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Abstract
English language learners (ELLs) in a Midwestern urban elementary school have not
been meeting the local school’s adequate yearly progress (AYP) in reading in 3
consecutive years on statewide test scores. Meeting school standards is important because
failing to meet AYP for 6 consecutive years can result in the restructuring or closing of
any public school in the nation. The rationale for this qualitative case study was to
examine the perceptions of stakeholders, 7 parents, teachers, and school administrators,
all of whom have demonstrated knowledge of and proximity to the school’s AYP
decisions, to develop vocabulary strategies that may increase students’ state test scores in
reading. The conceptual framework was based on Gardner’s multiple intelligences. The
research questions focused on understanding stakeholders’ perceptions of the proficiency
of ELLs in reading, professional development for reading teachers of ELLs,
recommendations for helping ELLs improve reading proficiency, and the challenges
reading teachers face in ELL classes. Semi-structured interviews with each participant
were transcribed, color-coded, and analyzed using holistic and typological analysis
techniques to search for and develop themes and patterns. Findings revealed a need for
teachers to receive professional development training related to improving ELLs’
vocabulary to improve their reading proficiency. A 3-day professional development
curriculum project was developed to focus on teaching effective vocabulary strategies.
This study has implications for social change focused on improving teachers’ capacity to
work with ELLs and to improve their reading scores which have lasting impact on

students’ lives.
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Section 1: The Problem

In an urban elementary school in a Midwestern state, English language learners
(ELLs) do not meet adequate yearly progress (AYP) requirements in reading. In 2011 and
2012, students in Grades 3 through 6 all took the state tests in reading in order to measure
their reading and comprehension skills. AYP scores reported by this Midwestern urban
elementary school have shown that the ELLs are underperforming in reading. The 2009—
2010 AYP scores for ELLs in reading were as follows: 32% met the AYP standards for
third grade; 40% met the AYP standards for fourth grade; 19% met the AYP standards for
fifth grade; 31% met the AYP standards for sixth grade. The 2010-2011 AYP scores for
ELLs in reading were as follows: 22% met the AYP standards for third grade; 28% met
the AYP standards for fourth grade; 40% met the AYP standards for fifth grade; and 18%
met the AYP standards for sixth grade. The 2011-2012 AYP scores for ELLs in reading
are not reported by the state in subgroups as of yet. However, as a school, meaning all
subgroups, the scores in reading were as follows: 54% met the AYP standards for third
grade; 32% met the AYP standards for fourth grade; 37% met the AYP standards for fifth
grade; and 47% met the AYP standards for sixth grade.

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2002 is about helping all public school
students to receive an equal opportunity for high quality education in the United States of
America (Edwards & Pula, 2011; Garcia, 2011; Harding, Harrison-Jones, & Rebach,
2012; Judson, 2012; Kenyon, MacGregor, Li, & Cook, 2011; Koyama, 2011; Maleko &
Gawlik, 2011; Stansfield, 2011; Thompson, Meyers, & Oshima, 2011) in order for

students to pass standardized tests known as the AYP (Harding et al., 2012). In a recent



study, AYP, a national law, mandates public schools to report students’ achievement
results every year (Judson, 2012). Schools that do not meet AYP 2 years in a row will be
considered a “failing school” (Ediger, 2012, para. 3). NCLB will forcibly use the school
accountability tracking system to assess all schools (Garcia, 2011). Sanctions and
rewards may persist based on how the students from Grades 3—6, 8, and 11 perform on
once-a-year multiple-choice standardized tests (Judson, 2012).

The NCLB Act affirmed to all states, districts, schools, and teachers that they are
all accountable for the education of all students, including the ELLs (Stansfield, 2011).
The standardization and the curriculum alignment are now focusing on teaching to the
test in order to comply with the AYP requirements (D. Rubin & Kazanjian, 2011). Using
accommodations for the ELLs facilitates the yearly state standardized tests.
Accommodations are the alterations of regular test materials, administration procedures,
or setting that provides more meaning to the students taking the assessments (Stansfield,
2011).

As one of the subgroups, ELLs need to meet AYP requirements in compliance
with NCLB by obtaining proficient or advanced scores in state testing. In this study, I
will focus on understanding the stakeholders’ perceptions of the ELLs in reading in
meeting AYP. Reading is a critical area (Thompson et al., 2011) as it draws more
attention than any other academic discipline (Ediger & Rao, 2011). Reading teachers at
the research site have implemented parental outreach efforts to help ELLs in reading. The
problem of not meeting the AYP affects the school financially as the school is now facing

a budget cut that is prohibiting it from funding additional resource teachers and



purchasing relevant teaching tools. The possible factors contributing to the problem of
the ELLs not meeting AYP requirements in a Midwestern urban elementary may include
the Common Core Standards, bilingual education, language acquisition of the ELLs,
English as a second language (ESL), differentiation of instruction, effective teaching and

learning strategies, educational interventions, and parental involvement.

Rationale for Choosing the Problem

The research site was a Midwestern urban elementary school. The educational
problem has been chosen for several reasons. First, the ELLs’ state test scores are not
meeting AYP although reading teachers and administrators have implemented parental
outreach efforts for 3 consecutive years. Additionally, scholars have reported that NCLB
has mandated high expectations for all students by ensuring accountability for all public
schools, which is a challenge for ELLs (Good, Masewicz, & Vogel, 2010) at the research
site. Also, the anticipated number of ELL school-age children of immigrants will increase
at the research site. In accordance with the NCLB Act, every state must submit an annual
report to the public and to the U.S. Department of Education including the schools in
need of improvement (A. van der Ploeg et al., 2012). ELLs that exceed 12 months’
enrollment must be evaluated using the state’s test requirements.

Subsequently, at the research site, in 2011 and 2012, students in Grades 3 through
6 took the state tests in reading. AYP scores have shown that the ELLs are
underperforming in reading. The test results decide the cut-off scores that will be
translated into a percentage, which will determine who meets the standards and who

exceeds the standards. Over the past 3 years, ELLs at this Midwestern urban elementary



school did not meet the AYP requirements in reading. With such results, there is a need
to examine the perceptions of six key stakeholders as to why the ELLs did not meet the

AYP requirements in reading.

Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this qualitative case study, several terms have been defined
below:

Accommodations: Accommodations are the alterations of regular test materials,
administration procedures, or settings that provide more meaning to the students taking
the assessments (Stansfield, 2011).

Adequate yearly progress (AYP): AYP is a national law that mandates the school
system in the United States to submit students’ achievement results every year (Judson,
2012).

Bilingual education: Bilingual education in the United States was made public
policy under a reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
of 1965 (Smith & Rodriguez, 2011). The types of systems that were established to assist
language minority students were based upon the amendments to the Bilingual Education
Act after the Lau v. Nichols verdict of 1974 (Smith & Rodriguez, 2011).

Common Core Standards: Common Core Standards are a common set of
expectations across states for what K—12 students are expected to know and be able to do
in English language arts and math (Anderson, Harrison, & Lewis, 2012).

Differentiation of instruction: Differentiated instruction is a beneficial teaching

approach to address students’ various educational levels in a course setting (Pham, 2012).



English language learners (ELLs): ELLs are individuals who have desired or are
required language to learn the English language in various fields (Sipra, 2013). There are
standards as to how the language learners learn effectively. The ELLs must be interested
or intrinsically motivated in any teaching activities prepared and managed by the teacher
(Enongen, 2013).

Multiple intelligences theory: The theory of MI was developed in 1983 by Dr.
Gardner, professor of education at Harvard University, who was captivated by what
would have occurred in the minds of once-normal or gifted human beings who have
experienced traumatic damages to the brain due to medical or accidental misfortunes
(Gardner, 2011). According to Gardner (2011), many educators believe the importance of
MI theory, and the strategies of individualization and pluralization.

No Child Left Behind (NCLB): NCLB is a federal law that defines mandated
requirements for all schools in the nation (Howard & Reynolds, 2008). Its ultimate goal
has been to help all public school students to receive an equal opportunity for high
quality education in the United States of America (Edwards & Pula, 2011; Garcia, 2011;
Harding et al., 2012; Judson, 2012; Kenyon et al., 2011; Koyama, 2011; Maleko &
Gawlik, 2011; Stansfield, 2011; Thompson et al., 2011).

Parental involvement: Parental involvement is a significant ingredient of a
successful school, as students of involved parents have been shown to have greater
achievement in school (Rapp & Duncan, 2012).

Professional development: Professional development is the ongoing training for

reading teachers to improve their teaching practices. Professional development (a) helps



teachers incorporate effective elements into teaching, (b) is job embedded, and (c) then
percolates the elements throughout a school and ultimately a district (Brink, Vourlas,

Tran, & Halversen, 2012; Porche, Pallante, & Snow, 2012; Sanchez, 2012).

Significance of the Problem

The aforementioned educational problem is significant for several reasons. The
heightening number of students scoring “proficient” on state assessments in reading and
math is under NCLB’s guidelines (Burke, 2012; A. van der Ploeg et al., 2012). The
findings of this qualitative case study may help the community, parents, reading teachers,
and building administrators to develop and implement effective teaching strategies in
reading that may shed light on how to help ELLs meet AYP.

At this time, raising the ELLs’ state tests scores is imperative as the NCLB’s goal
was for all of these students to achieve proficiency by 2014 (O'Conner, Abedi, & Tung,
2012). Currently, before and after school tutoring, summer school, and various
professional developments have been performed at this Midwestern urban elementary
school to help ELLs meet the AYP requirements in reading. The yearly progress in
reading of the ELLs is reflected by NCLB Title I that includes students from Grades 3—8
and 11, regardless of their background (Fairbairn & Fox, 2009; Stansfield, 2011).
Simultaneously, the attainment of the proficiency level in state reading tests that may
occur due to this qualitative case study can possibly be of social and educational
significance of ELLs who will soon become the productive force of this nation. The
number of ELLs continues to grow from 14.5% of the nation’s current population to

24.4% by 2050 (Whitacre et al., 2013).



Research Questions
The need for examining the stakeholders’ perceptions of meeting AYP of ELLs in
reading was the focus for this inquiry and the development of my project. The intent of
my project was for the stakeholders to explicitly address the need on how to increase the
state test scores in reading of the ELLs. The following research questions guided the
study:

1. What are the perceptions of stakeholders (bilingual teachers, ESL teachers,
instructional facilitators, intermediate and primary general education
teachers, parents, and school-based administrators) regarding the
proficiency of ELLs in reading as measured by state tests?

2. What are the perceptions of stakeholders (bilingual teachers, ESL teachers,
instructional facilitators, intermediate and primary general education
teachers, parents, and school-based administrators) regarding professional
development for reading teachers of ELLs?

3. What are the perceptions of stakeholders (bilingual teachers, ESL teachers,
instructional facilitators, intermediate and primary general education
teachers, parents, and school-based administrators) regarding
recommendations for potential solutions to help ELLs with proficiency in
reading on state testing?

4. What are the strengths of ELLs in reading classes?

5. What are the challenges of reading teachers in ELL classes?
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The findings revealed strategies for ELLs to meet AYP in reading. I had hoped to
gain insight from the stakeholders on how to effectively meet the reading needs of the
ELLs. If these needs will be successfully addressed, perhaps the state test scores in
reading with ELLs will be reversed into a higher test scores in order to meet AYP
requirements. Students must possess the reading skills that they need considering that
many of their future experiences will require reading.

ELLs are not achieving proficiency in reading and the goal of NCLB was for all
students to achieve proficiency by 2014 (O'Conner et al., 2012); however, the number of
ELLs continues to grow (Whitacre et al., 2013). Accommodations are needed for ELLs to
help them with assessments (Stansfield, 2011) because ELLs speak multiple languages
(Shin & Kominski, 2010). According to Judson (2012), ELLs underperformed on
standardized tests and did not meet AYP (Harding et al., 2012). As a result, reading
teachers may teach to the test in order to comply with the AYP requirements (Rubin &
Kazanjian, 2011). In addition, parents of ELLs do not speak English fluently (Calderon,
Slavin, & Sanchez, 2011).

Review of Literature

In the following sections, I discuss the MI theory, parental involvement of the
ELLs, the Common Core Standards, bilingual education, language acquisition of the
ELLs, ESL, differentiation of instruction, effective teaching and learning strategies and
educational interventions for the ELLs in reading. As a result of the NCLB legislation, all

public schools must ensure that students must meet the AYP. The goal of this study was



to assist the ELLs in meeting the reading AYP requirements in compliance of the NCLB
Act.
The Theory of Multiple Intelligences

The theory of MI was the basis of the conceptual framework. Dr. Gardner,
professor of education at Harvard University, believes that every individual possesses a
multitude of intelligences and that the intelligences have within themselves their own
strengths and weaknesses, proposed the MI theory in 1983 (Laughlin & Foley, 2012;
Maftoon & Sarem, 2012; Pour-Mohammadi et al., 2012; Taase, 2012; Yesil & Korkmaz,
2010). The MI theory is dependent on the conceptual distinctions of intelligences,
domains, and fields (Gardner, 2011). Gardner’s (2011) MI theory includes these
intelligences: (a) linguistic intelligence (word smart) that pertains to the centrality of the
ability and mastery of language in both spoken and written languages; (b) musical
intelligence (music smart) that is the ability to think in music and rhythm; (c) logical-
mathematical intelligence (number/ reasoning smart) that pertains to the ability to use
numbers effectively and to reason well; (d) spatial intelligence (picture smart) that deals
with a loosely related capacities that includes the ability to recognize instances of the
same element, the ability to transform or to recognize a transformation of one element
into another, the capacity to contrive mental imagery and then to transform that imagery,
and the capacity to produce a graphic likeness of spatial information; (e) bodily-
kinesthetic intelligence (body smart) that entails the use of the body as a form of

intelligence; and (f) personal intelligence (people and self-smart) that deals with the
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development of both aspects of human nature, the intrapersonal intelligence and
interpersonal intelligence.

It was only in the last century or so that tests were devised to actually measure
intelligences, with the most popular of these tests being called the Intelligent Quotient
exam, or the IQ test (Gardner, 2011). However, 1Q tests, and now the dozens or even
hundreds of tests similar to it, are limited to assessing only one, or at best only a few, of
the mind-related strengths and weaknesses that seem to be unique with the individual
(Gardner, 2011) themself. One person’s limitation can be another person’s opportunity,
as being able to identify one’s MI preference assists in creating ways to improve the
weaknesses by capitalizing on one’s strengths in learning (Gardner, 2011; Laughlin &
Foley, 2012). Often the symptoms seem to contradict the prognosis of the individuals, so
that end results are often unpredictable (Gardner, 2011). For instance, a patient may lose
the ability to read words but still retain the ability to decipher numbers, write, and name
objects. If a student is not attaining such understandings, rather than blaming the results
on the lack of cooperation or abilities of the student, educators should probably question
their teaching methods instead (Gardner, 2011).

Academic proficiency is one of the most scrutinized areas, yet the acquired results
of increasing learning are far from ending (Arghode, 2013; Maftoon & Sarem, 2012;
Valdez, Borge, Ruvalcaba Romero, Villegas, & Lorenzo, 2013). However, the theory of
MI states that intelligence is the ability to solve problems, or to create products, that are
valued within one of more cultural setting (Gardner, 2011). For most of human history, a

scientific definition of intelligence did not exist. Although intelligences were often
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referred to as bright or dull, or clever or intelligent, there was never a quantitative means
of verifying such assessments (Gardner, 2011). It was generally believed that
intelligences were inherited and that every human was like a blank slate that could
basically learn anything provided that he or she was properly educated (Gardner, 2011).
Although there are still many differences of belief or theories, of what the various
intelligences are, there is a commonality in that intelligences are always expressed in the
context of specific tasks, domains, and disciplines (Gardner, 2011).

Gardner (2011) posited the presence of various intellectual strengths or
competences, in which each may have each individual developmental history. Gardner’s
MI theory is significant because all students have dominant intelligence, which channels
through the greatest educational achievement. Yet, needless to say, there is not and there
can never be one single indisputable and universally accepted list of human intelligences.
However, there is a need for a better classification of human intelligences (Gardner,
2011).

Maftoon and Sarem (2012) and Gardner (2011) claimed that teaching strategies
should have flexibility as students’ intellectual capabilities vary. In addition, the MI
theory suggests that there is not one specific measure of intelligence or a single way of
teaching (Gardner, 2011). Numerous studies have shown that multiple intelligences play
a significant role in the learning process (Pour-Mohammadi et al., 2012). Many educators
believe that the MI theory should be determined using the strategies of individualization
and pluralization (Gardner, 2011). Individualizing means that the educator needs to know

as much as possible about the student (Gardner, 2011). Pluralizing means that the
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educator must prioritize the training objectives and then use training strategies, which
will engage the multiple intelligences of the students so that they can understand the
objectives in multiple ways (Gardner, 2011). This means that more students can then
understand the subject matter and results in more complete understandings. Because of
this, educators need to use different ways of teaching in order to identify the strengths
and weaknesses of various intelligences among students when teaching, which could help
create positive contributions to students’ learning development (Moheb & Bagheri, 2013;
Yesil & Korkmaz, 2010). It is now generally believed that accuracy in assessing,
identifying, and then addressing these intelligences is important. This framework around
the theory of MI guides this qualitative case study, and is a more appropriate framework
than others, as many educators believe that pluralizing is the most effective method of
education (Gardner, 2011).
Parental Involvement

Parental involvement in their children’s homework helps foster academic support
(Altschul, 2011; Lagace-Seguin & Case, 2010). Academic attainment levels of the
parents of ELLs and their inadequacy of prior exposure to public schools in the nation
can be obstacles. Immigrant families have less formal education or uneven exposure to
schooling, and school personnel often assume that these lower educational
accomplishments limit the parents’ capacity to understand and support their child’s
educational development (Altschul, 2011; Chang, Park, Singh, & Sung, 2009).

Parental involvement often weakens significantly because of the influential roles

that communication plays (Jeynes, 2010; Lloyd-Smith & Baron, 2010). Savacool (2011)
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added that involvement of the parents should be exceeding their participation in any
school-related conferences and/or meetings. Many educators believe that parents of the
ELLs lack sufficient time and/or motivation to devote to their children’s educational
needs, and so, they disregard those needs (Savacool, 2011). However, Lagace-Seguin and
Case (2010) advised that support and guidance from the parents make significant
differences in how children accept their responsibilities pertaining to their education.
Despite these issues, parents of different ethnicities support their children in various ways
academically and motivate their children to do their best for a better future (Chang et al.,
2009; Patel & Stevens, 2010). Students with highly involved parents have manifested to
attain higher academic achievement (Rapp & Duncan, 2012; Savacool, 2011) as families
can have a great impact on various school outcomes on the students.

Parental involvement is a significant ingredient of a successful school, as students
of involved parents have been shown to have greater achievement in school (Rapp &
Duncan, 2012). For a number of reasons, parental involvement has been of considerable
concern to researchers (Rapp & Duncan, 2012). School frameworks need to be changed
with more emphasis given to parental involvement and engagement of the parents in
giving recognition of academic achievements in the home (Panferov, 2010). Parental
participation that involves school and community is a significant goal to school, district,
and community stakeholders (Blackmore & Hutchison, 2010).

Although parental actions can pave a way for children to avoid unnecessary
challenges, ELL parents with lower incomes and educational attainment have less of an

opportunity to get involved (Dweck, 2010; Shumow, Lyutykh, & Schmidt, 2011). Parents



14

of ELLs, including the ones without any language barriers (Isik-Ercan, 2010), tackle

challenges as they try to become informed about or involved in their child’s school.

O'Conner et al. (2012) posited that closing the achievement gap of the ELL requires an

essential step in achieving the NCLB goal of not just a percentage, but of all students

achieving proficiency in 2014 as the achievement gap is still broad (Aud et al., 2010).
Common Core Standards

The accountability for the students’ reading proficiency at both the school and the
classroom levels has elevated its demand due to the Common Core Standards initiative
(Peterson &Taylor, 2012). Rather than adopting the Common Core State Standards, there
has been a state-led effort to establish a different common set of expectations in the state
where this urban Midwestern elementary school, the research site, is situated (Anderson
et al., 2012). The entire state that this urban Midwestern elementary school is located in
has chosen not to adopt and/or change their current standards even though the Common
Core State Standards may impact the educational dynamic of this urban Midwestern
elementary school.

The Common Core State Standards might be related to the issue of this urban
Midwestern elementary school not making the AYP. Watts-Taffe, Laster, Broach,
Marinak, McDonald Connor, and Walker-Dalhouse (2012) stated that the Common Core
State Standards would benefit states in five ways. First, the Common Core State
Standards could send a crystal clear message to the teachers, parents, and to the
community or to the public on what every student should achieve in various grade levels.

Second, the teaching resources will be aligned to the Common Core State Standards such
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as curricula, textbooks, and digital media. Third, the professional development is more
specific and helps address the needs of every student at every grade level with best
practices. Fourth, an assessment system could be developed and implemented to measure
student performance against the Common Core State Standards. Fifth, the policy changes
needed to help students meet the Common Core State Standards could be evaluated.
Bilingual Education
As public education has evolved into becoming linguistically diverse, bilingual
education in the United States, even though not an easy battle, was made public policy
under a reauthorization of the ESEA of 1965 (Smith & Rodriguez, 2011). The types of
systems that were established to assist language minority students were based upon the
amendments to the Bilingual Education Act after the Lau v. Nichols verdict of 1974
(Smith & Rodriguez, 2011). The reauthorization brought various changes in how
linguistically diverse students must be taught or educated (Smith & Rodriguez, 2011).
Although President Obama and Secretary of Education Arne Duncan have recently
allowed certain mandates to be optional, the effects of the NCLB Act are still felt by the
linguistically diverse students throughout this country (Smith & Rodriguez, 2011). For
this reason, it is relevant for teachers to use strategies that enhance linguistic and
academic development (Alanis, 2011).
The reality of living in a linguistically diverse nation forces educators to plan their
literacy instruction differently (Castek, 2012). The ELLs learn to read in a wide variety of
educational settings, with the balance of English and Spanish instruction in a bilingual

education curriculum (Castek, 2012). Nationally, the designation of limited English
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proficiency (LEP), although it has not made an impact as to how these students are
viewed, has now been replaced with ELL (Franquiz, 2012). There are about 11,000,000
students in Grades K—12 that speak a language other than English, yet the state and the
federal accountability have now both challenged the bilingual programs (Texas Education
Agency [TEA], 2010). Some bilingual students have also been challenged outside of
school due to insufficient resources in their home communities (Harman & Varga-Dobai,
2012).

Bilingual education has the ultimate goal of generating students who can tackle
both bilingual and biliterate contexts, whether these contexts are within their respective
families or their communities (Pimentel, 2011). In homes with bilingual families, parents
play a significant role not just in retaining their children’s home language, but also in
acquiring the host country’s language (Moin, Schwartz, & Breitkopf, 2011). On the other
hand, like parents, teachers have an imperative role to play as well. According to Smith
and Rodriguez (2011), teachers must continually reinvent and analyze their teaching
practices in the bilingual education context. Furthermore, in the process of teaching
bilingual students, teachers have to help strengthen both the students’ home language and
the English language (Nemeth & Erdosi, 2012).

Languages, despite their peculiarity, are linguistically intertwined to each other
(Incestas, 2011). But if bilinguals are only allowed to utilize one language in various
situations, they activate one language, while deactivating the other language (Smith &
Rodriguez, 2011). However, the competition between which two languages to activate

can suffice deactivation of the other spoken language (Macizo, Bajo, & Paolieri, 2012).
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As a component of bilingualism, biliteracy or proficiency in both the native and second