		Document





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set



		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF



		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF



		Logical Reading Order		Needs manual check		Document structure provides a logical reading order



		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified



		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar



		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents



		Color contrast		Needs manual check		Document has appropriate color contrast



		Page Content





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Tagged content		Passed		All page content is tagged



		Tagged annotations		Passed		All annotations are tagged



		Tab order		Passed		Tab order is consistent with structure order



		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided



		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged



		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker



		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts



		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses



		Navigation links		Passed		Navigation links are not repetitive



		Forms





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged



		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description



		Alternate Text





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Figures alternate text		Failed		Figures require alternate text



		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read



		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content



		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation



		Other elements alternate text		Passed		Other elements that require alternate text



		Tables





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot



		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR



		Headers		Failed		Tables should have headers



		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column



		Summary		Skipped		Tables must have a summary



		Lists





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L



		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI



		Headings





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Appropriate nesting		Failed		Appropriate nesting










Back to Top



