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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine how school reform design, English
speakers of other languages (ESOL) instruction, and socioeconomic status (SES) impact
the academic achievement of ESOL students in Grade 2. Gains in lexile scores on the
Scholastic Reading Inventory were used to measure one aspect of academic achievement,
namely, general reading ability.

The primary research guestion was; To what extent can gains in lexile scores on
the Scholastic Reading Inventory be explained by the independent variable set of school
reform design (America’s Choice/Direct Instruction), ESOL instruction (ESOL
instruction/no ESOL instruction), and SES (free and reduced lunch/no free lunch),
Participants were 204 ESOL students enrolled in‘ Grade 2 in Duval County Public
Schools during the 2003-2004 academic year, including 53 in Direct Instruction and 151
in America’s Choice school reform designs; 151 receiving free and reduced Iunch and 53
paying full fee for lunch; 139 receiving ESOL instruction and 65 receiving no ESOL
instruction.

Findings indicated that students in the Direct Instruction school reform design had
greater gains in lexile scores on the SRI than students in the America’s Choice design.
SES and ESOL instruction were not statistically significant predictors of academic
achievement. Further, there were no statistically significant interactions among any of the
predictor variables (between school reform design and ESOL instruction; between school
reform design and SES; between SES and ESOL instruction; or among school reform

design, SES, and ESOL instruction).



Chapter 1
Introduction

The United States has developed into a diverse society with a population of
immigrants that increases each year (Hawkins, 2004). Many of these immigrants are
individuals whose first language is other than English or English speakers of other
langﬁages (ESOL), also referred to as English language learners (ELLs), who are limited
English proficient (LEP). With this influx of irﬁmigrants, there has been such an increase
in ELL school children that they now represent 10.2% of public school enroliment in
Grades pre-K through 12 in the U.S. (Padolsky, 2004). Florida, in particular, is
experiencing this demographic trend, with 13.1% ELL enrollment (Padolsky, 2004).

Due to the dramatic increase in ESOL students, concerns have arisen about the
ability of American school systems to offer educational practices that are effective for
these students. The Englisﬁ language is taught and reinforced with the goal of assuring
ELL students’ optimal acceptance within the school culture so that learning oppottunities
can be maximized.

As a result of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), yearly gains on state
mandated tests are required for all students to show developmental growth in areas such
as reading and math (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). In the state of Florida,
passing scores on the state mandated test are required in Grade 3 and Grade 10 for

students to be promoted to the next grade level. Beginning in Grade 3, students who are



enrolled in ESOL programs are held accountable for the Florida Comprehensive
Assessment Test (FCAT) after 1 year in the program unless granted an exemption from
their school district (Florida Department of Education, 2002). Therefore, helping ESOL
students acquire the language and literacy skills that they need to succeed academically is
of special concern,

The education of the ESOL minority has become a controversial issue. As a result
of the 1990 League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) et al. v. the State Board
of Education Consent Decree, the Florida Department of Education entered into an
agreement with advocacy groups for ELLs (Florida Department of Education, 1990). The
Consent Decree requires school districts to provide various accommodations for this
group of students. Consequently, research is needed to determine which factors .
contribute most to their academic achievement.

The NCLB also requires that annual achievement of LEP students must relate to
the gains in English proficiency, that an effective curriculum and instructional methods
be employed so as to raise the level of English proficiency of LEP students, and that
schools meet challenging academic standards aligned with Title I achievement standards.
In particular, researchers are touting school reforms as school initiatives addressing
standards-based reform to assist at-risk students with low scores, especially in Title I
schools (Borman, Hewes, Overman, & Brown, 2003). Therefore, a body of research that
offers insights into those school reform designs that are more effective for LEP students
will provide a research based decision-making model.

Significance of the Research



The significance of.this study is that it examines factors that affect the
achievement of ESOL students, an area that has not been extensively researched. Two of
the factors, school reform design and ESOL instruction, can be altered by a school system
if they are found to be ineffective. In particular, educators need to be provided with
effective school reform designs that will include not just students who are monolingual
English speakers, but ELLs as well, by teaching them the language and literacy skills
needed to succeed in school and on the state mandated tests. Because students in Florida
who do not receive passing scores on the FCAT in Grade 3 and Grade 10 cannot be
promoted to the next grade level, it is critical for educational policymakers and leaders
responsible for the changes in the educational system in Florida to understand factors that
affect the achievement of LEP students in order to maximize the learning outcomes of
these students. Consequently, the findings of this research may provide information that
will result in school reforms that have a profound effect on ESOL students’ reading
ability and leave no child behind.

Finally, this study may assist educational leaders in the implementation of
effective programs that satisfy the needs of ELLs by assisting the teachers with effective
instructional models in the classroom. The resulis gained from this' study will help
practitioners understand the complexity of bilingual and ESOL education.

Statement of Purpose

'The purpose of the study was to examine how school reform design, ESOL

instruction, and socioeconomic status (SES) impact the academic achievement of ESOL

students in Grade 2, Gains in lexile scores on the Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI)



were used to measure one aspect of academic achievement, namely, general reading
ability,

Educational policies in the state of Florida impact the most diverse student
population in the United States. Since 1990, when the Florida Depariment of Education
entered into an agreement, the Consent Decree, with advocacy groups for ELLs, Florida
has moved quickly to establish an ESOL program, in part to avoid litigation. Therefore,
the education of the ESOL minority became a controversial issue, especially now that
student achievement is addressed within the NCLB. Finding a school reform design that
will have a positive effect on ESOL students’ academic achievement is the goai for many
policymakers and educators, given the fact that the Consent Decree requires school
districts to provide various accommodations for this group of students. However,
identifying the variables in the instructional environmen‘; that may have a positive effect
on academic English acquisition rriay be of assistance in identifying the appropriate
school reform designs for ESOL students, possibly even school reform designs that have
not yet been developed.

Statement of Research Question ond Hypotheses
The primary research question was: To what extent can gajﬁs in Iexile scores on
the SRI be explained by the independent variable set of school reform design (America’s
Choice[AC]/Direct Instruction[DI]), ESOL instruction (ESOL instruction/no ESOL
instruction), and SES (free and reduced lunch/no free lunch). The corresponding research
hypotheses were:
H;:  There is no statistically significant (p = .05) difference in the SRI lexile gain

scores of students in classrooms using the AC school reform design and those in
classes using DI,



Hz:

H3.’

Hf;f

There is no statistically significant (p = .05) difference in the SRI lexile gain
scores of students receiving ESOL instruction and those receiving no ESOL
instruction.

There is no statistically significant (p = .05) difference in the SRI lexile gain
scores of students who qualify for free and reduced lunch and those who do not.

There is no statistically significant (p = .05) inferaction effect of school reform
design and SES interacting together to explain the variance in SRI lexile gain
scores.

There is no statistically significant (¢ = .05) interaction effect of school reform
design and ESOL instruction interacting together to explain the variance in SRI

lexile gain scores.

There is no statistically significant (» = .05) interaction effect of SES and ESOL
instruction interacting together to explain the variance in SRI lexile gain scores.

There is no statistically significant (p = .05) three-way interaction effect of school
reform design, ESOL instruction and SES interacting together to explain the
variance in SRI lexile gain scores.

Definition of Terms

It is important to clarify some of the terms and abbreviations that are used

throughout the study, given the complexity of their use. This summary reflects the

definitions used by most authors when referring to these terms in the field of English as a

second language (ESL).

AC — America’s Choice school reform design.

Achievement Tests — Tests used to measure knowledge, abilities, understanding,

or skills acquired from academic work.

AYP — Adequate yearly progress as defined by the NCLB.

Bilingual Education — Teaching students in two languages: their native language

(L1) and the target language (English in the U.S)).



Consent Decree — Legal document in the state of Florida that mandates certain

requirements and rules for teachers of ESOL students. It also recommended overseeing
the services given to ESOL students in each school district. The Consent.Decree is the
result of a class action complaint filed by Multicultural Education, Training, and
Advocacy, Inc. (META,; Florida Department of Education, 1990).

CPRE - Consortium for Policy Research in Education.

QSJ&— Comprehenéive school reform,

DCPS — Duval County Public Schools.

DI - Direct Instruction school reform design.

ELL — English language learner.

English Proficiency — Definitions will depend on the standard in the new English
language assessment developed by each state. For the purpose of the present study,
English proficiency is a passing score on the English state assessment, which
incorporates two basic components: math and reading (Zeht, 2003). For the state of
Florida, English proficiency is a passing score on the Language Assessment Scale,

ESOL — English for speakers of other languages, a term that has been adopted by
many scholars instead of ESL because for many of these students English could be their
third, fourth, fifth, or sixth language.

FCAT — Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test.

L1 — Native language.

L2 - Second language.

LE_P ~ Limited English proficient (individuals who speak English, but ate not

proficient enough for full participation in an English-gpeaking society).



LUILLAC — League of United Latin American Citizens.

META — Multicultural Education, Training, and Advecacy, Inc.

NCEE — Nationzal Center on Education and the Economy.

NCLB - No Child Left Behind.

Non-ESQL, — Native English speaker,

SES - Socioeconomic status.

SRI — Scholastic Reading Inventory.

TESOL - Teaching English to speakers of other languages.

Delimifations

The delimitations of this study were: (a) participants were LEP students in Grade
2 in DCPS during thé 2003-2004 school year; (b) participants were enrolled in an AC or
DI classroom; (c) participants took the SR at both the beginning and end of the school
year.

Linmitations

As the present study is focused on a sample of ESOL students in one school
district in Florida who were in Grade 2 in the 2003-2004 school year and took the SRT at
both the beginning and end of the school year, resuits from the study will have limited
generalizability. DCPS does not have a large ESOL population compared to other school
districts, and the small sample size (# = 204) is a limitation of the study.

Not considering the previous educational background of ESOL students is a

major limitation, as levels of education véry widely among students, Information on
previous educational background of students was unavailable from the school district.

The different nationalities of the students are not taken into account nor is the number of



vears the students’ families-have been in the United States. Parental involvement also
varies considerably, with some students receiving extensive help with homework and
others receiving none. As a result of socioeconomic level, parents of some students are
not available due to work schedules, and older children may be required to take care of
younger children, Depending on the educational level of the parents, students may not be
socialized into education, and in some homes thete are no books to read. Children in
these households have the issues of other children who live in poverty, in addition to the
language barrier. Further, parents of some students do not speak English themselves, and
therefore cannot assist with homework,

Thus, one limitation is that such variables as previous background of ESOL
students, levels of education, and parental involvement, which the literatu.re indicates are
factors contributing to academic achievement, are not controlled and may, in fact,
account for some of the variance in academic success of ESOL students in this study,
rather than school reform design, ESOL instruction, and SES. As the study was
conducted using archived data from the DCPS database and there was no direct contact
with students, this information could not be collected.

There are many non-manipulated variables that could have an unintended effect
on academic achievement, including: mobility of students between schools within the
DCPS school system, classroom and school behavior management practices, curriculum
alignment to other subjects, teaching eiperience, teachers’ ESOL training, students’
native country, and parents’ educational background,

Organization of the Study

The study is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the study and



includes the significance of the research, statement of purpose, statement of the research
question and hypotheses, definition of terms, and delimitations and limitations,

Chapter 2 provides a review of the related literature. The literature review
includes the historical perspective of the history and policy related to ESOL, the school
reform designs used in Duval County, Florida, the assessment used in the study, and a
brief summary of the description of an ESOL classroom environment and the
development of reading ability skills.

Chapter 3 describes the methodology used to conduct the research including a
description of the site, research design, research instruments, data collection procedures,
and the data analysis procedures employed.

Chapter 4 presents the findings, including descriptive statistics for each of the
variables, the ANOVA analysis, and an éxplanation of how the data results can be
employed to answer the research question and corresponding hypotheses.

Chapter 5 provides an overview of the study, a summary of the findings, and
discussion. Conclusions are drawn and recommendations are made for educators,
including recommendations for further res¢arch on factors that impact the academic

achievement of ESOL students.
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Chapter 2
Review of the Literature
For purposes of organization and clarity, this review is organized in six sections:
(2} the theoretical framework upon which the study is based; (b) a summary of the history
and policy of bilingual/ESOL education; (c) a summary of the two school reform designs
in Duval County used in the study; (d) a brief description of high stakes testing in
schools, including an assessment used in the present study; (e) a discussion of social and
academic English; and (f) a final section related to appropriate ages for L2 acquisition
and literacy skills.
Theoretical Framework
According to Vygotsky, learning a language is a developmental process (Wolfe,
1974). When learning another language, teacher-parent contacts, practices, structures, and
enrichments are critically important during the early stages of the learning process as they
shape the child’s learning process (Snow, 1990). Hence, classroom activities are very
important to the student’s progress during the process of language acquisition
(Townsend, 1976).
As moving LEP students to English fluency is a difficult process, educators are
striving to find classroom strategies that will help these students succeed. Consequently,
analyzing data on the academic achievement of language-minority students throughout

the country 1s an on-going process (Thomas & Collier, 2002},
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Schools are supposed to have an articulated approach to assure that LEP students
achieve at the same level as other students, according to the NCLB (U.S. Department of
Education, 2001). The Florida Department of Education asserts that ESOL is an effective
strategy for improving achievement of LEP students. Theoreticians in the field assert that
there are specific types of programs, such as school reform designs, that are effective for
improving achievement of LEP students. The literature regarding policies and pfactices
that impact the achievement of LEP students will be reviewed in the following sections.

History and Policy

Over the years, the United States has experienced an increasing number of
immigrants, leading to a culturally and linguistically diverse student population (Abedi,
Hofstetter, & Lord, 2004; Hawkins, 2004), which demands qualified and trained teachers |
and administrators across the nation (Hawkins). Zhao (2002) stated that there is only one
marketable teacher for every 100 ELLs, Kindler (2002} emphasized that in the 2000-2001
school year, there were 4.6 million LEP students in public schools across the nation,
which is relatively close to the most recent data provided by the U.S. Department of
Education; 5 million LEP students (Hawkins, 2004), He mentioned that more than haif of
these students reside in four states: California (32.9%), Texas (12,4%), Florida (5.6%),
and New York (5.2%), and that the majority were Spanish (79%), followed by
Vietniamese (2%), Hmong (1.6%), Cantonese (1%0), and Korean (1%5).

This issue has generated a significant dilemma in education: the best way to teach
ESL or language acquisition. This dilemma has been a controversial issue throughout the
history of the United States. At one time, legislators were more focused on establishing

English as the classroom language than they were on assisting individuals with
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educational programs (Slavin & Cheung, 2003). Such an example may be found in
Proposition 227 (P-227) approved in June of 1998. The proposition mandated
fundamental changes in California’s education, including the restriction of bilingual
programs, and further, that the only language taught within the public school system
would be English (Kerper, 2000).

Crawford (1992) pointed out about the English Only Movement that “rather than
promote English proficiency, 99% of the organization’s efforts go toward restricting the
use of other languéges” (p. 176). Unfortunately, this piece of legislation has caused many
students to drop out and has created more resistance to the possibility of learning English.
The language barrier is one reason why individuals are less productive in our society. The
English Only Movement forces immigrants to speak English or be viewed as too lazy to
learn the language of their resident society (Qrawford, 1992).

At present, the government is trying to find instructional design models to assist
all school children in the U.S., especially those at risk, such as the ESL population, to
perform at grade level or above. In part, this movement is driven by the accountability
movement as emphasized in the NCLB (Abella, Urrutia, & Shneyderman, 2003). Slavin
and Madden (1999) agre'ed that the point was not how LEP students should be tanght (L1
instruction v. L2 instruction), but their success in learning to read. Educators must find
ways to develop, evaluate, and disseminate effective reading strategies as well as
effective English instruction for ELL students,

It is unrealistic to require all individuals to commuticate only in English without
taking into consideration each of their language limitations and the lack of methods and

resources to transmit the necessary language skills in the classroom, Most teachers and
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administrators lack the preparation necessary to deal with students whose L2 is English.
On most occasions, school administrators and teéchers do not understand or speak the
respective language, nor are they knowledgeable about the various cultures. It is
important to remember that learning a new language also means one must learn a new
culture.

Legal Cases

This section will review some of the legal cases that had an impact on the history
of LEP students. Piatt (1992) described some important cases that have made histoty in
educational reform school designs, including Meyer v. Nebraska (262 U.S. 390) of 1923,
which involved Robert Meyeér, a teacher in a parochial school in Nebraska, who was
found guilty of violating the English Only Instruction Statute of 1919 for teaching a Bible
story in German to a child. The Supreme Court declared Nebraska’s pfohibition against
teaching foreign languages in elementary schools unconstitutional, allowing immigrants
to cultivate their languages and cultures in privé.te schools should they so desire.

In 1981, in Castaneda v. Pickard (648 F. 2d 989), a group of Mexican American
parents and their children charged the district of Raymondvilie, Texas of using illegal
strategies to segregate their children by race and ethnicity. The district also failed to hire
and promote Mexican American teachers and failed to promote an adequate bilingual
program designed to overcome linguistic barriers, As a result, the appeals court
developed a three-part test requiring that the schools implement an assessment to show
results, not only in the acquiring of English skills, but also in areas such as math, science,

social studies, and language arts (Jimenez, 1992; Ovando, 2003).
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Lau v. Nichols

A new era for bilingual education was established in 1968, when the U.S.
government passed the Bilingual Act allowing bilingual education in American schools
for the first time as a way to assist in meeting minority needs. But it was not until 1974,
with Supreme Court Justice William O. Douglas’s delivery of the opinion on the Lau v.
Nichols case, that schools were charged with providing the right educational services for
LEP students’ needs (Ovando, 2003). Lau v. Nichois challenged the San Francisco public
schools to provide the Chinese population with equal educational opportunities by
offering classes in their L1 until they were able to participate in the English-only
classrooms (Crawford, 1992),

This was one of the most important court cases in the history of U.S. bilingual
education. The Office of Civil Rights, in response to the Supreme Court decision,
recommended transitional bilingual education for ELLs. Section 414 U.S. 563 (Lau v.
Nichols, 1974) of the California education code states, “English should be the basic
language of instruction in all schools.” However, the skills to master the English
language must be provided to the students in need. Findings in Thomas and Collier
(2002) supported the Lau v, Nichols case by finding that LEP students’ academic |
achievement increases significantly when services are provided. As LEP students move
through the school system, they gradually close the gap with each additional year of
~ schooling in the U.S.

Consent Decree
Since the 1960s, Florida has experienced significant growth in its immigrant

population. However, it was not until the 1980s that the LEP population (known in
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Florida as ESOL) dramatically increased. At the time, the educational system was not
prepared to provide the needed services for the large influx of LEP students. In response
to the lack of services, a suit, known as the META agreement or Coﬁsent Decree, was
brought against the Florida Department of Education. The Consent Decree (Florida
Department of Education, 1990), LULAC v. Florida Board of Education, resulted in a
state agreement to implement some regulations requiring identification, assessme.nt,l
programs, advisory committees, and evaluation of LEP studenté to guarantee equal
educational opportunities for all students.

The Consent Decree is the most important and famous case in Florida related to
LEP education. The term ESOL has its foundation from this case. Since 1990, there has
been a rapid shift toward inclusion in all Florida schools, affecting the process of
teaching L2 students in the educational system (Platt, Harper, & Mendoza, 2003). For
instance, the Consent Decree has imposed certain requiremnents for teaching certification.
The basic requirements for endorsement provided for in the original Consent Decree
(Florida Department of Education, 1990), as presented to the court in U.S. v. Armour 402
U.S. 673, 29 L.Ed.2 263 (1971), rule 6A-4.0244, are:

1. A bachelor’s or higher degree with certification in another subject;

2. A minimum score of 220 on the Test of Spoken English (TSE); and

3. Fifteen semester hours in ESOL to include credit in each of these five areas: (a)

methods of teaching ESOL, (b) ESOL curriculum and materials development, (c)

cross-cultural communication and understanding, (d) applied linguistics, and (¢)

testing and evaluation of ESCL.
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The revised agreement of the META or Consent Decree (Florida Department of
Education, 2001) outlined the following important requirements for personnel;

1. Teachers of ESOL whose instructiodal load includes English language must
meet the 15-hour requirement, as described above, by completing either 15 college
credits or 300 inservice points at the district level;

2. Teachers of pasic subject areas, which include science, math, social studies,
and computer literacy, who teach LEP students must complete 60 inservice points or
three college credits;

3. Teachers who teach LEP students in other subjects are required to complete
three college credits or 18 inservice points.

Although the original version of the META or Consent Decree did not require
higher education to develop a program for ESOL, because of the higher population of
immigrant children in Florida, there is a need for higher education institutions to develop
preservice programs for TESOL at the undergraduate level. Many districts are looking
toward preservice programs upon graduation to help them with their inservice
expenditures, Many universities in Florida are graduating students with the ESOL
endorsement, The State Board of Education Rule 6A-5.066, F A .C. defines two options
for teachér preparation programs to include the ESOL endorsement: (a) 15 semester
hours, which includes the five classes; or (b) a certification coverage with an ESOL
infused endorsement of the 300 hours.

According to Bristor, Pelaez, and Crawley (2000), Florida Atlantic‘University
was the first institution in Florida to offer elementary education methods courses infused

with ESOL competencies. In the Florida Atlantic program, preservice teachers conducted



17

presentations and provided much positive reinforcement. Some of the ESOL
methodologies used in the ciassroom were; cooperative learning, realia (a strategy), and
vocabulary development through a natural approach. Preservice teachers learned effective
methods for including students who did not speak English. This program is a model of
diversity and provides a strong example for other colleges and universities.

The University of North Florida and Jacksonville University are two universities
in Duval County that are providing the ESOL endorsement through the infirsion program.
It is important to mention that after the completion of the courses at the universities the
students are not required to take the district inservice or the ESOL subject portion of the
Florida Teacher Certification Exam. The new revision of the META or Consent Decree
emphasizes that college of education faculty (with the exception of educational
leadership or educational administration) must fulfill certain guidelines:

1. Faculty must have sufficient training to infuse the 25 ESOL Performance
Standards in all of the courses they teach and be able to show indicators that the students
have sufficient background in the five required courses; and

2. A minimum of two ESOL specific courses must be offered in an infusion
program at the university level,

Most of the 25 standards and indicators should be included in the methodology
classes. The purpose of establishing these requirements was to develop educators who
were more sensitive to the needs of ESOL students. The Consent Decree also mentioned
in Chapter IV (Section 5) that the district must offer, develop, and implement in-service
training for regular teachers to be able to meet the requirements previously mentioned,

for ESOL teachers to update their knowledge, and for teachers’ aides. The NCLB Act
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approves 15% of its allotment ($650 million) through the state education agencies for
school districts experiencing an increase in LEP student population. The education
agencies must agree to spend at least 95% in awarding formula subgrants to districts.
Requirements and standards for Florida have been established to help ensure the
success of LEP students by the Consent Decree. There are six areas of compliance in the
| Decree: (a) identification and assessment; (b) equal access to appropriate programs
(curriculum and instruction); (¢) equal access to categorical and other programs; (d)
school wide training; (e) program monitoring; and (f).student outcome meaéures (Platt et
al., 2003). State and district fulfiliment of these requirements and standards is particularly
important as educational budget decisions are being developed on the basis of
achievement test results. Consequently, it is crucial to assess students’ academic
achievement progress accurately, including ESOL students (Abella et al., 2003).
The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)

As a result of the Lau v. Nichols Supreme Court ruling in 1974, teachers were to
instruct ELLs in ESL until they reached a level of English proficiency that allowed them
to be part of the regular monolingual English classrooms (Ov.l'mdo, 2003), Each
succeeding state and federal administration has sttuggled with how to best bring about
the desired result. Even now, the U.S. government under the U.S. Department of
Education continues to endeavor to find some kind of school reform that will promote
academic achievement for all students,

The current solution, adopted under the Bush administration, is the NCLB, which
assigns responsibility for providing the instructional programs to satisfy each student’s

needs to the states. Although, the NCLB seems to be a perfect solution to the educational
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system, some argue that there are some misunderstandings in its interpretation and
consequences (Linn, 2003),

The NCLB mandates that the educational system be accountable fof ensuring that
alt the students meet high standards, especially in reading and mathematics for Gradeés 3
through 8 (Linn, 2003; Linn, Baker, & Betebenner, 2002). Accountability becomes an
essential tool in the educational system to ensure academic achievement and for moving
LEP students to English fluency (Abedi, 2004). Titllc T also stﬁtes that all students,
including LEP students, must meet the standards (Abella et al., 2003; Zehr, 2003).
Because schools must show academic achievement while including disadvantaged
students in their figures, the likelihood for schools to show academic progress in English
state assessments decreases as the number of English learners increases (Abedi, 2004).
There is an added burden because of the mobility issue within the group as often this
issue has not been factored into reforms (Ovando, 2003; Thomas & Collier, 2002; Zehr,
2003).

The NCLB requires a yearly student progress report known as the AYP. By doing
so, pressure is placed unintentionally on LEP students and their schools (Abedi, 2004,
Linn et al,, 2002). An AYP must report the following subgroups: (a) economically
disadvantaged, (b) racial and ethnic groups, (c) students with disabilities, and (d) LEP
students. Students in all of these groups may share some of the same characteristics;
however the LEP students share, in most cases, all of them (Abedi, 2004; Linn et al.,
2002). Besides including the subgroups mentioned above, the NCLB also requests that
states develop AYP objectives such as; (a) all students should be at the same proficiency

level within the next 12 years; (b) AYP must be based on the state assessment plus one
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more academic indicator; (c) AYP objectives must be assessed for each school in order to
identify schools in need of improvement; (d) each school must report demographics as
part of their AYP; {e) at least 95% of students in the subgroups must take the state
assessment; {f) determinations of AYP may based on 3 years of data combined (Linn et
al,, 2002).

Most states developed high performance standards for their statewide assessments
without realizing that these standards would later be used to determine AYP to meet the
requirements of NCI.B and sanctions would be timposed if students were not performing
at the proficient level or higher. As a consequence, performance standards vary widely
among the states and many states are not in compliance with NCLB (Linn et al., 2002).

The NCLB expectations between 2001 and 2012 for those states that. have had
assessments and standards in place for at least 10 years would be an incréase of slightly
less than 1% AYP {Linn, 2003; Linn et al., 2002). Based on the NAEP, between 1990
and 2000 the annual gain in the percentage of students proficient or above in mathematics
was an average of 1.5% per year at Grade 4, and 1.2% at Grade 8. The gains in reading
were more modest, averaging only three eighths of a percent at Grade 4 and only two
thirds of a percent at Grade 8 (Linn et al., 2002)), It is important to mention that the
NCLB does not define proficiency or content domains, nor does it identify the kind of
assessment for the content domains, allowing the states the option of developing flexible
interpretations for their cut scores, which may change year after year (Linn, 2003; Linn et

al., 2002).
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School Reform Designs in DCPS Serving ESOL Students

For the purposes of this study, two types of school reform design will be
considered: AC and DI. Both designs have been implemented in DCPS in an effort to
increase accountability and student progress on benchmarked standards of achievement,
AC is focused on English/language arts and mathemaﬁcs, and DI is considered primarily
a reading program.

According to Desimone (2002), the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) schools must integrate CSR designs in the following manner. They must (a) use
research-based innovative strategies; (b) have CSR plans; (c) provide ongoing
professional development and technical support; (d) establish measurable benchmarks to
meet students goals; (e) encourage parent and community involvement; and (f) design a
plan for evaluating implementation and student achievement. Even though the ESEA
establishes the criteria for selection, the districts in each state have the option of choosing
among afl the CSR designs the one that meets the district criteria for operating their
curriculum.

In studying the effectiveness of school reform designs on academic achievement
in U.S. schools, Borman et al. (2003), through use of a meta-analysis, found that both AC
and DI had statistically significant positive effects on student achievement. They sampled
29 CSR designs to be evaluated among 145,296 CSR students and 77,660 ooniparison
students. They defined CSR as approaches or effective practices with a goal of increasing
at-risk student’s academic achievement. Over 40% of the observatidns were taken from
the developers and about one third were studies from a true longitudinal sample desi gn

Findings indicated that CSRs that had been implemented for 5 years “showed
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achievement advantages that were nearly twice those found for CSR schools in general,
and after 7 years of implementation, the effects were more than two and a half times the
magnitude of the overall CSR impact of d=.15” (p. 153).

The results were presented in four groups based on the best evidence for
evaluating the effects: strongest evidence of eﬁeétiveness; highly promising evidence of
effectiveness; promising evidence of effectiveness; and greatest need for additional
research, These results were based on the quality of evidence, quantity of evidence, and
in the statistically significant and positive results. While the DI design met the highest
standard of evidence that it improves test scores (effect size of d = .21 [Z~=11.61, p <
.01] with a 95% interval of d = .17 to d = .25), the AC design was rated as having only
promising evidencé of effectiveness (effect size of d= .22). The authors noted that the
number of years of implementation for school reform models has important implications
for achievement, with the strongest effects occurring after the 5" year of irhplementation.
According to Desimone (2002), CSR implementation is considered successful if it is
consistent with school district guidelines, if the guidelines are specific, and if these three
relevant factors are includéd: (a) the CSR is designed by the school, district, or a special
team; (b) professional development is a component; and (c) and it is monitored by the
school, district, or design team.

However, a significant number of active ESOL studenté in Florida are placed in
regular monolingual English classrooms, where the school reform designs differ from the
ones followed by ESOL teachers in the ESOL classroom, Some of these schools’ reform

designs could have a similar effect on academic achievement with ESOL students as they
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had on Non-ESOLs. However, few studies of AC and DI have examined the success of
these school reform designs for LEP and ESOL students,
America’s Choice (AC)

The AC design is a K-12 CSR design created by the NCEE. The goal of AC is to
raise “academic achievement by providing a rigorous standards-based curriculum and
safety net for all students ... in English language arts and mathematics” (Supovitz &
May, 2003, p. v). This design is based on a set of principles and tools: high expectations
of student performance based on performance standards; an initial focus on literacy
(phonics, oral language, shared books, guided and independent reading, daily writing, and
independent writing); a common core cuniculum_; standards-based asséssments; a
distributed schoo! leadership structure; safety nets; and a commitment to teachers’
professionalism (Supovitz & May, 2003). The pace of change varies from school to
school and the length of implementation required depends upon the CSR (Desimone,
2002). AC requires a 3-year implementation {(Supovitz & May, 2003),

The NCEE, in their booklet Comprehensive Reform Designs (2002), stated that
the AC design was planned |

with one goal in mind: to make sure that all but the most severely handicapped

students reach an internationally benchmarked standard of achievement in English

language arts and mathematics by the time they graduate, Every student, in other
words, should Ieave high school qualified to do college work without
remediation. ... The design is based on acceleration, not remediation. (NCEE,

2002, p. 1)
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The elements of the design are: standards, curriculum, learning environment,
assessments, planning for results, professional development programs, safety net |
program, and school leadership. The AC design at the district level is based on proven
approaches to school district organization, management, and governance,

The approach is that high-guality results dépend on top management clarifying

the organization’s goals; establishing accurate measures of progress; allowing the

people who actually produce the product or render the service to decide how to
reach those goals; supporting such people évery step of the way and then holding
them accountable; providing rewards for progress; and imposing consequences

when progress is not demolnstrated. (NCEE, 2002, p. 23)

The CPRE report on AC provides evidence that this design has a positive impact
on student achievement (Supovitz & May, 2003). Findings of a study in a New Jersey
school system indicated that in Grades 4 though 6, “students of teachers with higher
levels of implementation of AC gained significantly more on state tests than did students
of low-implementing teachers, even after controlling for teacher and student background
characteristics. This difference in student performance was equivalent to a 1% increase in
the number of correct responses for every unit of increased implementation” (Supovitz &
May, 2003, p. ix). No-relationships were found between “the time that teachers reported
implementing ¢ither readers or writers workshops and gains in student learning”
(Supovitz & May, p. ix). However, there were “strong and consistent statistical
relationships between instructors’ preparation to teach readers and writers workshops and

student test performance gains” (Supovitz & May, p. ix).
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The AC design is student oriented. The teacher establishes a collaboratory -
relationship with the students, as well with the rest of the teachers. There is a great deal
of coaching. The NCEE (2002) described the readers’ and writers” workshops as a
sequence of organized activities that encompassed group and individual work.

According to Poglinco et al. (2003), the writers’ workshops open with & short
mini-lesson (procedural, craft, and skills) of about 7-10 minutes. The procedural section
focuses on the -ritual and routines; craft focuses on techniques, style, and good writing;
and the skills section focuses on conventions and uses students’ written work. There is
also an ind.ependent period of about 35-45 minutes where students are engaged in the
writing process (drafting, revising, editing, and polishing/publishing). Students work
individually or in small groups. Response groups provide an opportunity for feedback,
and end with the author’s chair where students share selections of their writing.

The readers’” workshops also begin with a mini-lesson of about 15-20 minutes. A
mini-lesson may cover phonics, decoding, comprehension skills, or procedures.
Immediately afterward, the teacher rhay elect to continue with independent/guided
reading and/or a reading conference period. This workshop may end with a book talk in
which students share reactions to books read independently or to a book read aloud as a
group (Poglinco et al., 2003)..

In a study in Duval County, CPRE analyzed differences in students’ performance
in 14 AC schools and 14 schools that were demographically comparable during the 1999-
2000 school year, In the sample of 11,212 students enrolled in Grades 4 through 8, 55%
of students were Affican-American, 56% participated in the free/reduced lunch program,

and 20% had educational disabilities. After controlling for student background
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characteristics, a regression analysis indicated that, for Grade 4 students, there were
statistically significant differences in reading, writing, and math. Grade 4 students in AC
schools performed 4% better in writing, but 1% worse in reading and 3% worse in math
than Grade 4 students in comparison schools (Supovitz, Poglinco, & Snyder, 2001). It
should be noted that this study was conducted after the 1* year of implementation, and it
usually takes 3 years for a school to fully implement AC.

An additional study was conducted by CPRE on the impact of AC on student
performance in Duval County after the first 2 years of implementation, using data from
1999 to 2001 (Supovitz, Taylor, & May, 2002). Findings indicated that, in both
elementary and middle schools, there were higher learning gains for students in AC
schools when compared with students in other schools in the district in the areas of
reading, math, and writing. Differences were especially apparent in Grade 4 writing, as
students in AC schools had statistically signiﬁcant higher gains in writing, as measured
by the Sunshine State Standards, than students in comparison schools. Further, there was
a statistically significant reduction in the gap of performance between white and minority
students in 22% of the grades and subjects examined, and the performance of minority
students increased at a higher rate than white students (Supovitz et al., 2002).

Finally, to evaluate the impact of the design on student performance, Supovitz and
Poglinco (2001) found that students in AC schools performed particularly well in
comparison to their peers who were not in AC schools in the subject areas that are the
focus of the implementation phase of the AC design. There is also some evidence that the

early stages of AC implementation positively influenced students’ mathematics
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performance, perhaps because reading and writing are part of today’s more challenging
mathematics assessments.

The standards-based instruction movement in Florida was institutionalized after
1996 due to the state’s adoption of the Sunshine State Standards, a rigorous formulation
of required academic knowledge above the basic skiils. These standards were followed
and aligned by a new assessment: the FCAT. The FCAT was first administered in 1997-
98 (Herrington & MacDonald, 2001).

However in DCPS, the terin standards-based schools is used to describe new
implementation the district is trying to establish in all the schools in the district. This
implementation is based on the AC design. It is called standards-based because the
training is given by DCPS personnel and not by the NCEE people. Standards-based is the
alignment between the two programs. Nevertheless, each program keeps its own
characteristics.

Direct Instruction (DI)

DI is a school reform design primarily focused on reading that begins in
kindergarten and includes phonetic materials, rapid paced instruction, and regular
assessment (Adams & Englemann, 1996). The design ié explicit, intensive, and teacher-
directed, with very specific instructions for teachers on how to teach beginning reading
skills. The lessons are scripted and the teacher is given guidelines on how to present the
material. Although DI was not designed for ELL students, it is often used with this
population. According to Adams and Englemann, DI consistently results in superior

academic performance when it is appropriately implemented.
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In a study of the lasting effects of DI on students in Grades 5 and 6, Becker and
Gersten (1982) followed a group of students who had received DI in Grades 1 through 3
at five different sites. One site in Texas had a student body of primarily Latino students.
Findings indicated that DI students outperformed non-DI students on the Metropolitan
Achievement Test.

Gersten (1985) evaluated the effects of DI for LEP students who spoke various
Asian langoages. At the end of 2 years, scores of DI students were compared to scores of
students in matched control groups. While 75% of DI students scored at or above grade
levels on the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) Total Reading Scale, only 19%
of comparison students were at or above grade level (p <,001). Similarly, Gersten and
Keating (1987) found that long-term benefits resulted from DI. Students in a follow-up
study who had received DI in grade school performed better than students in comparison
groups as they dropped out less frequently, received higher scores on standardized tests,
and applied to college more often. Despite the positive effects, 40% of these students
dropped out of high school, compared to 58% in the comparison group (Gersten &
Keating). Gersten and Woodward (1985) noted that, in the absence of effective
instruction in Grades 4 through 12, LEP students tended to lose more ground than other
students against their middle-income peers. Consequently, successful programs such as
DI are especially important for these students, not just in the kindergartén and primary
grades, but also in middle school and beyond.

In a more recent study of small group tutorials using DI, Gunn, Biglan,
Smolkowski, and Ary (2000) compared Hispanic and non-Hispanic children in

kindergarten through Grade 3 who were having problems in reading. Students were
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assigned to experimental and control groups. At the end of the 1* year, students who had
received 5 to 6 months of supplementary DI instruction showed greater gains on the
Woodcock;Johnson Letter Word Identification and Word Attack scales, and Oral
Reading Fluency than students in the cdntrol gréup. Non-English speaking children in the
experimental group did especially well compared to matched controls.

A school in Baltimore that implemented DI as part of the curriculum went from
being 115™ in a district of 120 schools to being the 12" overall and 5™ in Grade 5
reading. At the time, the school, which is 98% African-American, implemented DI, no
students in Grade 3 or Gfade 5 had passed the Maryland state test. Since DI
implementation, 50% of the Grade 5 students passed the reading test and 75.9% passed
the math test (Engelmann, 2002).

The Alliance of Quality Schools evaluation report, done for 2 consecutive years in
Broward County, Florida, suggested that DI was a research-based curriculum successful
with at-risk Grade 1, Grade 2, and Grade 3 students ih student achievement. Teachers
from 10 schools individually administered an Informal Reading Inventory (IRI) to éll

| students, The study found that the reading level of the students rose by one and a half
grade levels in Grade 3 and slightly less in Grade 2. A correlation study was also
performed between the IR1 scores and the Stanford scores and a positive relationship was
found between the two scores, with a range of cofrelations fromr = .49 tor=.51 (Abney
& Blasik, 1996).
Standards and High Stakes Testing
Over the years, the Florida Department of Education has looked for mechanisms

to hold schools accountable. Currently the department requires testing to measure
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students’ academic achieverment and to monitor schools’ performance in the belief that
holding schools accountable will help to establish high standards in the curriculum.
Scores for ESOL students are included in these aocountabifity measures as well. In this
sense, accountability refers ultimately to decisions related to how the money should be
distributed among the schools (Herrington & MacDonald, 2001).

Herrington and MacDonald explained the accountability framework in Florida as
cycles of reforms. Florida started shaping a response to the concept of accountability in
1971 by establishing the Educational Accountability Act. Due to a series of events and
building tensions, the state was to conduct a 2-year study of its public education system
under Committee Chair Frederick Schultz. Criterion and norm-referenced tests were to be
developed based on this study. But it was not until 1991 that the Florida Legislature
enacted the School Improvement and Educational Accountability Act, referred to as
Blueprint 2000, 1t established a set of more elaborate standards followed by a new
assessment of students’ knowledge of the standards; the FCAT, which included Flortda
Writes and public reporting of the assessment results. |

Districts and schools were required to establish local standards and measures of
progress. The development of the Sunshine State Standards began in 1993, with final
adoption by the state Board of Education in May 1996, The Sunshine State Standards,
established to provide expectations for student achievement, were refined as the state
moved towards accountability measured by benchmarks (Florida Department of
Education, 2004a, 2004b, 2004c).

Further complicating schools’ attempts to meet accountability measures, the

Florida State Department of Education sent a2 memo (M. L. Openshaw, personal
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communication, January 16, 2002) to school district superintendents to announce that all
LEP students were expected to take the FCAT. LEP students who had been receiving
ESOL services for 1 year or less could be exempted from taking the FCAT if approved
by their LEP committee, Prior to this memo, ESOL students had been able to receive an.
exemption from taking the test for 2 years.

This change was due to the requirements of the NCLB Act. ESOL students must
take statewide aésessments in English, however research has demonstrated that ESOL
students performed better in their L1, except for Grade 4 where the exiting ESOL
students scored higher in the English version of the achievement test (Abella et al,, 2003),

To examine the level of success on long-term academic achievement for the great
variety of education services provided to LEP students in U.S. public schools, Thomas
and Collier (2002) conducted a 5-year (1996-2001) research study from five urban and
rural sites in the northeast, northwest, south/central, and southeast U.S. They compared
the LEP students’ performance with that of students in the English mainstream classes as
measured by their normed curve equivalent (NCE) scores on the Terra Nova, a
standardized, national test including reading, language, and mathematics subtests. In
1997, the bilingual immersion students with the new program implemented in Grades K-
12 outperformed the monolingually English schooled students at the end of the 1% year by
at least 5 NCEs in reading, language, and mathematics, with the exception of Grade 2
students’ math performance, which was slightly above the 50" NCE/percentile. By 1999,
the bilingual immersion students were outscoring the monolingually English schooled
students at all grade levels by 4-17 NCEs, except in Grade 2 math and Grade 5 reading

and language arts, which were 3 NCEs lowelr, not a significant difference. On the 2000
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Terra Nova, again bilingual immersion students out-performed the English mainstream |
students, except in Grade 2 language arts (3 NCEs lower and not statistically significant),
Grade 2 math (6 NCES lower, the only lower difference with statistical significance), and
Grade 7 math (1 NCE lower and not statistically significant).

By the end of the 3 years, bilingual immersion students were scoring in the 63
percentile in reading, 68" percentile in English language arts, and the 60™ percentile in
math. The last year of the study, 2000, these students scored at or above the 60™
percentile (55™ NCE) in every subject and in every grade level, except for Grade 2 math
at the 48" NCE (47" percentile). Tt is important to note that the gain in scores was quite
meaningful, particularly considering that the students’ scores were initially very low (10th
NCE), since the goal is gap closure when comparing to typical native-English speakers
scoring at thé 50™ NCE. Long-term studies are recommended to confirm gains over time.
Assessment Accommodations

In addition to concluding that LEP students performed differently in standardized
testing than English speaking students, Gonzalez and Holt (1995) found that these
students had not had all the experiences or 6pportunities needed to perform adequately on
the tests. The authors also highlighted the need to change the current focus on developing
valid and reliable instruments to include an awareness of the influence of evaluators’
personalities on the assessment process, In other words, they suggested that accurate
diagnostic and placement decisions for language-minority children can be made only if a
knowledgeable advocate selects multiple measurements and interprets them by using
appropriate philosophical assumptions that take into account linguistic and cultural

differences.
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An additional goal is to assure students’ acceptance within the school culture so

that learning opportunities can be maximized. In order to verify ESOL students’

| achievement, the educational system has implemented assessments to determine when the
students are ready to go into the regular class. ESOL standardsl for teachers gener;cllly
focus on cultural sensitivity, adaptation of learning activities to non-English speaking
LEP studenfs, and the development of strategies for workiﬁg with immigrant families.
Developing greater understanding and appreciation of language-diverse students also
promotes a climate of respect for all students.

Abedi et al. (2004) concluded that assessment agcommodations for LEP students
based on the NCLB Act must be part of state adaptations to assure AYP in schools, as
well as to have 5 clear picture of the accountability system. For ‘assessment data to be
valid and reliable, they must include all students (Abedi et al.). Abedi (2002) stated that
the criterion-related validity coefficients between English tests and other measures of
English proficiency was less than 5% of common variance. Bailey and Butler (2003)
noted that there is little evidence that English proficiency tests are reliable,

Abedi et al. (2004) suggested that studies including language factors in content~
based assessments might improve validity and reliability in such assessments, therefore
some accommodations should be made as appropriate. Some of these accommodations
include translations for directions only (lest translations may not be appropriately
translated because some languages have more dialects than others) or for special
glossaries, extra time, dictionaries, oral administration, test administration in small

groups or individual carrels, and possibly provision of written or oral responses in the
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student’s L1 (Abedi et al., 2004), At the same time, standardized tests must be interpreted
in such a way that the individual student will be able to understand.
Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI)

The scholastic teacher’s guide (Scholastic, 1999) describes the SRI as “a series of
reading tests for students in elementary through high school” (p. 1), The SR1is divided
into two forms, each consisting of 10 levels: Levels 11 through 16 are for Grades 1.
through 6 (approximately), and Levels 17 through 18 are wider range tests that |
approximate Grades 7 through 12. The tests are leveled to facilitate testing of students
above and below grade level and are based on the lexile framework to help to accurately
assess student comprehension levels. The tests contain 40-70 items, dépending on the
level.. Each item consists of a passage and a number of sentence completions. The items
are arranged from easier to more difficult. Each sentence completion blank has four
possible word options to complete the sentence appropriately, only one of which is the
correct answer, The tests assess stﬁdents’ abilities to comprehend the passages, make
inferences, and establish logical connections.

'The primary function of the SR1 is to provide a lexile reading level for the
student. According to Stenner (2003), when texts are selected that align with all facets of
the reading process, the reader is truly targeted. Texts ére selected based on interést,
motivation, developmental maturity, prior knowledge, and purpose for reading. The lexile
framework provides a common scale for determining a reader’s ability in relation to the
difficulty of specific texts and allows easy monitoring of progress, helping teachers and

parents choose appropriate materials (Stenner, 2004; Williamson, 2004). Students are
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matched with the appropriate texts to assist them in becoming more fluent readers and to
provide them with successful reading experiences.

The two assessments that utilize students’ lexile scores in Duval County, Florida,
are the SRI and the FCAT. An administration manual from DCPS (n.d.) mandates that
the SRI be administered to students in Grades 1 through 12. There are two forms of the
SRItest: A and B; the first is administered in the fall and the second in the spring.

| ESOL Environment and Classification

This section discusses the language struggle, the placement of ESOL students in
ESOL classrooms or regular classrooms, and the manner in which teachers’ perceptions
facilitate or affect L2 acquisition, particularly academic English. Also provided isa
discussion of the different programs currently enacted in most U.S. schools to try to
satisfy these students’ needs.
ESOL Student Classification

Every day children who are not adequately proficient in the English language
struggle to succeed in U.S. classrooms, especially in Florida’s classroom. Likewise, these
children’s English-speaking teachers and peers stmggle to coexist in light of the language
and cultural barriers, an educational challenge for the administrators and educators who
deal with this dilemma (Aﬁeaga~Mayer & Perdomo-Rivera, 1996; Platt et al., 2003;
Saunders & Goldenberg, 1999; Thomas & Collier, 2002). |

In fact, US demographics are changing, but not all schools are prepared to deal
with greater language diversity. Many in society and its schools automatically develdp
lesser expectatic;ns and more pejorative attitudes toward others simply as a result of

physical or language differences. Disturbingly, legislators have become more focused on
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establishing English as the official language and making schools accountable than on
assisting non-native English speakers with educational programs to help them to develop
English language skills, resulting in high student drop-out rates in these populations
(Bermudez & Prater, 1988; Thomas & Collier, 2002), The lack of knowledge of
appropriate ways to deal with a diverse population in the classroom has created confusion
in some school districts, resulting in ELLs being placed in programs such as special
education (Arreaga-Mayer & Perdomo-Rivera, 1996; Platt et al., 2003). Often, school
staff have not been given the in structional strategies needed fo effectively serve ESOL
students and, in most cases, the assessments used for placing linguistically diverse
students into the right classrooms and programs are inappropriate. As a result, the system
lacks strategies to distinguish between students with learning disabilities and students
who are in the process of language acquisition and lack English proficiency.
Understanding ESOL is challenging, In light of the growing ESOL population,
many schools, state departments of education, and teacher preparation institutions are
focused on trying to find mechanisms to improve the system. According to Fradd, Wilen,
and Fardig (1998), Florida is being challenged by the fact that all teachers working with
ESOL students must align their teaching to the Sunshine State Standards to show
academic achievement with this group of students — thus the importance of the present
study, which would explore the main factors impacting ESOL students’ education. The .
META or Consent Decree, Section TI A (1), refers to equal access for ESOL students,
| stating that the state sha11 include intensive English language instruction and instruction
in basic subject matter areas to the ESOL student’s level of English proficiency. It further

states that the classes should be equal in amount, scope, sequence, and quality.
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Teachers need a clear understanding of how a new language is acquired at the
same time that these students master academic content (Bristor et al., 2000; Johnson,
1996, Perez, 2000). Bristor et al, belicved higher education institutions in Florida should
provide a teaching degree in ESOL, or otherwise prepare teachers in this area, as training
at this level is becoming a financial problem for almost afl school districts. Though they
realized that the Consent Decree does not mention any direct requirements for higher
education in this matter, they suggested that universities may play a proactive role in
preparing teachers to deal with the growing ESOL population at school. The revised
agreement of the META or Consent Decree has a section that discusses higher education,
which was explained earlier in this chapter, However, to avoid misunderstandings,
policymakers and educators must work together to produce individuals with the skills
needed fo sustain, develop, and expand the international trade rﬁarket. Indeed, immigrant
children represent a lérge population of students in Florida and they present a clear
opportunity for the state’s future stake in the global economy (Boswell, 1998).

ESOL Centers and Programs

According to the Consent Decree (Florida Department of Education, 1990),
students in Grade 4 or above who score at or below the 32* percentile on the reading and
writing sub-parts of a norm-referenced test shall be determined to be LEP and should be
provided appropriate services, ESOL students may also be determined to be LEP based
on the results of the Language Assessment Scales tesi.

If a student is found to be LEP, the parent(s) may choose to send the student to an
ESOL center school to receive help learning English from a teacher who is certified in

ESOL. Students learn in a small classroom environment that is focused on their needs.
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Special teaching materials are provided and the classroom is staffed with a full-time
teaching assistant (DCPS, 2004a).

In DCPS, ESOL students are placed in either ESOL centers or ESOL programs.
An ESOL center serves its own LEP students and also LEP students from the feeder
schools that do not offer self-contained ESOL classes due to low enrollment of ESOL
students. ESOL students attend self-contained, sheltered, and pull-out classes. An ESOL
program school is a school with a sufficient number of its 6wn LEP students to support .

the program and provides the ESOL student with self-contained classes in |
English/Language Arts through ESOL (DCPS, 2004a).

In a study of bilingual students in the Houston Independent School District
(Thomas & Collier, 2002), LEP students in Grades 2-11 who received content ESOL
services achieved significantly higher than students who did nc;t, especially in the first
few years of school. By Grade 9, fhose who rec.eived primary support in their elementary
school years reach a higher level of achievement than those without the support.

Those LEP students who did not receive services because their parents decided to
place them in the English mainstream program, rather than in an ESOL program,
achieved at a very low level. Their scores in Grade 11 were at the 12™ percentile in
reading and the 22" percentile in math. These students had a high dropout rate and were
retained in one or more grades more than any other group (Thomas & Collier, 2002).
Unfortunately, decisions like this one have caused many students to drbp out of school
(Platt et al., 2003),

In examining the effect of student background on academic achievement, Thomas

and Collier (2002) also found SES to be a factor in the achievement of language minority
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students, with SES explaining 3-6% of achievement on standardized tests and up to 11-
12% of achievement in selected circumstances.
Teachers’ Perceptions of ESOL Students

Teaching in a bilingual setting means going beyond the curriculum and materials
in the classroom. Indeed, culture becomes a centerpiece in bilingual education, with the
resident society attempting to orient the students and their families to their new culture.
Success is more likely if teachers manifest the willingness and the desire to learn and
understand the values, language, and patterns of the other cultures (McCollum, 1994).

Educators know that if theory is applied to practice, students learﬁ more. Teaching
an L2 has the same effect, Students can learn an 1.2 faster if they see that what they are
learning has a positive effect on their lives. Connections between students and teachers
are ﬁkely to happen if teachers have similar experiences to those of their students,
allowing them to establish a relationship based on shared experience. ESOL teachers who
speak an L2 or for whom English is an L2 or who have the willingness to learn from their
students, either by adjusting the curriculum to the students’ needs or by adjusting their
views to better understand their students, tend to empafhize more with these kind of
students (Marx, 2000). |

All of the characteristics previously mentioned explain how effective a program
may be if the student is placed as the centerpiece. ESOL students are at the stage where a
lot of comparisons occur between the two cultures; their own and the new one. The
teacher must be knowledgeable or willing to know more about other cultures and
countries. Teachers must also be able to accept criticism and respond with positive

feedback.
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L Impact in Learning L2, Literacy Development, and Academic English

One’s L1 or first language is acquired by both speaking and writing, Oral
language is subconsciously de\}eloped during childhood and written language is
developed through one’s lifetime. On the other hand, the acquisition of an L2 is
influenced by the learner’s motivation and need to learn it. As a consequence, academic
English and social English play an important role in the process of L2 acquisition.
Academic English is used in the classroom environment, such as the classroom itself,
school fields, and the library. It is also used when tutoring is taking place, when using
classroom computers, during recess, and when talking with the counselor, a principal,
teacher, or other staff member at the school (in most cases, all of them_ ar¢ monolingual).
Academic English is also necessary to succeed, especially in American schools, as it is
necessary to fulfill school and state assessments,

On the other hand, social English is used for integration in a particular group.
People who belong to the school environment, neighborhood, or to the family facilitate
social English (Goldman & Reyes, 1983 ;. Kraemer, 1993; Ovando & Collier, 1998),
Social settings also play an important role in language acquisition. When a child is raised
in a bilingual setting, proficiency in bath languages will develop at the same rate.
However, in a non-bilingual setting the most predominant language or the language most
frequently used will prevail, therefore interaction with speakers of the target language is
very important to gcademic achievement in school (Krahnke & Christison, 2002; Ovando
& Collier, 1998).

Some programs fail at fostering bilingualism and bi-literacy, such as in Spanish

- and English, because they devalue the minority language (the first language of the
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student); for instance, by teaching students that the language of success in the United
States is English {McCollum, 1994; Ovando & Collier, 1998). One of the advantages of
the two-way bilingual program is the opportunity to learn more about the importance of
the quantity and quality of contact with languaée majority students (L1). One may also
see how it will influence the learning process. There may be the opportunity to observe
| teachers’ lowered expectations and negative social conditions in the classroom as well,
which may damage the educational relationship with L2 students (Zanger, 1991).

Schooling seems to have a strong impact in learning L2, even more than SES. No
matter how old some LEP students are when they arrive in the American school system,
it seems that the schooling in L1 influences the academic skills in L2. Academic success
willl be expected depending on how much support is offered to maintain L1 skiils in early
elementary schooling (Abella et al., 2003; Thomas & Collier, 2002). Diverse population
growth in a traditional school setting continues to occur. Students in a regular classroom,
as well as the arriving immigrant students, may go into cultural isolation because neither
group has been preparéd to coexist with the other. To assimilate into a new culture is a
difficult process and can be a complex transition for any newcomer,

Thomas and Collier (2002) examined the academic achievement of new
immi grants who were not proficient in English from five different regions in the United
States. The results showed little difference in the test scores of language-minority
students and native speakers of English during K through 3, no matter what program was
used. As LEP students reached middle school, significant differencesr were found, and‘ by
high school support of the first language played an important role, One of the 'Qonclusions

was that students with no schooling in the first language needed up to 7 years to reach the.
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50" percentile on performance measures, Some factors that may be taken into
consideration are (a) learning strategies, including problem solving and thinking skills;
(b) approaches to retiieve prior knowledge; and (¢) respect for the home language. The
report concludes with the following; the strongest predictor of L2 student achievement is
the amount of formal L1 schooling received; in other words, the more schooling in their
L1, the higher the L2 achievement. Bilingual school students performed comparably with
English schooled students in academic achievement in afl subjects after 4 to 7 years of
dual language schooling. Students who received at least 4 to 5 years of schooling in their
home country before they emigrated to the U.S. reached the 34*h NCE (23™ percentile).
When ELLs initially exit into the English mainstream, those schooled in English
outperform those schooled bilingually when tested in English, But by the middle school
years, those bilingually schooled reach the same level of achievement as those
monolingually schooled in English (Thomas & Collier, 2002). Those ELLs who still
maintained their L1 have a linguistic advantage over their peers: the commang of two
languages.

There is empirical evidence that L2 literacy ability does not necessarily improve
as a function of the L2, Benedetto (1985) reported that L2 literacy increased only in those
students who were strategic readers in their own language. Those students who lacked the
ability to read in L1 exhibited less sensitivity to L2 literacy. Swanborn and De Glopper
explained in their 1999 study that reading ability in relation fo grade level was not | |
significantly related. However, they emphasized that further studies must be done on
reading ability as an outcome — particularly assessing the number of words learned by

children at different ages while reading appropriate materials.
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ESL teachers must understand that criticism aBout language itself is part of the
process of comparison of the grammatical components in each language: the student’s L1
and the language being taught. Input from the first language will emerge at the first stage
of learning the L2, The learner will learn in thé first language to be able to analyze the
structure of the L2. Consequently, this language skiil will make translation faster and
rﬁore accurate from L2 to L1, but it may contain a few limitations, such as strongér
lexical skills, when it is done from L1 to L2 (Haritos & Nelson, 2001; Ovando & Collier,
1998),

As an example of translation being easier from L2 to L1 than from L1 to L2,
Haritos and Nelsbn (2001) studied the manner in which specific languages affect memory
narrative in two languages: Greek and English. The findings indicated that bilingual
Greek children were most likely to recall a story in Greek afier hearing it in English.
Subjects in English-Greek and Greek-English were able to hear discourse in one
language, remember it, and successfully translate it into their other language without
grammatical or semantic errors.

Quality L1 literacy instruction facilitates overall academic achievement and the
development of L2 (Garcia, 1991; Goldman & Reyes, 1983; Perez & Torres-Guzman,
1992). However, acquaintance with L2 culture and educational materials may help
children understand L2 more clearly. A two-way bilingual program provides an
opportunity for both L1 and L2 children to develop full literacy in both languages, where
L1 is the primary language and 12 is the secondary language (Goldman & Reyes, 1983;
Perez & Torres-Guzman, 1992). The strongest predictor of L2 language acquisition was

the amount of schooling in L1; the more formal schooling in L1, the higher the L2
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aqademic achievement, which in the future led to proficient bilingualism (Thomas &
Collier, 2002; Wakabayashi, 2002). Additionally, Thomas and Collier (2002) suggestéd
based on the results of their study that both LEP and non-LEP students who were
schooled bilingually outscored those schooled monolingu_ally {(English) after both 1 year
and 4 years of the bilingual program. Thus, those schooled in two langnages
outperformed those schooled in one.

An additional and important factor to educators is the relationship between the
two languages spoken by the student, such as which language is spoken at home (Haritos
& Nelson, 2001). Also worthy of consideration are Saunders and Goldenberg’s (1999)
findings that LEP studénts benefited from both literature logs and instructional
conversations, However, these factors did not make any difference to fluent English
speaking students. Additionally, the transfer of skills learned in one language will transfer
to the L2 automatically, though a child whose L1 is still not secure or established is often
at a disadvantage when acquiring skill in 1.2 (Wakabayashi, 2002). It is important to
further study of this issue to separate students who have newly arrived in this countryl
with no proficiency in English from those who have some experience in an English
school prior to artiving in the U.S. when gathering achievement data as data must show
year by year progress (Thomas & Collier, 2002),

Appropriate Age to Acquire Academic Language

Most people believe that children are able to learn another language faster than
adults. However, research has shown that children may capture the accent faster than
adults, but adults are able to understand the grammar more easily (Ovando, 2003).

Children may acquire a language “instinctively” by listening to the people around them
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and will unconsciously keep a conversation in either their L1 or in L2, In contrast, adults
will listen and analyze the syntax of both the spoken and written language. This is
because most adults have completed the learning stage of their L1 and are able to
understand abstract concepts (Wolfe, 1974).

Ovando and Collier (1998) also mentioned that adults and adolescents’ L2
acquisition is characterized by retention of the accent. Although adult learners have a
more difficult timé with their accent, they are more capable of handling the academic side
of the acquisition of L2, Therefore, it may be concluded that copversational language is
easier to acquire at an early age, while reading é.nd writing are acquired easier by adults,
For the same reason it has been posited that adults can acquire native-like fluency if the
optimum context is provided, some researchers believe that older students can acquire an
L.2 more quickly than younger students because they have already gathered a language
structure to help them acquire another language (Abcllzi et al., 2003; Wakabayashi, 2002),
However, it is also believed that people become less adaptable as they mature and
therefore a new language becomes more difficult to acqﬁire as people age (Abella et al.,
2003). Bilingual adults acquiring L2 rely on strong lexical skills in L1. As a result, there
are many links with L1 to access concepfs in L2 (Haritos & Nelson, 2001),

Vocabulary progresses and increases as part of human development and growth.
Many researchers refer to vocabulary as lexicon or word formation (Stewart & Vaillette,
2001), Researchers are interested in knowing how word formation occurs in learning an
L2 (Carter, 2001). People begin generating words as early as 6 months in what is known
as babbling. After 12 months of age, babies start reproducing some specific words such

as “mama, baba, dada,” Vocabulary may differ from child to child and the first words
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theyl generate are mostly nouns that fepresent surrounding objects (Gass & Selinker,
2001; Shore, 1995).

Processing of a word includes generating the word and its storage in memory. As
people grow, writing and recognizing words are steps added to the pr;)cess. Researchers
have been interested in understanding how all of this takes place.(Carter & Nunan, 2001).
Carter and Nunan also reported that people who read more, know and store more words
into their vocabulary. As one develops, so does one’s vocabulary. Gass and Selinker
(2001) stated that words in “adult language do not always correspond to words in a
child’s language” (p. 95). In many cases children produce one word to represent two or
more words in adult language.

it 1s difficult for teachers to find the mechanisms to help ESOL students succeed
as immigrant students come to this country with varying levels of English proficiency. in
ordér to verify ESOL students’ academic achievement in the classroom, the educational
system has implemented state assessments. Additionally, policies such as the NCLB
emphasize accountability,{ requiring that the educational system ensure fhat all the
students meet high standards, Moving L.EP students to English fluency is difficult.
Assessing LEP students with the same assessments used for Non-ESOLs might show
whether thé kinds of programs used by the school or séhool district are teaching the skills
needed for these students to survive in school,

“Title IH states that all students, including LEP, must meet the standards by taking
the state assessment. LEP students must also be assessed at the district level to measure
their knowledge of English from the moment they start in the program. Schools that fail

to show academic achievement with disadvantaged students will be impacted as the
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opportunity for these schools to show academic progress on the English state assessment

decreases proportionately with the number of English learners in the school.
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Chapter 3
Methodology

The purpose of this study was to examine factors that impact the academic
achievement of ESOL students in Grade 2 in a large urban public school district. There
was one major research question: To what extent can gains in lexiie scores on the SRI be
explained by the independent variable set of school reform design (AC/DI), ESOL
instruction (ESOL instruction/no ESOL instruction), and SES (free and reduced lunch/no
free lunch)? This chapter includes information about the site, research design, and
research instrument. Procedures for selecting the sample and collecting and analyzing the
data are also described.

Study Population

Public schools in Duval County, Florida were selected as the site for the study.
DCPS is the 20thlargest school district in the nation. During the 2003-2004 school year,
the district had 120 elementary schools (including seven ESOL centers and one ESOL
program school), 24 middie schools (including four ESOL centers and one ESOL
program school), and 17 high sﬁhools (including two ESOL centers and two ESOL
program schools). The AC school refbr’m design was used in 59 elementary schools, 11
middle schools, and 2 high schools during the 2003-2004 academic year. The DI design
was used in 19 elementary schools. There were a total of 126,743 students in Grades K-

12 in DCPS in the 2003-2004 school year, including 3,053 ESOL students (1,473 in
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clementary; 727 in middle; 853 in high school). These ESOL students were from 121
different countries. Among the 85 first languages spoken by ESOL students in DCPS, the
10 primary first languages were Spanish (1,218 students), Serbo-Croatian (361 students),
Albanian (Shqip), Arabic, Vieinamese, Tagalog, Farsi, Russian, Haitian-Creole, French
Creole, Chinese, and Zhongwen (DCPS, 2004b).
Research Design

The present study investigated to what extent the academic achievement of ESOL
students can be explained by the independent variable set of school reform design, ESOL
instruction, and SES. The design was ex post facto or casual comparative. The dependent
variable was gain in lexile scores as‘meas,ured by the SRI. The indépendent variables
included type of school reform design (AC or DI), whether or not ESOL instruction was
received, and SES as measured by whether or not the student qualified for the free or
reduced lunch program. These three variables were selected because they have been
found to be correlated Wiﬂl students’ academic achievement in previous studies: school
reform design (Borman et al., 2003); ESOL instruction (Thomas & Coliier, 2002); and
SES (Thomas & Collier, 2002). All data were gathered from the DCPS database.

Research Instrument

The instrument for collecting data on ESOL students’ academic achievement was
the SRI (Scholastic, Inc,, 2001), which is administered to Grade 2 students at the
beginning aﬁd end of ‘the school year. The SRI lexile is a measure of studenfs’ reading
ability. A range of scores has been established for each K-12 grade equivalent, with the
exception of kindergarten, with some overfap in ranges. Séore ranges and grade

equivalents are presented in Table 1. Lexile scores are not used to determine whether or
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not a child is promoted to the next grade level; their purpose is to allow teachers to make
provisions for students who read above or below grade level,
Table 1

Lexile Ranges and Grade Fquivalents

Lexile Range  Grade Equivalent

1150-1300 Grade 12
1100-1250 Grade 11
1050-1200 Grade 10
980-1130 Grade 9
920-1100 Grade 8
890-1080 Grade 7
810-1000 Grade 6
710-900 Grade 5
650-820 Grade 4
530-690 Grade 3
370-550 Grade 2

250-400 Grade 1

The SRI can be administered either by a paper and pencil test or by the
computerized assessment version, the SRI Interactive. Students in the present study took
the paper and pencil version of the test. In the SRI Interactive, the computer continually
adapts the test based on the students’ responses and, therefore, the number of questions
answered varies from student to student.

According to materials from Scholastic, Inc., both versions use the same item
format, Assessments of validity and reliability presented in the SRI Technical Guide
(Scholastic, Inc., 2001) were based on the SRI Interactive version. The SRI Interactive
was administered to a sample of 512,224 students. Correlations between the paper
version of the SRI and the SRI Interactive for selected subsamples of students in Grade 3

were found tobe .71 (n=109) and .73 (n = 117).
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Face validity evidencc was established by selecting passages from both textbooks
that students are exposed to in the classroom and reading materials that they encounter
beyond the classroom such as magazines and newspapers. Construct validity evidence
was established by field testing it on students from four schools in Florida and North
Carolina in Grades 3, 4, 5, and 7 (rn = 879) and correlating SRI scores with other
measures of reading comprehension. Correlations belween the SRI interactive and the
North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, the Pinellas Instructional Assessment
Program, and the CTBS ranged from .56 to .74, indicating that the SRI measutes similar
constructs as those measured by other tests of reading comprehension.

To establish reliability for scores oﬁ the SR1, the standard error of measurement
was computed in lexile (L) units, and varied depending on the number of items a student
answered, and whether the grade level and reading level were known at the time of the
- test. For students whose grade level was known, but reading level was unknown, the
standard error of measuremeﬁt ranged from 84L (24 questions answered) to 104L (15
questions answered). For students whose grade and reading level were known, the
standard error of measurement ranged from 54L (24 questions answered) to 581, (15
questions answered), According (o the cxample given by Scholastic, Inc., if a Grade 7
student received a lexile score of 9501, his prior reading level was not known, and he
answercd 20 questions, one could be 90% confident that the student’s true 1'eadi11é ability,
as measured in lexilcs, was bctwgen 8601 and 1040L.

More detailed information about the SRI was included in the literature review in

chapter 2.
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Data Collection

Data were collected during fall 2004 from the DCPS database. DCPS was sent a
letter requesting their participation in the study and the completed application to conduct
research at DCPS (See Appendix A). The dataset received from the school district
included those students in Grade 2 during the 2003-2004 school year who were enroiled
in a DI or AC classroom or who had an ESOL code. Students were eliminated from the
dataset if they did not have data for all of the variables. Hence, students were eliminated
from the sample if they did not have an SR1 lexile score from both the beginning and end
of the school year, were not in either a DI or AC classroom, did not have an ESOL code,
or did not have a code for SES as measured by whether or not a student received free and
reduced lunch,

The final research sample consisted of 264 students, including 53 in DI and 151 in
AC; 151 receiving free and reduced lunch and 53 paying full fee for lunch; 139 receiving
ESOL instruction and 65 receiving no ESOL instruction,

Informed Consent and Institutional Review Board Approval

Approvél for the study was obtained from DCPS and the Institutional Review
Board (see Appendix B) at the University of North ¥lorida prior to the collection of any
data. Students’ names were kept confidential. DCPS representatives were assured that the
results of the study and names of the schools involved would be held confidential, uniess
the district gave permission to do otherwise, to ensure that no negative perceptions would

result from their participation in the study.
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Data Analysis

The data analysis précedure employed was a three-way, two (school reform
design: DI versus AC) by two (ESOL instruction: received some instruction versus no
instruction) by two (SES: free and reduced lunch versus no free lunch) ANOVA. All
statistical analyses were performed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) version 11.5 (SPSS, Inc., 2002).

Because of the small sample size, ESOL instruction and SES were collapsed into
dichotomous categories. The variable ESOL instruction was collaps'ed from the four
original categories into ESOL instruction (F = exited ESOL in last 2 years, Y = LEP in
classes for ESOL students, Z = former LEP, exited ESOL more than 2 years agd) ahd no
ESOL instruction (A = students who were determined to be English proficient as a result
of test scores on the Language Assessment Scale and never received ESOL instruction).
The variable SES was collapsed from the four original categories into free and reduced
lunch (F = free and R = reduced) and no free lunch (P = pay and N = denied).

Summary

DCPS was the site selected for the present study. The design was ex post facté or
casual comparative. The data analysis procedure employed was a three-way ANOVA.
The dependent variable was lexile gain scores on the SR1. The independent variables
were school reform design, ESOL instruction, and SES,

Data were collected during fall 2004 from the DCPS database. The final sample
con'sisted of 204 Grade 2 students who had taken the SRI at the beginning and end of the
school year, were either in 3 DI or AC classroom, and had an ESOL code. Approval for

the study was obtained from the Institutional Review Board at the University of North



Florida .prior to the collection of data, and approval from DCPS to release the data
requested was obtained prior to their participation in the study. The data analysis
consisted of examining descripti{re statistics for each of the variables and conducting a
three-way factorial ANOVA.

In chapter 4, the results of the data analyses are presented. Data are used to test
the study’s seven research hypotheses and answer the primary research question.

In chapter 5, the findings of the study are summarized and discussed in
relationship to past research. Conclusions are drawn, recommendations are made, and

contributions of the present study to the field of education are presented.

54
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Chapter 4
Findings
As stated in chapter 1, the present study examined how school reform design,

ESOL instruction, and SES impact the academic achievement of ESOL students in Grade
2. Lexile gain scores on the SRI were used to measure academic achievement. There was
one major research question in the study: To what extent can gains in lexile scores on the
SRI be explained By the independent variable set of school reform design (AC/DI),
ESOL instruction (ESOL instruction/no ESOL instruction), and SES (free and reduced
lunch/no free lunch)? A full factorial design allowed for the testing of seven research
hypotheses.

An analysis of data obtained from the DCPS database was conducted in order to
answer the primary research question and test the seven research hypotheses, The
analysis included running descriptive statistics for each of the variables and performing a
univariate analysis of variance (ANOV A) procedure. All statistical analyses were
performed using SPSS version 11,5 (SPSS, Inc., 2002). After the data analysis is
presented, each research hypothesis is addressed separately,

Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics for each of the dependent and independent variables are

provided in Tables 2 through 9.
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Lexile Gain Scores

Gains in lexile scores on the SR ranged from -430 to +725, with 2 mean of 46.45
and a standard deviation of 185.06, Lexile gain scores are presented in Table 2,
Table 2

Descriptive Statistics for Lexile Gain Scores

N  Mmimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
LexileGain 204 ~430.00 725.00 46,4510 185.05638
Valid N (listwise) 204

School Reform Design

The sample included a total of 53 students (26.0%) in 6 DI classrooms and 151
students (74.0%) in 38 AC classrooms. Of the six DI schools, only one was an ESOL
center school, with four students in the sample attending that school. Of the 38 AC
schools, two were ESOL center schools with four students in the sample, and one was an
ESOL program school with 16 students in the sample. Descriptive statistics for school
reform design are presented in Table 3.
ESOL Instruction

Of the 204 students in the sample, all of whom were designated as LEP by the
school district, 65 students (31.9%) “tested out” on the Language Assessment Scales test
and, therefore, never received ESOL instruction. A total of 59 students (28.9%) had
exited ESOL within the past 2 years, 68 students (33.3%) had exited ESOL more than 2
years ago, and 12 students (5.9%) were curlreritly enrolled in ESOL classes, A breékdown

of participants by level of ESOL instruction is presented in Table 4.

Table 3



N of Participants Selected from DI and America’s Choice Settings Acrosy 38 Schools

School Reform Design
1=Direct 2=America's

School Instruction Choice Total
A 0 7 7
B 0 1 1
C 0 1 1
D 0 1 1
E 0 4 4
¥ 0 7 7
G 0 3 3
H 0 4 4
1 0 4 4
] 26 0 26
K 0 1 1
L 9 0 9
M 2 0 2
N 0 4 4
0 0 1 1
P 11 0 11
Q-AC ESOL 0 16 16
Program
R 1 0 1
S 0 2 2
T 0 2 2
1J 0 3 3
V-AC ESOL Center 0 3 3
W 0 5 5
X 0 7 7
Y 0 6 6
Z 0 9 9
AA 0 11 11
BB 0 4 4
CC 0 1 1
DD-DI ESOL Center 4 0 4
EE 0 1 1
FF 0 4 4
GG-AC ESOL Center 0 1 1
HH 0 12 12
I 0 8 8
i1 0 7 7
- KK 0 7 7
LL 0 4 4
Total 53 151 204

Table 4
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Participants by Level of ESOL Instruction Received

Valid Cumulative

Frequency  Percent Percent Percent
A=No ESOL
Instruction/Tested Out 65 31.9 - 319 31.9
F=Exited in last 2 years 59 28.9 289 60.8
Y=LEP in classes for |
students 12 5.9 59 66.7
Z=Former LEP exited
more than 2 years ago 68 33.3 333 100.0
Total ‘ 204 100.0 100.0

‘Because of the small number of students in one of the four categories, the ESOL

instruction variable was recoded into the dichotomous categories of ESOL. instruction or

no BESOL instruction. A total of 65 students (31.9%) had never received ESOL instruction

(original code A) and 139 students (68.1%) had received some ESOL instruction

(original codes F, Y, Z). Descriptive statistics for the recoded ESOL instruction variable

are presented in Table 5.
Table 5

Recoded ESOL Frequencies

Valid Cumulative

Valid Frequency Percent  Percent Percent
No ESOL
Instruction (A) 65 319 31.9 319
ESQL Instruction
(F,Y,Z) 139 68.1 68.1 100.0
Total 204 100.0 100.0

Socioeconomic Status (SES)



Of the 204 students in the sample, 46 students (22.5%) paid full fee for lunch; 7
students (3.4%) had applied for free or reduced lunch, but were denied; 41 students
(20.1%) paid a reduced fee for lunch; and 110 students (53.9%) received free lunch.
Descriptive statistics for SES, as defined by free lunch, are presented in Table 6.

Table 6

Participants by Original SES Code (Free Lunch) I'requencies

Valid Cumulative
Frequency  Percent Percent Percent
F=Free 110 539 53.9 53.9
N=Denied 7 3.4 3.4 574
P=Pay 46 225 22.5 79.9
R=Reduced 41 20.1 20.1 100.0
Total 204 100.0 100.0

Because of the small number of students in one of the four categories, SES was
recoded into the dichotomous categories of free and reduced lunch or no free lunch. A
total of 151 students (74.0%) in the sample received free or reduced lunch, and 53
students (26.0%) did not receive free or reduced lunch, Descriptive statistics for the

recoded SES variable are presented in Table 7.

Table 7

Recoded SES Frequencies

| Valid Cumulative
_ Frequency  Percent  Percent Percent
Free/Reduced ' ‘
Lunch (F, R) 151 74,0 74.0 74.0
No Free Lunch
(N, P) 53 26.0 26.0 100.0
Total 204 100.0 100.0

ANOVA Analysis

39
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Descriptive stafistics from the factorial ANOVA analysis are presented in Table 8.
Overall, students receiving DI had greater gains in lexile scores (M = 162.42, SD =
172.76, n = 53) than students receiving AC (M = 5.75, SD = 171.99, n = 151); students
who received ESOL instruction had greater gains in lexil_e scores (M = 57.91, SD =
184.99, » = 139) than students who did not receive ESOL instruction (A =21.94, S =
184.22, n = 65); and students who did not qualify for free and reduced lunch had greater -
gains in lexile scores (M = 59.74, §D = 195,06, n = 53) than students who did qualify for
free and reduced lunch (A= 41.79, SD = 181.86, n= 151),

There were observable differences between students in DI and AC classes with
regard to SES and ESOL instruction. Among the 53 students receiving DI, students who
qualified for free and reduced lunch scored lower (M = 157.29, SD = 157.62, n = 35) than
those who did not qualify for free and reduced lunch (A = 172.39, SD = 203.59, n = 18).
However, among the 151 students receiving AC, students who qualified for free and
reduced lunch scored somewhat higher (M = 6.94, SD = 174.66, n = 116) than students
who did not (34 = 1,80, §D = 165.21, n = 35). Also, among the 53 students recei-ving DI,

- students who received ESOL instruction had much greater gains in lexile scores (M =
170.14, SD = 174.23, n = 43) than students who did not receive ESOL instruction (M =
129.20, 8D = 171.09, n = 10). However, among the 151 studenis who received AC,
students who received ESOL instruction scored only slightly higher (M = 7.65, §D =
167.44, n = 96) than students who did not receive ESOL instruction (M = 2,44, §D =
181.17, n = 55). Obviously, the large standard deviations of the lexile scores recommends

caution in interpreting these initial measures of group differences.
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ANOVA Descriptive Statistics
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Lexile
Schoot Reforn Scores Std.
Design SES Recode ESOL Recode Mean Deviation - N
1=Direct

Inslruction Free/Reduced Lunch (F,R) No ESOL Instruction (A) 181.5000 172.93640 4

ESOL Instruction (F,Y,Z) 154.1613 158.36079 31

Total 157.2857 157.62140 35

No Free Lunch (N.P) No ESOL Instruction (A) 94.3333 176,35268 6

ESOL Instruction (F,Y,Z) 2114167  211.98090 12

Total . 172.3889 203.58988 18

Total No ESOL Instruction {A) 129.2000 171.09374 10

ESOL Instruction (FY,7) 170.1395 174.23296 43

‘ Total 1624151 172.76345 53
2=America's

Choice Free/Reduced Lunch (F,R) No ESQL Insiruction (A) -.5000 199.81928 40

: ESOL Instruction (F,Y,Z) 10,8553  161.15067 76

. Total 6.9397 17466182 116

No Free Lunch (N,P) No ESOL Inslruction (A) 10.2667 123.65301 - 15

ESOL Instruction (F,Y,7) -4.5500  193.58623 20

Total 1.8000 165.20750 35

Total No ESOL Insiruction (A) 2.4364 181.17454 55

ESOL Instruction (F,Y,Z) 7.6458 167.44237 96

Total 57483 17198772 151

Total Free/Reduced Lunch (F,R) No ESOL Instruction (A) 16.0455 202.73444 44

ESOL Instraction (F,Y,Z) 523738 17244767 107

Total 41.7881 18185619 151

No Free Lunch (N,P) No ESOL Instruction (A) 34,2857 141,39489 21

ESOL Instruction (F,Y,Z) 76.4375  224.04952 32

Tolal 59,7358 195.06026 53

Total No ESOL Insiruction (A) 21,9385 184.21852 65

ESOL Instruction (F,Y,Z) 57.9137 184,99230 139

Total 46.4510 185.05638 204

It is important to test for the homogeneity of variance (equality of error variances)

assumption when conducting ANOV A analyses. This assumption is met if the dependent

variable error variances across groups within the analysis are deemed roughly equivalent.

For the data in hand, the homogeneity assumption is met as the statistical significance is

greater than .05 in Levene’s test (1, 196y =.710, p = .663). As there are three independent
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variables, there are three main effects and four interactions (each independent variable
with each other, and then all three together), for a total of seven degrees of freedom
needed to conduct the test. Results of the Levene test are presented in Table 9.

Table &

Levene Test Results

F dfl a2 Sig
710 7 196 663

Note: Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across gronps,

(a Design: Intercepttrefdesign+SESRecodetESOLRecodetrefdesign * SESRecodetrefdesign *
ESOLRecodet+SESRecode * ESOLRecode-+refdesign * SESRecode * ESOLRecode) Dependent variable:
lexile gain.

Table 10
ANOVA Analysis
Type IIT Sum of ' Partial Eta
Source , Squares Df Mean Square F Sig, Squared

Corrected Model 1029053.775(a) 7 147007682 4.865 .000 148
School Reform Design 569144526 1 569144.526 18.834 .000 D88
SES 1737,338 1 1737338 057 811 000
ESOL Instruction 10835369 1 10835.369 359 550 .002
School Reform Design
* SES , 929,596 1 929.596 031 8ol 000
School Reform Design
* ESOL Instruction 12643.841 1 12643.841 418 518 002
SES #* ESOL Instruction 20351.394 1 20351,394 673 413 003
School Reform Design
* SES * ESQL
Ingtraction 42356337 1 42356.337 1.402 238 .007
Error 5922856,735 196 30218.657 '
Total 7392080.000 204
Corrected Total 6951910510 203

Note: a R Squared = .148 (Adjusted R Squared = .118). Dependent variable: Lexile gain,

Results of the 3-way (2 x 2 x 2) full factoria! analysis of variance are presented in

Table 10 above. The overall model yielded a statistically significant Iy, 105) 0f 4.865, p <
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001, n,?= .148. Explanation of the ANOVA results relative to each of the present study’s
seven null hypotheses follows.
Consideration of the Primary Research Question
Test of Hypothesis 1: School Reform Design
K The first research hypothesis stated: There is no statistically significant (p = .05)

difference in the SRI lexile gain scores of students in classrooms usiﬁg the AC school
reform design and those in classes using DI. As noted in Table 9, this main effect
hypothesis was included in the factorial ANOVA. This hypothesis was rejected as the
main effect of school reform design was statistically significant (F{;, 196)== 18.834, p <
.001), The effect size associated with this difference was 1,2 = .088. A partial eta squared
of .088 is modest as it means that approximately 9% of the variance in SRI gain scores
can be attributed to the school reform design factor by itself.
Test of Hypothesis 2: ESOL Instruction

The second research hypothesis stated: There is no statistically significant (p =
.05} difference in the SRI lexile gain scores of students receiving ESOL instruction and
those receiving no ESOL instruction. As noted in Table 9, this main effect hypothesis
was included in the factorial ANOVA. This hypothesis was not rejected as the main
effect of ESOL instruction was not statistically significant (F1, 106)= 359, p = .550). The
near zero ,’ value for this effect further substantiated the lack of association between
ESOL instruction and achievement as measured by SRI lexile scores.
Test of Hypothesis 3: Socioeconomic Status (SES)

The third research hypothesis stated: There is no statistically significant (p = .05)

difference in the SRI lexile gain scores of students who qualify for free and reduced
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lunch and those who do not. As noted in Table 9, this main effect hypothesis was
included in the factorial ANOVA. This hypothesis was not rejected as the main effect of
SES was not statistically significant (¥, 106=.057, p = .811) and was practically
nonexistent {n,” = .000),
Test of Hypathesis 4. Interaction of School Reform Design and ESOL Instruction

The fourth research hypothesis stated: There is no statistically significant (p = .05)
interaction effect of school reform design and SES interacting together to explain the
variance in SRI lexile gain scores. As noted in Table 9, this interaction hypothesis was
included in the factorial ANOVA. This hypothesis was not rejected as there was no
statistically significant interaction between school reform design and ESOL instruction
(Fu, 196= 418, p = .518) and only a negligible statistical effect (n,” = .000).
Test of Hypothesis 5: Interactioh of School Reform Design and SES

The fifth research hypothesis stated: There is no statistically significant (p = .05)
interaction effect of schoo! reform désign and ESOL instruction interacting together to
explain the variance in SRI lexile gain scores. As noted in Table 9, this interaction
hypothesis was included in the factorial ANOVA. This hypothesis was not rejected as
there was no statistically significant interaction between the factor of school reform
design and the factor of SES (F(l, e~ .031, p= .861;- 1],,2 =.002).
Lest of Hypothesis 6: Interaction of ESOL Instruction and SES

The Sixth research hypothesis stated: There is no statistically significant (p = ,05)
interaction effect of SES and ESOL instruction interacting together to explain the

variance in SRI lexile gain scores. As noted in Table 9, this interaction hypothesis was
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included in the factorial ANOVA. This hypothesis was not rejected as there was no
statistically significant interaction between SES and ESOL instruction (Fy, 196y = 673,
p =413, n,°=.003).
Test of Hypothesis 7: Interaction of School Reform Design, ESOL Instruction, and SES

The seventh research hypothesis stated: There is no statistically significant (p =
.05) three-way interaction effect of school reform design, ESOL instruction, and SES:
interacting together to explain the variance in SRI lexile gain scores. As noted in Table 9,
this interaction hypothesis was included in the factorial ANOVA. This hypothesis was
not rejected as the three-way interaction between school reform design, SES, and ESOL
instruction was not statistically significant (F, 196= 1.402, p = .238; 1" = .007).

Summary

In this chapter, findings were presented from the data analyses and used to
examine the research question and test the seven null hypotheses. Descriptive statistics
were presented for each of the dependent and independent variables, followed by the
ANOVA analysis, Findings indicated that only one of the seven research hypotheses was
supported.

Gains in lexile scores on the SRI ranged from -430.0 to +725.0, with a mean of
46.45 and a standard deviation of 185.06. The sample included 53 students in 6 DI
classrooms and 151 students in 38 AC classrooms. A total of 65 students had never
received ESOL instruction and 139 students had received some ESOL instruction, For the
SES variable, 151 students in the sample received free or reduced lunch and 53 students

did not.
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Overall, students receiving DI had greater gains in lexile scores than students
receiving AC; students who received ESOL instruction had greater gains in lexile scores
than students who did not receive ESOL instruction; and students who did not qualify for
free and reduced lunch had greater gains in lexile scores than students who did qualify for
free and reduced lunch.

The overall ANOV A model yielded a statistically significant result of /{1, 196) =
4.865, p <.001, 1,°< |148. Only the main effect of school reform design was statistically
significant (£, 196,= 18.834, p < .001). The effect size associated with this difference was
¢ = .088, which means' that 9% of the variance in SRI gain scores can be attributed to
school reform design.

The main effect of ESOL instruction was not statistically significant and the main
etfect of SES was not statistically significant. There was no statistically significant
interaction between the factor of school reform design and the factor of SES, no
statistically significant inteéraction between school reform design and ESOL instruction,
and no statistically significant interaction between SES and ESOL instruction, The three-
way interaction among school refonﬁ design, SES, and ESOL instruction was also not
statistically significant,

Chapter 5 includes a summary of the study, a discussion of the results, and

conclusions. Recommendations are made for future studies and contributions are

presented.



67

Chapter 5
Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

The purpose of the present study was to examine how school reform design,
ESOL instruction, and SES impact the academic achievement of ESOL students in Grade
2. Lexile scores on the SRI were used to measure reading ability. There was one major
research question in the study: To what extent can lexile scores on the SRI be explained
~ bythe indepéndent variable set of school reform designs (AC/DI), ESOL instruction
(ESOL instruction/no ESOL instruction), and SES (free and reduced lunch/no free
lunch)? Seven null hypotheses were tested.

In this final chaﬁter, the methodology employed in the sf:udy is reviewed,
Findings are summarized and discussed relative to past research, as well as to the
theoretical framework upon which the present study is based. Conclusions are drawn,
recommendations are made for future research, and the contributions the study has made
to the field of education for ELL students are highlighted.

Review of the Methodology

Two hundred four ESOL students ehrolled in Grade 2 in Duval County (Florida)
Public Schools for the academic year 2003-2004 participated in the study. The
participants included 53 students in D1 and 151 students in AC schools; 151 receiving

free or reduced lunch and 53 paying fuull fee for lunch; 139 recei\}ing ESOL instruction
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and 65 receiving no ESOL instruction. Approval was obtained through the Institutional
Review Board prior to gathering data,

The instrument used for collecting data on ESOL students’ academic achievement
was the SRI, which is administéred to Grade 2 students at the beginning and end of the
school year. The SRI lexile scores serve as a measure of students’ overall réading ability.
A range of scores has been established for each K-12 grade equivalent, with the |
exception pf kindergarten, with some overlap in ranges.

The dependent variable set included gains in lexile scores on the SRI. The
independent variable set included school reform design, ESOL instruction, and SES.
Analysis of the data consisted of running descriptive statistics for each of the variables
and an ANOV A analysis.

Summary of the Results

Overall, the findings indicated that students in the DI school reform design had
greater gains in lexile scores on the SRI than students in the AC school reform design.
SES and ESOL instruction were not significant predictors of academic achievement.
Findings for the primary research question and each of the corresponding research
hypotheses follow,

The primary research question in the present study asked: To what extent can
gains in lexile scores on the SRI be explained by the independent variable set of school
reform design (AC/DI), ESOL instruction (ESOL instruction/no ESOL instruction), and

SES (free lunch and reduced lunch/no free lunch)?
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The overall ANOVA model yielded a noteworthy statistically significant result of
F, 196y =4.865, p <.001, 'q,,2 < .148. However, only the main effect of school reform
design was statistically significant (F1,105= 18.834, p < .001, n,? = .088).

The first research hypothesis stated: There is no statistically significant (p = .05)
difference in the SRI lexile gain scores of students in classrooms using the AC school
reform design and those in classes using DI. This hypothesis was rejected, as the main
effect of school reform design was statistically significant (F(1, 195)= 18.834, p <.001).
The effect size associated with this difference was np’ = .088. A partial eta squared of
.088 is modest, as it means that approximately 9% of the variance in SRI gain scores can
be attributed to the school reform design factor by itself

The second research hypothesis stated: There is no statistically significant (» =
.05) difference in the SRI lexile gain scores of students receiving ESOL instruction and
those receiving no ESOL instruction. This hypothesis was not rejected, as the main effect
of ESOL instruction was not statistically sigpificant (F{y, 195,= .359, p = 550).

The third research hypothesis stated: There is no statistically significant (p = .05)
difference in the SRI lexile gain scores of students who qualify for free and reduced
lunch and those who do not. This hypothesis was not rejected, as the main effect of SES
was not statistically significant. |

The fourth research hypothesis stated: There is no statistically significant (7 = .05)
interaction effect of school reform design and SES interacting together to explain the
variance in SRIT lexile gain scores. This hypothesis was not rejected, as there was no
statistically significant interaction between school reform design and SES.

The fifth research hypothesis stated: There is no statistically significant (p = .05)
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interaction effect of school reform design and ESOL instruction interacting together to
explain the variance in SRI lexile gain scores. This hypothesis was not rejected, as there
was no statistically significant interaction between the factor of school reform design and
the factor of ESOL instruction.

The sixth reseafch hypothesis stated: There is no statistically significant (p = .05)
interaction effect of SES and ESOL instruction interacting together to explain the
variance in SRI lexile gain scores. This hypothesis was not rejected, as there was no
statistically significant interaction between SES and ESOL instruction.

The seventh research hypothesis stated: There is no statistically significant
(p = .05) three-way interaction effect of school reform design, ESOL instruction and SES
interacting together to explain the variance in SRI lexile gain scores. This hypothesis was
not rejected, as the three-way interaction between school reform design, SES, and ESOL
instruction was not statistically significant.

Discussion of the Results

The findings of the present study will be discussed in relationship to past research
studies and 1o the theoretical framework upon which the study is based. Limitations of
the research instrument, the SR, wiil also be addressed.

Relationship of the Present Study to Previous Research

To date, few empirical studies have been conducted on factors that affect the
academic achievement of ELLs. A discussion of the results of the present study follows.
The discussion includes comparisons between the present study’s findings and those of
available past studies that focused on school reform design, ESOL instruction, and SES

as predictors of school achievement.
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Discussion relative to Hypothesis 1. school reform design. In a meta-analysis of
29 CSR models and academic achievement, Borman et al. (2003) found that although
both DI and AC had statistically significant positive effects on student achieveinent, DI
was more effective than AC, While the DI design met the highest standard of evidence
that it improves test scores, the AC design was rated as having only “promising”

“evidence of effectiveness. The authors also noted that the number of years of
implementation for school reform models has important implications for achievement,
with the strongest effects occurring after the 5™ year of implementation,

The finding in the present study that DI is more effective than AC is consistent
with the ﬁndings of Borman et al, (2003). However, the number of years of
imple‘menfation of the school reform design models was not examined in the present
study.

It is important to note that the meta-analysis by Borman et al. (2003) is the only
study found in the literature in which DI and AC were compared, and the comparison was
not direct, as 29 diﬁ'erent school reform designs were included. No study was found in
which the DI and AC school reform designs were compared to each other. Although
comparing the results of the present study to studies in which either the effects of AC
(Supovitz et al., 2001, 2002) or DI (Becker & Gersten, 1982; Gersten, 1985, Gunn et al,,
2000), but not both, were examined, is not entirely appropriate, such studies verify that
both of these designs have been found to be more effective than unspecified comparison
strategies.

Results of the present study will now be compared to two relevant studies on AC

(Supovitz et al., 2001, 2002). In a study in Duval County Florida, CPRE analyzed
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differences in performance of students in 14 AC schools and 14 schools that were
demographically comparable in the 1999-2000 school year (Supovitz et al., 2001). After
confroiling for student background characteristics, a regression analysis indicated that, for
Grade 4 students, there were statistically significant differences in reading, writing, and
math. While Grade 4 students in AC schools performed 4% better in writing, they
performed 1% worse in reading and 3% worse in math than Grade 4 students in
comparison schools,

It should be noted that this studyl was conducted after the 1¥ year of
implementation of AC, and it takes 3 years for a school to fully implement AC (Supovitz
& May, 2003, Supovitz et al., 2001). Further, it is not known whether schools employing
the DI school reform design were included among the schools in the comparison group.
The finding in the present study is consistent with the finding of Supovitz et al. (2001)
that students in AC classrooms performed worse (M =575, 5D=171.99,n=151)ona
reading assessment than students in a comparison group, which in the present study was
DI classrooms (A = 162.42, SD = 172,76, n= 53},

An additional study was conducted by CPRE on the impact of AC on student
performance in Duval County after the first 2 years of implementation, using data from
1999 to 2001 (Supovitz et al., 2002). Supovitz et al. (2002) compared AC schools to non-
AC schools, but not specifically to DI schools. DI schools may have been among the non-
AC schools, however. Findings indicated that, in both elementary and middle schools,
there were higher learning gain scores of students in AC schools compared to students in
other schools in the district in the areas of reading, math, and writing. On the Grade 4

writing test, students in AC schools had statistically significant higher gains than students
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in comparison schools. The results of the present study are inconsistent with these
findings, as students in AC classrooms had statistically significant lower gains in lexile
scores on the SRI, a measure of reading ai)ility, than the comparison group of students in
DI classrooms.

The results of the present study will now be compéred to three relevant studies on
DI (Beéke; & Gersten, 1982; Gersten, 1985; Gunn et al., 2000). In a studyl of the lasting
effects of the DI school reform design (that did not examine AC), on students from
Grades 5 and 6, Becker and Gersten (1982) followed a group of students who had
received DI in Grades 1,2, and 3 at five different sites, one of which had primarily Latino
students. Findings indicated that DI students outperformed non-DI students on the
Metropolitan Achievement Test. The results of the present study are consistent with these
findings; students in DI classrooms had greater gains in lexile scores on the SRI M=
162.42, SD = 172.76, n = 53) than the comparison group of students in AC ¢lassrooms
(M =5.75,8D=171.99, n=151).

Gersten (1985) evaluated the effects of DI for LEP students who spoke various
Asian languages. Again, the AC design was not examined in this study. At the end of 2
years, scores of DI students were compared to scores of students in matched control
groups. While 75% of DI students scored at or above grade levels on the CTBS Total
Reading Scale, only 19% of comparison Students were at or above grade level (p <,001).
The results of the present study are consistent with these findings; lstudents in DI
classrooms had greater gains in lexile scores on the SRI (M = 162,42, SD =172.76, n=
53) than the comparison group of students in AC classrooms (M = 5.75, D =171.99, n=

151).
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In a study of small group tutorials usipg DI {and not AC), Gunn et al. (2000)
compared Hispanic and non-Hispanic children, in kindergarten through Grade 3, who
were having problems‘ in reading. Students were assigned to experimental and control
groups. At the end of the 1% vear, students who had received 5 to 6 months of
supplementary DI instruction showed greater gains on the Woodcock-Johnson Letter
Word Identification and Word Attack scales, and Oral Reading Fluency than students in
the control group. Non-English speaking children in the experimental group did
especially well compared to ﬁ]atched controls. Again, the results of the present study are
consistent with these findings; studenté in DI classrooms had greater gains in lexile
scores on the SRI (M = 162,42, §D = 172,76, n = 53) than gtudents in the comp‘arison
group of AC classrooms (M = 5,75, SD =171.99, n=151).

In regard to the statistically significant moderate effect for DI over AC with ELLs
in the present study, it is important to consider why DI was‘ more effective than AC with
this population. While both DI and AC focus on the mastery of skills, AC is more student
directed and DI is more teacher directed, with more drill and pracfice exercises for
students, It may be that ELL students need more focused instruction from fhe teacher and
are not as comfortable engaging in self-directed activities. Another distinction is that AC
is more holistic while DI focuses more on phonics and decoding skills, which ELL
students may be more in need of than other students,

This finding provides evidence that the implementation of districtwide school
reform designs does not serve all students equally well. Hence, their effectiveness on
subgroups such as BLLs should be studied and considered prior to implementation. In the

present study, the most widely used school reform design in DCPS was demonstrated to



75

be ineffective with ELLs. Differential forms of instruction should be provided to students
based on the needs of the specific group (e.g., ESOL, learning disabled, minority, etc.).
Because the number of years of implementation of the school reform designs was not
examined in the present study, it is not known how many years the designs had been
implemented in any of the schools or how important this factor was to the success of
students in either DI or AC, As noted by Borman et al, (2003), the number of years of
implementation for school reform models has important implications for achievement,
with the strongest effects occurring after the 5™ year of implementation. It may be that
the AC classrooms in the present study had not yet achieved full implementation, which
requires 3 years (Suﬁovitz & May, 2003; Supoviiz et al., 2001),

Discussion relative to Hypothesis 2: ESOL instruction. In a study of bilingual
students in the Houston Independent School District (Thomas & Collier, 2002), LEP
students in Gfadeé 2-11 who received content ESOL services achieved significantly
higher than students who did not, especially in the first few years of school. Although
students in the present study who had received ESOL instruction had greater gains in
lexile scores (M = 57,91, SD = 184.99, n = 139) than students who received no ESOL
instruction (M = 21.94, SIJ = 184.22, i = 65), the difference was very small and not
statistically significant. |

This finding may be due to limitations of how the effects of ESOL instruction
ﬁvere measured. In the present study, ELL students who had ever received ESOL
instruction were compared to ELL students who had never received ESOL instruction.
Most of the ESOL students in the sample were no longer active in ESOL classes, with 59

having exited within the past 2 years and 68 having exited more than 2 years ago. Only
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12 students were currently active in ESOL. Therefore, it is not known how the amount of
time elapsed since receiving ESOL instruction affected the academic achievement of
ESOL students. Further, these students in Grade 2 were quite young and the long-term
effects of having received ESOL instruction are not known.

The quality of ESOL instruction was also not taken into consideration in the
present study, as information on the level of ESOL endorsement of teachers providing the
ESOL instruction was not available in the DCPS database. Because the present study
could not determine the quality of ESOL instruction the LEP students were receiving, it
is not surprising that the study found that ESOL instruction hac{ no statistically significant
effect on achievement. Thus, studies that can rate the quality of ESOL instruction might
find that good ESOL instruction may have greater positive effects on achievement than
poor ESOL instruction or English immersion abproaches.

Research has shown that the strongest predictor of L2 language acquisition is the
amount of schoéling in L1; the more formal schooling in L1, the higher the L2 academic
achievement (Thomas & Collier, 2002). Given that the present study examined.reading
ability in English, language acquisition was an important consideration, It would seem
that providing ESOL instruction to students who had limited schooling in their L1 would
be less effective than providing it to students who had more schooling in their L1, As
information on how many years of schooling the students in this sample had in their L1
was not available in the DCPS database, this factor was not examined in the present
study, but may have had an impact on the results.

Discussion relative to Hypothesis 3: SES. In examining the effect of student

background on academic achievement, Thomas and Collier (2002) found SES to be a
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factor in the achievement of language minority students, with SES explaining 3-6% of
achievement on standardized tests for dual languége programs and ESL content programs
and up to 11-12% of achievement in selected circumstances, In the present study, while
students with higher SES (those who did not qualify for free 'or reduced lunch) had
greater gains in lexile scores (M = 59.74, 8D = 195.06, n= 53) than students with lower
SES (those who did qulalify for free or reduced lunch) (M = 41.79, SD = 181.86, n=151),
the difference was minimal and not statistically significant.

This finding may be due to the fact that the free and reduced lunch designation is
not an accurate indicator of, and proxy variable for, SES. To qualify for free and reduced
lunch, parents had to complete the required paperwork in English, request free and
reduced lunch for their childrén, and accurately report their incomes. Parents with low
incomes may have been embarrassed to report their income. Others may have been
reluctant to ask for a handout out of pride. Further, completing the paperwork may have
been difficult for some parents due to the language barrier or their reading ability.

Discussion relative to Hypotheses 4, 5, 6, and 7. There were no statistically
significant differences due to variable interactions, which was largely due to the fact that
two of the main effects produced no statistically significant differelnces.

Interpretation of Results Within the Theoretical Framework

Accountability is an essential tool in the educational system to show academic
achievement and for moving students with limited English proficiency to English fluency
(Abedi, 2004). The present study was based on the premise that in order for all students
to meet high standards, ESOL students will also be held accountable for making AYP |

under the NCLB. It was undertaken at a time when accountability became an essential
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tool in the educational system to show academic achievement and, at the same time, the
number of ELLs in school systems continued to grow and now represent a large
population of the students in the State of Florida. Indeed, the NCLB goal is to move LEP
students to English fluency by providing them the services, such as ESOL, that they need
to make this transition,

Over the years, many school districts have tried to find mechanisms to hold
schools accountable. Implementing new school reform designs with a genuine
accountability system is theoretically one meéhanism for improving student. achievement,
AC and DI are two well known school reform designs that have been implemented, not
only in Florida, but‘throughout the United States. The results of the present study indicate
that DI is more effective than AC with ELLs, yet many of these children are being taught
in AC classrooms,

Because classroom activities are so important to the student’s progress during the
process of language acquisition (Snow, 1990; Townsend, 1976}, it is essential to
determine what specific aspects of DI are highly effective with ELL students, It is hoped
that the present study will make a contribution to the on-going research on factors that
impact the academic achievement of language-minority students (Thomas & Collier,
2002).

Limitations of the Research Instrument

Although the study’s intent was to examine ESOL students’ academic
achievement, the research instrument employed does have some limitations. While the
lexile score on the SRI is considered the best measure of reading ability by DCPS and is

used to provide students with reading materials at the appropriate level of difficulty for
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their ability, it may not be an accurate measure of reading academic achievement for
ESOL students. Because reliability information on the SRI is not available specifically
for this population, it is not known whether or not questions on the SRI are written to the
level of contexiual understanding for ESOL students.
Conclusions and Recommendations

The findings of the present study led to conclusions, recommendations for
educators, and recommendations for further research regarding the factors that impact the
academic achievement of ESOL students.
Conclusions

While knowledge of more than one language is beneficial, to be able to achieve
academically in the U.S., one must be fluent in English. The results of the present study
indicate that DI was more effective than AC for this population of ELLs in Grade 2. It is
hoped that the present study will spur curiosity for additional research on how to make
students whose first language is not English more academically successful.
Recommendations for Educators

School leaders in urban school districts, especially those serving ELL students,

must look for effective strategies to meet the pressing demands for ESOL students to
achieve academically and show AYP, as imposed by the NCLB and the Consent Decree
in the state of Florida. Therefore, educators must determine how best to serve the needs
of the ESOL students population, especially when considering the implementation of a
new school reform design.

Educators need to understand the ways that language minority students learn and

the contextual variables that influence their learning process. The results of the present
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study offer evidence that DI is an effective school reform design for ESOL students, yet
there are few DI programs and an abundance of AC programs in DCPS. Leaders must
learn from negative experiences and make changes to provide school reform designs that
are conducive to the academic achievement of ESOL students and aligned with the
demands for ESOL accountability. |

Educators need effective methods to teach ELLs, yet minimal attention has been
paid to teaching language acquisition and the factors in the environment that are more
effective. When implementing school reforms designs, educators should take into‘
consideration the use of accountability-driven data for the purposes of improving
instruction of ESOL students.

Given the consequences of current “high stakes™ policies aimed at improving
student achievement through CSR and accountability, state policymakers must encourage
and support local policymakers in devising usefu! strategies to improve AYP for the
ESOL student population. Findings from the present study suggest that policymakers
should evaluate the possibility of changing the school reform design oﬁ'ered in ESOL
programs, especially when these programs are in low performing schools,
Recommendations for Further Research

The need for more studies on LEP students’ academic achievement prompted this
particular study. Because ESOL education in Florida is relatively new, more studies
should be conducted, particularly in language immersion programs or programs with a
high concentration of ESOL students in the eaclier grades. Future research should

investigate the quality of ESOL instruction and the effect of specific teacher behaviors on
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student achievement in further detail. Studies should also examine the duration of ESOL
instruction received by students and its long-term effects on academic achievement,

In studies of school reform designs, the level of implementation should be
considered, including the number of years of implementation, as well as specific
indicators of implementation in individual classrooms. In particular, future studies should
 identify the specific classroom activities that maximize the achievement of all students,

as well as subgroups of students including ELLs, minorities, and students with
disabilities.

As the sample size (7 = 204) of the present study was relatively small,
generalizations of the findings should be made with caution. Resulis are generalizable
primarily to students enrolled in similar urban schools. In order to better understand
ESOL academic achievement, it is recommended that a larger sample, such as a statewide
population of ESOL students in Florida, be studied. Future studies could be expanded to
include the relationships among ESOL school principals’ experience, ESOL training and
endorsement of teachers, and ESOL students’ academic achievement. Further, teachers’
ESOL endorsement, as well as their perceptions of ESOIL students in relation to ESOL
students’ academic achievement should be addressed, as the teacher plays an important

‘1ole in education.

While the present study was quantitative, qualitative studies of ESOL students’
academic achievement could help clarify the complexity of variables that impact the
academic achievement of ESOL students. Actions of the school community could be

described in depth, and participants’ personal experiences could offer additional insights.
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Each study, followed by reflections of school practitioners can lead to enhanced
education for ESOL students.

Longitudinal studies would be beneficial, in order to follow students’ learning,
retention, and completion rates. Such studies could answer questions about how students
performed in English and in their L2, and how they have utilizéd bilingualism after
graduation. It would be of benefit, also, to explore, through additional longitudinal
studies, how students who speak different languages perform based on school reform
design and ESOL instruction.

Contributions of the Study

The present study is the first known research that compared the achievement of
students in AC classrooms directly to the achievement of students in DI classrooms. It is
also the first research conducted on the academic achievement of ESOL students in
DCPS. The design of this study offers future researchers a basis upon which to conduct
further empirical research on ESOL students’ academic achievement at any K-12
educational institution.

The results of the study raise the awareness that school reform designs are still
being challenged to demonstrate AYP for ESOL students. These findings emphasize the
need for better strategies to improve ESOL students’ academic achievement.

The one statistically significant finding in the study, that DI is more effective than
AC with ESOL students, indicates the need for differentiated instruction for these
students. In order to address the learning needs of individual students, differentiated
instruction should include strategies to address not only students’ ability level, but also

their learning profiles, skills, readiness, and interests.
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Appendix A

SUMMARY
Duval County Public Schools (DCPS) provides the opportunity for quality research studies to be conducled w1lhln the system by graduate students
and by other professtonally and technically qualified individuals and research organizations.

Factors that are consldered In assessing whother the school system will coopérate in a research study; -

The technlcal soundness of the proposal deslgn

The appropriateness of Lhe research tople for support In the public seltting
The avaitability of appropriate research slies and subjects

The natie and degree of Interruption within the ongoing educational program

The typas of background data requested about the subfects of the proposed study and the nature of personal Informhation to be collected from
the subjecis themselves

6. The kind and number of dala-gatherng.procedures of instruments {0 be used in the study
7. The need for schoals Lo safeguard the personal and legal rights of stodents, parents, and staff

wop @

The folowing categories of research proposals will be consldered for appmvalf

1. Proposals fof research aclivities originating within DCPS offices, departments, divisions, and ather unkts, transmitted through their central
office administrative channels )

Responses fo DCPS mequests for proposals (RFP's) for exiemal audils and research

Unsallcited research proposals from individuals or organizations independent of DCPS

Proposals for studies for master's theses and doctoral dissertations originating from DCPS employses

Propesald for studles for doctoral disserlations orlginating from propenenls other than DCPS employees

DCPS witl not aceept appllcations to conduat lesearch shudies to meet requiremenls of muuna urxlergraduate or graduate course papers from any
individuals or groups.

hEwp

The Office of Research, Assessment, and Evaluation is responsible for evaluating each request for research support, and the researcher{s) must
obtalp approval as indicated by the signature of the General Director for Rescarch, Assessment, and Evaluation before the study begins,
Proposals involving sensitive issues or substantial commiiment of DCPS resources may be referred (o the District's Instltutional Review Board
{IRB), the Superinterdent of Schools or the Chief of S1afl for approval, disapproval, of transimitiat to the Schoof Board for review.

The approval process may take as long as six weeks. Please submit your request for supporl In sufficlent fime to meet your anticipated timefihe.
Research activitles involving studenls may not be conducted from April 1 through August 31, unless the project Is priginated by Duval County
Public Schools.

The Office of Research, Assessment, and Evaluation cannoct assist appiicanls with ressarch design, development ar implementation of data
coffection Instruments, analysis of data, or compasltion of the final reporl except as Indicaled In the evaluatlon provisions of le Guidelines for
quuestr’._'?g ta Condunt Research int Duvel Courty Public Schools .

Student and parent participation fn a siudy is voluntary. Parlicipation by DCPS personnel is also voluntary unless otherwise specified By the
Supearintendent of Schools or lhe Chief of Stall. Every dala colleclion instrument misst contain, a clearly visible statemenit to that effect on its cover

page, Anonymity of all participants must be preserved. The identity of ::dm!s of the schaol system may be disclosed only uncler authorizatlon by
he Superntendent of Schaals or the Chief of Stalf.

The applicant is responsible for submitting an acceptable health certificate for all project staff who are not DCPS employees if the research activity
requires contact wilh students, Heallh certificales must be submitted to'Lhe school's principal prior e student contact.

For additional detaits on DCPS policy ahl procedures on supporling and screening research proposals, refer to the Guldelines for Requesting fo
Contduct Research in Duval Counly Public Schools. Coples are available upon request and may be dewnloaded from the DCPS website,

INSTRUCGTIONS: Applicants who wish to conduct research In Duval Gounly Public Schools must complete and submilt thie form, Request to
Conduct Research, and all required altachments, to the Office of Research, Assessment, and Evaluation, Duval County Public Schoals, 1701
Prudential Drive Suite 651, Jacksanvllle, Florlda 32207.

Research Request Submission Date: Applicant Name:

Froject Name:

DRAFT: 1/23/2004 ' Page 1 of 7 Pages ‘ DRAFT



NOTE: Type the requested information in the spaces provided. Enter an "X" in the appropriate cholce boxes.

A. APPLICANT INFORMATION , i
1. Name: O Mr. @ Mrs. OMiss OQMs. QDr
Home Address: DU i
- City : Sl Zp
Rusiness Name: Duval County Public Schools (Englewood Flementary)
Business Address: 1701 Prudential Drive, Jacksonville, FI 32207
Sireet city State Zp
Your Professional Position/Title: S+ andards Caach
Home Telepharie Number( 9()4) 36 3_G208  Business Telephone Number: _(904) 7395280
E-mall Address: 1i ] Inceristinalearthlink.net and walentinoc@educationcentral.org
2. Are you empioyed by Duval County Public Schools? ¥ves UNeo
If"Yes," indicate status: & Full-ime Employee  Q Part-time Employee 0 Employee on leave
3. Is this proposal related to the degree requirements of a college or university?
HYes QMo (H"Yes” continue with items a, b, and ¢ of this sectlon; otherwise skip to question 4.} -
a) What degree ret:u'Jirﬁ-n‘ients’;J O Master's {XDoctorate 0 Other (specify):
b) Who is your advisor or committes chairperson?
Name: Dr. G, Pritchy Smith Phone: (904) 620-2610
institution: University of North Florida Depantment CUrriculum & Instruction
Address: 4967 St. Johns Bluff Road, South, Jacksonville, FL 32224-2645
Sheel _ o5 SHE o

¢) What is the approval status of your proposal at your college or university?
GtFomally approved 0 Approved by advisor but not by thesis/dissertation committee [ Not at the approval stage
4. if you answered "Ne” to Question 3, Indicate the impelus for this proposal:
Q A component of an existing DCP3 prograrn!pmject 0 An external research organizaiion
QA response‘to a request far proposals (RFP) or grant announcement

0 An individual researcher, Briefly describe your area df research speclalization and activity:

5. Indicate your degree status: O Non-degree U Baccataureate U Masters 0 Speclalist 18 Doctorate (All But Dlssertatlon)

6. How will the cost of this study to be funded?
¥ By applicant 0 By applicant's institution, organization, or business O By PCPS program funds

0 By gevemment foundation, or other research grant (explain):
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8. MAJOR FEATURES

NOTE: All applimﬂons must be accompanied by a full tedmk:al proposal submhted as an attachment to this application foml
and project summary. Sea pages 8-7 for detalls.

1. Tleofstidy ESOL Students' Academic Achievement: The Impact of School Reform Desien,
' ESOL Instruction, and SES

2. Antlmpated timeline for oonduc:ung the research.: Begin ¢ /9G /(34 End{ 2 /30 /05

3. Research questionsihypotheses to be expiored:

a. Research question: To what extent can lexile scores (scores on the SRI, SAT 9,

b. SDRT) be explained by the predictor variable set of school reform design

¢. (America's Choice/Direct Ins truction), ESOL instruction (ESOL active/inactive),

d. and socioeconomic status (free lunch/no free lunch)?

e. See attached proposdl narrative for corresponding research hypotheses.

4. Site(s) to be included in the study:
a. Chedkall that apply: §] Elementary Schools O Middle Schools O High Schools O District Office(s)
b. Are there specific schoals you wish to indude in the study? HYes ONo

FrYes", please specify:  Schools that employ America's Choice and Direct Instruction.

c. Are there specific "other" research sites you wish to include? X Yes QNo

tfVes” please specify:  FoOL, Centers and Programs

C. DATA REQUIREMENTS
1. Will data be collected fronvabout students?

K Yes ONoc (If"Yes,” continue with items a, b, ¢, and d of this section; otherwise skip to question 2.)

a. Total number of stidents needed for s study ~ Prefer 300, but must have 20 per variable (n=80)

b. Check and descilbe any specific criteria for selectlon of students to take part in the study,
X1 Grade level(s) Attended 2nd grade in 2003-2004 school year.

O Ability/Achievement level(s)

¥ RacelEthnictty  Need primary language of each TEP student.

g Gender

J2 Enrollment in Spe"'iﬁc' program(s) F“?DT Americals Choice/Direct Instruction
1 Reclpient of special education services

{ Other (specify): : nt' cher, if in database,
c. Wil student test data be required? QYes ONo
If "Yes,” specify the test{s} by name and soores/data needed: T oxile scores on the SRI, SAT9, SDRT: scales

and subscales of the SPRT, SDMI, SAT9, SRI.
d. Are historical/archived dala on current students required? . dYes QONo IF Yes,” shacliy:

Only data available in the database, as stated above.
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2. Wil data ba collected from/about school staff, parents, or fofmer students?

Cfes ONo ({Hf™Yes,” continue with items a, b, ¢ and d of this section; otherwise skip to section D.) 5
a, Check all that are applicable. Indicate ihe nurber needed and briefly describe the fnd'rvidu.als' roles in the study.
Target Populaion NumberNeeded  Role of Individuals
Gk Classroom teachers _ESDl_endm:semenI_nL_siudenL_s_homemnm_teacher ,
0 School-based administrators _ if available in database.
0 District office administrators
Q Parents

+8 Former students/graduates and/or , . .
their family members Students in Znd grade in 2003-2004

0 Support Staff (i.e., technology,
resgurce teachers, media center)

Q Other (specify):

b. Are historical/archived data on staff required? OYes FMNo If"Yes," specify:

c. A historicaliarchived data on parents required? O Yes 13 No I "Yes," spectfy:

d. Are historicaliarchived data on former students or graduates and/or their famities required? - OYes E@No
if"Yes," specify:

D. INSTRUMENTS, EQUIPMENT, AND INSTRUCTIONAL “ATERIALS

1. Whal tests, ohservation guides, questionnaires, attitude scales, interest inventories, surveys, andfor other typed or printéd instruments wil be
used? Be specific.

Estimated
: Who Wili Respond Is the Instrument Administration

Type of Instrument Pumpese/Description or Be Observed? esearcher Made? Time Needed

O Group test | OYes ONo 7
0 Individuaf test | QOYes B No

£ Questionnaire/Survey ' o OYes ONo

O Interview guide ' O Yes ONo

0 Observatlon guide . : . OYes UNo _

0 Attitideftnterest inventory | : QYes QNo
72 Other (specity) SDRT, SDMT',SAT9, SRI administered by DCPS Tves XNo

NOTE: Coples of all data collection instrumants for this proposed study must be included with the submtssion of this document and must be
approved by the General Director for Research, Assessment, and Evaluation prior to use.

2. Wil instructional materials or equipment be used for research purposes? ‘ - OvYes )IEI No
If "Yes," explain:
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E. REQUESTED PARTICIPATION OF DCPS STAFF
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1. Wil teachers be asked to assist with this study? OYes & No

ifves," who and how much time will bs needed?

2. Wil other schoo! system personnel he asked to assist with this study? & Yes OMNo
1t"Ye8," ho and how michtime Wil be noedod? Only to pull data from the exis tlng database, maybe 1 hour,

F. ATTACHMENTS
Check items you are attaching to this application:

4 Proposal Description (REQUIRED - See pages 6 - 7 for outline of required narrative'description)
D Coples of each data collection instrument to be tsed (REQUIRED) '

£ Copy cf the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for Human Subjests fram the researcher's oollegeluniverslty for masters theses and
doctoral dissertations (REQUIRED)

 Consent forms if the study is to include parents, students, or DCPS staff members (REQUIRED)

K Other, {specifyk Resume and reference letter signed by two of the dissertation committee

members
G. RESEARCH REPORT REQUIREMENT

The Guidefines for Requesting to Conduct Ressarch in Duval Gounty Public Schools, Sectlon VIlI-C, provides the Tollowlng:

When students, DCPS staff members, or parents are participants in a research study, an executive summary of no more than 25 pages wifl be
prepared and reproduced. by the researcher, and one copy is to be provided the Office of Research, Assessment, and Evaluation. In addition,
the depariment may. request one complete copy of each repart of product developed as a part or cutcome of the research praject. No charge
. will be made of DCPS for any ‘of these reparts, copies, of products; and all wifl be provided within 30 days of the development of the report or -
product, of within 30 days of'the end of the study, whichever comes first.

Your signature on the line below indicates agreament with the following statement: | have read and agree to follow the Guidslines for
Requesting to Conduct Research In Duval Counly Publfe Schools , Sectlan VIII-C, Research Activity Reports, regarding report requirements.

Signature Deleted ‘ 26/ 5 o (/

S{gha!um: A bp!t'cant Date

H. SIGNATURE OF THESIS/DISSERTATION COMMITTEE GHAIRPERSON (if applicable)

-} have reviewed the enclosed rmearch proposal and find it fo be technical!y competent theoretically sound, and significant in focus.

Slgnattlre Deleted _ (LMW 157 os s

Sfgnature: Committee Chalrperson Date -

Tite of Study ESOL Students' Academlc Achievement: The Imp_act of School Reform Design,

ESOL Imstruction, and SES
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Appendix B

. . ACADEMIC AFFAIRS

. 4567 St. Johns Bluff Road, South
Jacksonville, Florida 322242665
(904) 620-2455 FAX (904) 620-2457

Division of Sponsored Research and Training

" MEMORANDUM

T0O: Christina Valentino
Curriculum and instruction
VIA: Dr. Pritchy Smith K
Curriculum and Instruction Signature Deleted
FROM: James Collom, UNF Institutional Review Board
DATE: June 21, 2004
RE: Review by the Institutional Review Board #04-100

“ESOL Students’ Academic Achievement: The Impact of School Reform
Design, ESOL Instruction and SES”

This is to advise you that your project "ESOL Students’ Academic Achievement; The Impact of
School Reform Design, ESOL Instruction and SES", has been reviewed on behalf of the IRB and
has been declared exempt from further IRB review.

This approval applies to your project in the form and content as submitted to the IRB for review.
- Any variations or modifications to the approved protocol and/or informed consent forms as they
relate to dealing with human subjects must be cleared with the IRB.prior to implementing such
changes.

If you have any questlons or problems regarding your project or any other IRB issues, please
contact this office at 620-2498.

sah

Attachments

¢ Dr. Sandra Gupton



89

References

Abédi, J. (2002), Standardized achievement tests and English language learner:
Psychometrics issués. FEducational Assessment, 8(3), 231-257.

Abedi, J. (2004). The No Child 1eft Behind Act and English language learners:
Assessment and accountability issues. Fducational Researcher, 33(1), 4-14,

Abedi, )., Hofstetter, C., & Lord, C. (2004). Assessment accommodations for English
language learners: Implications for policy-based empirical research. Review of
FEducational Research, 74(1), 1‘-28.

Abelia, R., Urrutia, J., & Shneyderman, A. (2003). An examination of the validity of
English language achievement test scores in a LEP student population. .‘
Proceedings of the National Association for Bilingual Education. Retrieved
January 31, 2003, from http://www/miami.com/mld/miamiherald/news/
local/5066849 html

Abney, E., & Blasik, K. (1996). Year round schools. Lauderdale Lakes, FL: School

'Board of Broward County.

Adams, G. L., & Englemann, 8. (1996). Research on Direct Instruction: 25 years
beyond DISTAR. Seattle, WA: .Educational Achievement Systems.

Arreaga-Mayer, C., & Perdomo-Rivera, C. (1996). Ecobehavioral analysis of instmction
of at-risk language-minority students. The Flementary School Journal, 96(3), 246-
258,

Bailey, A. L., & Butler, F. A, (2003). An evidentiary framework for operationalizing



90

academic language for broad application to K-12 education: A design document
(CSE Tech. Rep. No.611). Los Angeles: University of California, National Center
for Research on Evaluation, Stanclafds, and Student Testing.

Becker, W. C., & Gersten, R. (1982). A follow-up of Follow Through: The later effects
of the Direct Instruction model on children in fifth and sixth grades. American
Educational Research Journal, 19(1), 75-92.

Benedetto, R. (1985, De_cember). Language ability and the use of top-level
organizational strategies. Paper presented at the annual National Reading
Conference, San Diego, CA.

Bermudez, A, & Prater, D. (1988, April). Evaluating the effectiveness of writing én the
comprehension and retention of content reading in bilingual students. Paper
presented at annual meeting of the National Association for Bilingual Eduéation,
Houston, TX.

Borman, G. D, Hewes, G. M., Overman, L. T., & Brown, S. (2003). Comprehensive
school reform and achievement: A meta-analysis. Review of Educational
Research, 73(2), 125-230.

Boswell, T. (1998). Implications of demographic changes in Florida's public school
population. Creating Florida's multilingual global work force: Educational
policies emd practices for students learning English as a new language. Retrieved
October 16, 2001, from http://www.ncbe, gwu.edw/miscpubs/florida/workforce98/
boswell/demographic.html

Bristor, V., Pelaez, G., & Crawley, 8. (2000). An integrated elementary education/

ESOL teacher preparation program, Action in Teacher Education, 22(2), 25-32,



91

Carter, R., & Nunan, D, (2001). The Cambridge guide to teaching English to speakers of
other languages, Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge University Press,

Castaneda v. Pickard, 648 F. 2d U.S. 989. (1981).

Crawford, J. (1992). Language loyaliies: A source book on the official English
controversy. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Desimone, L. (2002). How can comprehensive school reform models be successtully
implemgnted? Review of Fducational Research, 72(3), 433-479.

Duval County Public Schools (DCPS). (n.d.). Scholastic Reading Inventory. Using the
lexile framework: Test coordinator’s and teacher’s guide [Brochurel.
Yacksonville, FL: Author.

Duval County Public Schools. (2004a). English for speakers of other languages
{Brochure]. Jacksonville, FL: Author. |

Duval County Public Schools. (2004b), Just the facts. Retrieved Yune 1, 2004, from
http.//'www.educationcentral org/dcps/facts.asp

Engelmann, S. (2002). A response fo Allington. Retrieved April, 2002, from:
http.//www.educationnews.org/a_response to_allington by gary.htm

Florida Department of Education. (1990). 1990 LULAC et al. v. State Board of Education
Consent Decree. Tallahassee, FL: Author.

Florida Department of Education, (2001). Preparing Florida teachers to work with
limited English proficient students. Tallahassee, FL: Author,

Florida Department of Education. (2002), IFCAT test administrator manual.

Tallahassee, FL: Author.



92

Florida Department of Education, (2004a), Florida inquires! Report in the 2004‘ released
items. Tallahassee, FL: Author.

Florida Department of Education. (2004b). Florida reads! Report in the 2004 released
items. Tallahassee, FL: Author,

Fiorida Department of Bducation. (2004¢). Florida solves! Report in the 2004 released
items. Tallahassee, FL: Author, |

Fradd, S., Wilen, D., & Fafdig, D. (1998). Issues in the education of Florida’s English
language learners. Tallahassee: Florida Department of Education.

Garcia, E. (1991). Bilingualism and second language acquisition in academic
context. In A. Ambert (Ed.), Bilingual education and English as a second
language (pp. 97-137). New York: Garland.

Gass, 5., & Selinker, L. (2061). Second language acquisition: An introductory course.
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Gersten, R. {(1985). Structured immersion for language minority students: Resuits of a
longitudinal evaluation. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 7(3), 187-
196.

Gersten, R., & Keating, T, (1987). Long-term benefits from Direct Instruction.
Educational Leadership, 44, 28-31.

Gersten, R., & Woodward, J. (1985). A case for structured immersion. Educational
Leadership, 43(1), 75-78.

Goldman, 8., & Reyes, M., (1983, April). Use of prior knowledge in understanding fables
in first and second languages. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the

American Educational Research Association, Montreal, Quebec.



93

‘ Gonzé.lez, V., & Holt, M. (1995, February). Influence of evaluators’ prior academic
kmowledge and beliefs of the diagnosis bf cognitive and language development in
bilingual Hispanic kindergariners. Paper presented at the annual ineeting of the
National Association for Bilingual Education, Phoenix, AZ.

Gunn, B., Biglan, A., Smolkowski, K., & Ary, D. (2000). The efficacy of supplemental
instruction in decoding skills for Hispanic and non-Hispanic students in early
elementary school. The Journal of Special Education, 34(2), 90-103.

Haritos, C., & Nelson, K. (2001). Bilingual memory: The interaction of language and
thought. Bifingual Research Journal, 25(4), 1-20, Retrieved March 4, 2003, from
http:/fbrj.asu.edu/v254/articles/art10, html

Hawkins, M. (2004). Researching English language and literacy development in schools.
Educational Researcher, 33(3), 14-25.

Herrington, C., & MacDonald, V. (2001). Accountability as a school reform strategy: A
30-year perspective on Florida. In C. Harrington, & K. Xasten (Eds.), Florida
2001: Educational policy alternatives (pp. 7-34). Jacksonville: Florida Institute of
Education.

Jimenez, M. (1992). The educational vights of language minority children. In J.
Crawford (Ed.), Language loyalties: A source book on the official English
controversy (pp. 245-249). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Johnson, R., & Duver, M. (1996). The usefulness of contrastive rhetoric theory in
training TESOL teachers and English-as-a-second language students. 7he Teacher
Educator, 32(Autumn), 107-121.

Kerper, J. (2000). Policy shifts in language-minority education: A mismatch between



94

politics and pedagogy. The Educational Forum, 64, 204-214,

Kindler, A L. (2002). Survey of the states’ limited English proficient students and
available educational programs and services, 2000-2001 summary report,
Washington, DC: National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition and
Language Instruction Educational Programs.

Kraemer, B. (1993, Noverﬁber). The dimensionality of academic and social integration in
persistence studies bf Hispanic students. Paper presented at the annual meeting of
the Association for the Study of Higher Education, Pittsburgh, PA.

Krahnke, K., & Christison M. (2002): Recent language research and some language
teaching principles. In V. Zamel & R. Spack (Eds.), Enriching ESOL pedagogy
(pp. 230). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Lau v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 563, 94 S.Ct. 786. (1974).

Linn, R. (2003). Accountability: Responsibility and reasonable expectations,
Educational Researcher, 32(7), 3-13.

Linn, R., Baker, E., & Betebenner, D. (2002). Accountability systems: Implications of
requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Educational Researcher,
31(6), 3-16.

LULAC et al. v, State Board of Education Consent Decree, 402 U.S. at 681 (Miami, Ct.
App. 1990).

Marx, S. (2000, April). An exploration of pre-service tea(.:her perceptions of second
language learners in the mainstream classroom. Paper presented at the annual
meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, LA.

McCollum, P. (1994). Language used in two-way bilingual programs. /nternational



95

Development Research Association Newslettér, 21(2), 9-11.
Meyer v. State of Nebraska, 262 U.S. at 390. (1923).
National Center on Education and the Economy (2002). Comprehensive reform
designs. Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh, NCEE.
Ovando, C. (2003). Bilingual education in the United States: Historical development and
current issues. Bilingual Research Journdl, 27(1), 1-24.
Ovando, C., & Collier, V. (1998). Bilingual and ESL. classrooms: Teaching in
- multicultural contexts (2™ ed.). Boston: McGraw-Hill,
Padolsky, D. (2004). How many school-aged English longuage learners are there
in the U.8.7 Retrieved February 16, 2005, from thé National Clearinghouse for
English Language Acquisitio'n & Language Instruction for Educational Programs

Web site: http://www.ncela.gwu.edu/expert/faq/01 1eps.htm

Perez, B., & Torres-Guzman, M. (1992). The child learner. In B. Perez & M. Torres-
Guzman (Eds.), Learning in two worlds: An integrated Spanish/English biliteracy
approach (pp. 21-36). New York; Longman.

Perez, S, A. (2000). Teaching second language {earners in the regular classroom. Réading
Improvement, 37(1), 13-22,

Piait, B. (1992). The confusing state of minority language rights. In J, Crawford (Ed.),
Language loyalties: A source book on the official English controversy (pp. 229-
242). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Platt, E., Harper, H., & Mendoza, M. (2003). Dueling philosophies; Inclusion or
separation for Florida’s Englisﬁ language learners? TESOL Quarterly, 37(1), 105-

133.



96

Poglinco, S. M., Bach, A. J., Hovde, K., Rosenblum, §., Saunders, M., & Supovitz, J.
(2003). The heart of the matter: The coaching model in America’s Choice
schools. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, Consortium for Policy
Research in Education.

Saunders, W., & Goldenberg, C. (1999). The cffects of instructional conversations and
literature of English prqﬁcient and limited English proficient students. Santa
Cruz, CA: Center for Research on Education, Diversity, and Excellence.

Scholastic, Inc. (1999). Scholastic Reading Inventory: Using the lexile framework
[Brochure]. New York: Author.

Scholastic, Inc. (2001). Scholastic Reading Inventory Interactive Technical Guide.
Jefferson City, MQO: Author.

Shore, C. (1955). Individual differences in language development, Thousand Qaks, CA:
Sage. |

Slavin, R. E., & Cheung, A. (2003). Effective reading programs for English language
learners: A best;evidence synthesis, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University,
CRESPAR,

Slavin, R. E., & Madden, N. (2001). Effects of bilingual and English-as-a-second
language adaptations of success for all on the reading achievement of students
acquiring English, In E. Slavin & M. Calderon (Eds.), Effective programs for
Latino students (pp. 207-230). Mahwah, NJ; Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Snow, C. (1990). Rationales for L1 instruction; Evidence from research.

In A, M. Padilla, H. H. Fairchild, & C. M. Valadez (Eds.), Bilingual education:

Issues and strdtegt‘es (pp. 60-74). Thousand Qaks, CA: Sage.



97

SPSS, Inc. (2002). SPSS base 11.5 user’s guide. Chicago: Author,

Stenner, J. (2003). Matching student to text: The largeted reader. New York: Scholastic.

Stewart, T, Jr., & Vaillette, N, (2001). Language files: Materials for an introduction
to language and linguistics. Columbus: Ohio State University Press,

Supovitz, J A, & May, H. (2003). The relationship between teacher implementation of
America’s Choice and student learning in Plainfield, New Jersey. Philadelphia:

University of Pennsylvania, Consortium for Policy Research in Education,

Supovitz, J. A, & Poglinco, S. (2001). Instructional leadership in standards-based
reform. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, Consortium for Policy
Research in Education.

Supovitz, J. A., Poglinco, S. M., & Snyder, B. A. (2001). Moving mountains: Successes
and challengeé of the .America 's Choice comprehensive school reform design.
Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, Consortium for Policy Research in
Education.

Supovitz, J. A, Taylor, B., & May, H. (2002). Impact of America’s Choice on student
performance in Duval County, Florida. Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania, Consortium for Policy Research in Education.

Swanbomn, M., & De Glopper, K, (1999). Incidental .word learning while reading a
meta-analysis. Review of Educational Research, 69(3), 261-285.

Thomas, W. P., & Collier, V. P. (2002). 4 national study of school effectiveness for
language minority students’ long-term academic achievement (OERI Report No.
R306A60001-96). Santa Cruz: University of California, Center for Research on

Education, Diversity, & Excellence.



98

Townsend, D. (1976). Bilingual interaction analysis: The development and status. In
A. Simoes, Jr. (Bd.), The bilingual child (pp. 189-226). Boston; Academic Press.

U.S. Department of Education. (2001). The No Child Left Behind act. (Ed. Publication
No. 618-756/95370). Washington, DC: Author.

U.S. Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education. (2002).
No Child Left Behind; A desktop reference. Washington, DC: Author.

Wakabayashi, T. (2002). Bilingunalism as a future investment; The case of Japanese high
school students at an international school in Yapan. Bilingual Research Journal,
26(3), 631-658,

Williamson, G. (2004). Lexile: Matching readers to texi. Why do sc.ores change? A
white paper from the Lexile Framework for Reading. MetaMetrics, Inc. Refrieved
April 18, 2005, from http://www.Lexile.com |

Wolfe, D. (1974). Language learning and teaching. In F. Pialorsi (Ed.), Teaching the
bilingual (pp. 84-84), Tucson: University of Arizona Press.

Zanger, V. (1991). Social and cultural dimensions of the education of language
minority students. In A. N. Ambert (Ed.), Bilingual education and English as a
second language (pp. 3-54). New York: Garland Publishing, Inc.

Zehr, M. A. (2003), English proficiency can take a while in state ESEA
plans across the nation. Education Week, 16(3), 16-17.

Zhao, Y. (2002, August 5). Wave of pupils lacking English strains schools. The New York

Times, p. Al.



99

Vita

Cristina P. Valentino

EDUCATION
Ed.D., University of North Florida, Educational Leadership, August 2005,
M.8.Ed., Longwood College, Curriculum and Instruction, July 1997,

B.A., Augustana College, Secondary Education/Spanish major, Psyéhology minor, May
1992, ‘ _

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

2006-Present, Assistant Professor/TESOL Coordinator, Education Department,
Jacksonville University, Jacksonville, FL.

- 2005-2006, Curriculum Integration Teacher, Spanish Immersion Program, John E. Ford
K-8, Magnet Office, DCPS, Jacksonville, FL.

2004, Teacher Instructional Support, John E. Ford Elementary, DCPS, Jacksonville, FL

2001-2004, Adjunct Professor, Education Department, Jacksonville University,
Jacksonville, FL.

2000-2004, Standards Coach, Englewood Elementary, DCPS, Jacksonville, FI.
2003, Adjunct Professor, Education Department, University of Phoenix, Jacksonville, F1.

2002, Adjunct Professor, ESOL Department, Florida Community College at Jacksonville,
Jacksonville, FL.

2001, Adjunct Professor, Education Department, St. Leo University, Jacksonville, FL
1999-2000, Principal, Wayman Academy of the Arts, DCPS, Jacksonville, FI,

1999, Bilingual Teacher, School District U-46, Chicago, IL

1992-1999, Vice-Principal, Dowal School, Tegucigalpa M.D.C., Honduras
CERTIFICATIONS |

Florida Certification in Spanish & ESOL, Grades K-12



100

Illinois Certification in Spanish & Bilingual K-12

PROFESSIONAL PRESENTATIONS

April 2003, Understanding immigrant students, New Orleans, LA
April 2002, Voces del silencio, Miami, FL

November, 2001, Light in the darkness, Las Vegas, Nevada.

November, 1998, Hurricane Mitch devastation in Central America, Farmville, VA

PUBLICATIONS

Valentino, C. (2002). [Review of Hispanic education in the United States]. Multicultural
Perspectives, 4(4), 44-45.

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

1999 -- Present, Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, Alexandria,
VA

2003 — Present, Phi Delta Kappan, Jacksonville, FL

2003 — Present, Pi Lambda Theta, jackson?ille, FL

AWARDS
CAPS Scholarship, Augustana College, IL, AID, U.S. Government, 1987

“Who’s Who Among Students in American Universities & Colleges,” 1991-1992

PLACE OF BIRTH

La Esperanza, Honduras, Central America



	The Impact of School Reform Design, English Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) Instruction and Socioeconomic Status on ESOL Students' Reading Achievement
	Suggested Citation

	Title Page

	Table of Contents
	List of Tables
	Abstract
	Chapter 1: Introduction
	Significance of the Research
	Statement of Purpose
	Statement of Research Question and Hypotheses
	Definition of Terms
	Delimitations
	Limitations
	Organization of the Study

	Chapter 2: Review of the Literature
	Theoretical Framework
	History and Policy
	Legal Cases
	Lau v. Nichols
	Consent Decree
	The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)

	School Reform Designs in DCPS Serving ESOL Students
	America's Choice (AC)
	Direct Instruction (DJ)

	Standards and High Stakes Testing
	Assessment Accommodations
	Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI)

	ESOL Environment and Classification
	ESOL Student Classification
	ESOL Centers and Programs
	Teachers' Perceptions of ESOL Students

	L1 Impact in Learning L2, Literacy Development, and Academic English
	Appropriate Age to Acquire Academic Language

	Chapter 3: Methodology
	Study Population
	Research Design
	Research Instrument
	Data Collection
	Informed Consent and Institutional Review Board Approval
	Data Analysis
	Summary

	Chapter 4: Findings
	Descriptive Statistics
	Lexile Gain Scores
	School Reform Design
	ESOL Instruction
	Socioeconomic Status (SES)

	ANOVA Analysis
	Consideration of the Primary Research Question
	Test of Hypothesis 1: School Reform Design
	Test of Hypothesis 2: ESOL Instruction
	Test of Hypothesis 3: Socioeconomic Status (SES)
	Test of Hypothesis 4: Interaction of School Reform Design and ESOL Instruction
	Test of Hypothesis 5: Interaction of School Reform Design and SES
	Test of Hypothesis 6: Interaction of ESOL Instruction and SES
	Test of Hypothesis 7: Interaction of School Reform Design, ESOL Instruction, and SES

	Summary

	Chapter 5: Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations
	Review of the Methodology
	Summary of the Results
	Discussion of the Results
	Relationship of the Present Study to Previous Research
	Discussion relative to Hypothesis 1: school reform design
	Discussion relative to Hypothesis 2: ESOL instruction
	Discussion relative to Hypothesis 3: SES
	Discussion relative to Hypotheses 4, 5, 6, and 7

	Interpretation of Results Within the Theoretical Framework
	Limitations of the Research Instrument

	Conclusions and Recommendations
	Conclusions
	Recommendations for Educators
	Recommendations for Further Research

	Contributions of the Study

	Appendix A: Request for DCPS Approval

	Appendix B: IRB Approval

	References

