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ABSTRACT

The identification of and provision of ALS to ELldentified with a disability
was compared to that of their ELL peers withoutdemtified disability. In addition, |
conducted a review of the types of ALS providedpproached this study from the
perspective of the social construction of disapsihd utilized a quantitative, causal-
comparative research design. | utilized the StasisAnalysis System (SAS) software for
data analysis, along with Pearson's chi-squaretéstependence?), and Fisher’s
exact test with a significance level (p-value<d.01) to test null hypothesis. In addition,
the risk index and the composition index were aloulated to address factors of
disproportionate representation.

De-identified data were provided by a school distocated in the southwest
region of the United States after the 40 day cofithe 2013-2014 school year. The data
included 16,732 student records of school agedii@hilin kindergarten through 12

grades. Analyses revealed that there was a signtftifference in: the proportion of
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students identified with a Primary Home Languagee®®han English (PHLOTE) and
identified with a disability categorized as ELL findPHLOTE students without a
disability identified as ELL, in the proportion sfudents identified with disabilities who
received ALS compared to their peers without aldigg who received ALS (most of the
36 students exempted from ALS were identified vaitthisability), in the proportion of
ELLs who received ALS in grades K-5 compared to Elth grades 9-12, in the
proportion of ELLs who received ALS who were idéietl with a Specific Learning
Disability compared to ELLs who received ALS idé&etl with any other primary
disability, in the proportion of ELLs identified &.D compared to their non-ELL peers
also identified as SLD, and in the proportion ofaksstudents identified with a
disability. Asian students were identified withiaability at a significantly lower rate

compared to their non-Asian peers.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

America is a country with a diverse populationcéing to the US Census
Bureau (2012), the current population is over thmaedred million individuals, with
roughly 20% speaking a language other than Englishe home. The US Census Bureau
(2012) reported over 300 different languages spakéime US by individuals age five
and older, including more common languages sudfresch, Japanese, Korean,
Portuguese, Spanish and Viethamese, and less colanguages such as Arabic,
Berber, Czech, Greek, Hebrew, Hindi, Hungarianalaic, Polish, and Swabhili. These
individuals reported as native born or originatiragn countries such as Armenia,
France, Germany, India, Iran, Japan, Spain, Mexind,Vietnam, (US Census Bureau,
2012). Because many individuals living in the Ushedrom such varying nations,
cultures, and linguistic backgrounds, the challerfge educating the millions of children
in the country are many. As | will discuss latethrs chapter, for students identified as
culturally and/or linguistically diverse (CLD), regrchers and policy makers have
recommended that explicit attention be paid togiosg students’ development of
English. This may take on a variety of forms, intthg English as a Second Language
(ESL), bilingual education, or other forms of Ahative Language Services (ALS).

Many children in the US who speak a home languiger than English are also
identified with a disability. According to the Indduals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) Data Accountability Website (2012), “the nber and percentage of children

ages 3 through 5 served under IDEA, Part B, aral@ercentage of the population, in the

! These terms, as well as others, are defined latiis chapter and included in Appendix
B.
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U.S. and outlying areas, by LEP (Limited Englisbfitiency) status: Fall 2011” is 49,
273, or 7.68% of the total population of childregea 3 through 5 served under IDEA
(U.S. Department of Education, Office of Speciali&ation Programs). “The number
and percentage of children ages 6 through 21 semeédr IDEA, Part B, and as a
percentage of the population, in the U.S. and mdlgreas, by LEP status: Fall 2011” is
501,914 or 8.67 % of the total population of cleldiages 6 through 21 served under
IDEA (U.S. Department of Education, Office of Smddtducation Programs).
Combined, that is over 550, 000 children in thedt8 outlying areas such as American
Samoa, Guam, and the Virgin Islands, ages 3 thr@aglwho are served under IDEA
and who are also identified as limited English miefht. In New Mexico, over 9,800
children ages 6 through 21 identified as limiteajisth proficient were served under
IDEA in the 2010-2011 school year (U.S. DepartnadriEducation, Office of Special
Education Programs).

As a result of these large numbers of studentdiftehboth as limited English
proficient and with a disability, | argue that raseh needs to address the English
language acquisition and special education servemsved by these students, in relation
to the English language acquisition and speciatation services mandated by various
legislative acts and litigation. As | will discussthe following sections, by Federal
mandate all public education K-12 students whaaenstified as requiring English
language development support must receive it. tsddentified with disabilities are
not excluded from this mandate. However, as | @ijplore in this chapter, the extent to
which English Language Learners (ELLSs) identifieithvdisabilities actually receive

such services is not well documented.
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Background of the Problem

Many legal battles have been waged and much I¢igisiaas been handed down
addressing appropriate education for all in Ameridas includes the casesBfown v.
Board of Education of Topek#ne Education for All Handicapped Children Aad its
later amendmentshe Elementary and Secondary Education Axgna v. California
State Board of Educatioandthe Bilingual Education AdiAppendix A). Subsequently,
policies and overall sentiment regarding educatiave also evolved. Despite the best
intentions of these directives, however, studerits have been labeled with a disability
have been shown to face many challenges in thedu&éonal system (Harry &
Klingner, 2007) and many have poor educationalaugs (Gravois & Rosenfield, 2006;
Hibel, Faircloth, & Farkas, 2008; Samson & Lesa009). Given the concerns
regarding poor educational outcomes, providinglaldren with the same or ‘equal’
treatment does not equate to providing them withakgducational opportunities (Baca,
Baca, & de Valenzuela, 2004; Klingner & Artiles (), especially when addressing the
needs of CLD students.

Students who are labeled with a disability and wpeak a language other than
English have been viewed as having multiple ‘stilegainst them (Baca et al., 2004).
Simply providing these children with the same saleeducation instruction in English or
in the students’ native language is not an adequatns to meet their unique and
complex needs regarding academic and languagesaoguiand progress (Baca et al.,
2004). Nieto (2002) stated that “there is a sultitarelationship between bilingual
education and equity . . . bilingual educationieamwed by many language-minority

communities as vital to the educational achieveroéttieir children” (p. 120)Cummins
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(1989) argued that attention to the educationallanguage needs of CLD students
should be a primary focus when planning and ma#gxgjsions regarding placement and
services. He recognized, however, that these met@ often not taken into
consideration. In addition, there are numeroussagmut how to best instruct children
who speak a native language other than Englishpesgtam models not only vary from
state to state, but from school to school. | walilieess this issue further in Chapter Two.
Bilingual Special Education is a relatively newldief research and advocacy that
has emerged over the past 30 plus years (Baca &intes, 1985). Research related to
this area and CLD students in general has indicai@shsistent pattern of
disproportionate representation in special edundtay. de Valenzuela, Copeland, Qi, &
Park, 2006; Samson & Lesaux, 2009; Skiba et al620a will discuss this and other
research related to bilingual special educaticer et this dissertation. However, one
emerging concern is that researchers have ofterséacmore generally on CLD students
rather than specifically on ELLs and how this swlogr of students is impacted by their
unique circumstances (Samson & Lesaux, 2009). Arant Lassmann (2003) pointed
out that “while this [CLD] is a useful term, it do@ot make allowances for the varying
cultural elements within the larger ‘geographichtext” (p. 234). It is therefore my
intention to focus my research in this study spealify on students identified as ELLs
and the ALS they receive once they have been iteohivith a disability. In order to
contextualize my proposed study, in the followiegtsons | will discuss the terms used
to refer to students who speak a home language thtaie English, discuss the terms used
to refer to ALS and the research related to CLOetts, and summarize the legislation

and litigation related to the education of childnenhe US.
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History of Terms and Usage

As discussed by the National Council of TeachefSrajlish (2008), as policies,
legislation, and overall sentiment regarding edooabtave evolved over the years, so
have the terms used to refer to students who spéakguage other than English and the
terms related to the language programs availalleetse children. When reviewing the
literature related to students who speak a lango#ge than English, many of the terms
overlap or are used synonymously, and this is hadys appropriate as the terms are
unique and distinctive to specific populationsradividuals (National Council of
Teachers of English, 2008).

Though the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) has addezbsany terms such as
‘alternative language program’ in documents sucthadviay 1970 memorandum to
school districts entitleddentification of Discrimination and Denial of Sexgs on the
Basis of National Originthe December 1985 guidance docum@itte VI Language
Minority Compliance Procedurethe September 1991 memorandiualicy Update on
Schools Obligations Toward National Origin MinorBgudents with Limited English
Proficiency and the 200@rovision of an Equal Education Opportunity to Liea-
English Proficient Student©CR continues to discover that terms are missgpried or
understood differently by local school districtsafGa, 2005; OCR 2012). This variation
in terminology has the potential to impact the sifésation of students and the services
being offered to these students.

Terms. Upon entering a public school, a student may betified through
methods such as a home language survey as andadiwho speaks a Primary Home

Language Other Than English (PHLOTE) (Florez, 2Gi#) may then also be referred to
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as an ELL (Collier & Thomas, 2004; Wolf et al., 3)@r Language Minority (LM)
student, referring to the fact that they speakimamy or home language other than
English that is considered a minority languagenenWS (Collier, 1992). These terms
may be used in different ways and can hold vanaednings, which | will discuss further
in subsequent text. As a result of such identiiiecgta language proficiency assessment
such as the Assessing Comprehension and CommuamcatEnglish State-to-State
(ACCESS), developed by the Center for Applied Lisgas [CAL] in Washington, DC

in collaboration with the World-Class Instructiori2¢sign and Assessment [WIDA]
Consortium, or the Language Assessment Scales ([B&Avila & Duncan, 1977nay
be administered to them. However, it is importamate that not all students identified
by this initial screening are given a language sssent (Fox & Fairbairn, 2011,
Schrank, Fletcher & Alvarado, 1996).

Individuals who are administered a language preficy assessment may then be
identified in one of a variety of categories actogdo their performance on the language
proficiency assessment used. For example, the AGG&shtifies students as: Level 1,
Entering; Level 2, Beginning; Level 3, Developingvel 4, Expanding; Level 5-
Bridging; and Attained (WIDA). ACCESS provides dalked explanation of expected
language skills and performance for each level. Départment of Education Office for
Civil Rights website (2012) refers to studentsiisee Non-English Proficient (NEP),
Limited English Proficient (LEP) or Fluent or Fulsnglish Proficient (FEP), based on
their English language proficiency assessment tessimilarly, NCLB references LEP

when students have:
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a native language other than English by foreigthlor ancestry, living in an
environment in which a language other than Engistominant, and having a
degree of difficulty with speaking, reading, wrgiror understanding the English
language that interferes with social interactiond academic tasks (Wolf et al.,
2008, p. 5).
These terms, however, are controversial as theyttefocus on the deficiency of the
students’ performance in English (Liu, Thurlow,dkson, Spicuzza & Heinze, 1997),
and other terms such as Potentially English Pexfic{PEP) have been proposed as
alternatives (OMSLE, 1995).

As noted earlier, the terms PHLOTE, ELL, LEP, aid &re used
interchangeably in many states in documentationadindal state definitions when in
reality they do not mean the same thing (Wolf et2008). In Appendix B and Appendix
C I provide lists of these terms and others, aedstates in which they are used. In a
study conducted by Wolf et al. (2008), the reseansheported that the procedures and
terms used for identifying and categorizing ELLgeveimilar, but found three areas of
discrepancy: (a) though most states utilized alsiBgglish language proficiency
assessment, some states allowed local districisdose a language proficiency
assessment from a list of approved assessmersisig#ie issue of comparability in
determining levels of proficiency from differensts; (b) though most states used one
English language proficiency assessment to ideatity monitor a student identified as
ELL, some states used one English language protigiassessment to identify a student
as ELL and then another to monitor the progre€snoflish language proficiency of that

student; and (c) a detailed examination of the rsapfidevels (e.g., “Progressing,
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Advanced,” etc.) of English proficiency used toetpirize students revealed significant
variability across states in both the number oélswand the descriptions used for each
level. This adds to the confusion of the true deéin of each term, the classification of
students, and the services provided to these disibased on their given label (Wolf et
al., 2008).

Similar to the inconsistency and misunderstandingeterms related to
individuals who speak a primary language other thiaglish, the terms related to the
language services provided to these individualsas@ confusing and unclear at times.
ALS is the broad term used to refer to the langussgeices provided to ELLs who
require a specialized program of English instructs explained by OCR (2000). While
OCR discusses ALS, it does not mandate any spegfecor form of ALS. Programs
utilized when educating ELLs, however, must meetdlrequirements established by the
1981Castaneda v. Pickardase, which are meant to ensure that the progthosen are
suitable (Fitzgerald, 1993; Haas & Gort, 2009; Ql@r2003). | will discuss this case in
greater detail when addressing legislation angditon. In general, types of instruction
can vary as to whether the instruction is proviselely in English or whether the
students’ home language is also used as a langdiagsruction, as is the case in
bilingual education programs. Various terms areluseaefer to the educational practices
or programs utilized with ELLs. Some of the ternsgdifor English only instruction
include submersion and structured immersion, antesaf the terms used for native
language instruction include transitional bilingpabgram, maintenance bilingual
program, and dual language or two-way bilingualgpam. | will discuss these program

types in greater detail in Chapter Two.
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ESL refers to teaching English to individuals vigragram or a class
(Honigsfeld, 2009). Typically, ESL teaching happanan English-speaking country
while English as a Foreign Language (EFL) instarctiappens in locations where
English is not the primary language. English LargguBevelopment (ELD) is a term
used to refer to instruction that promotes the tgraent of either oral or written
English language skills or abilities (Gersten & Bgk2000). Some differentiate ESL
from ELD, however, this is not a universally reczgud or understood distinction. There
are a number of models for the delivery of ESL|uding specially designed academic
instruction in English (SDAIE) (Cline & Necoched@3) and structured immersion
(Gersten & Woodward, 1995). | will define and déserthese models in greater detail in
Chapter Two. Teaching English to Speakers of Otheguages (TESOL) is a term used
to describe the profession of teaching Englishudents of other languages, and it can
be a field of study, a practice, or a certificat{@ollier & Thomas, 2004). | will use these
terms when referring to students who speak a lagggother than English and the
language programs available to these children tirout the rest of this paper.

Operational Definitions

Throughout my dissertation | will use the term PHIEDto refer to students
identified as having a primary home language atih@n English by a home language
survey administered by the K-12 public school disin which | conducted this study. |
will use the term ELL to refer to students who haeen identified by the school district
as students who are still in the process of aaumiEinglish. This does not include
students who have also been identifiegpradicienton the English language assessment

utilized by the school district. | will use theteculturally and linguistically diverse
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(CLD) to refer to the larger population of studermtié of whom are identified as

PHLOTE and/or ELL. CLD also includes students froentain racial or ethnic groups
(e.g. Asian, Hispanic, and Native American). | widle the term ALS to refer to the broad
range of English language education provided bysti®ol district in which | conducted
this study. This term includes programs that ddanot include instruction in the child’s
home language. These program models are defindtkliytate Department of Education
and | include the definitions of these models ipApdix C. When referring to a student
identified with a disability, | used the disabilidggsignation provided by the school
district.

Legislation and Litigation

As stated previously, numerous legal battles haesnlwaged and much
legislation has been handed down addressing apategducation for all in America. In
the following section I intend to introduce signdint court cases and legislation that have
had an impact on educational practices for alldchit, including those who are culturally
diverse, those who speak a language other thansBnghd those identified with a
disability. I will go into further detail on thesases and their legal impact in Chapter
Two.

A significant legal case in US education vigaswn v. Board of Education of
Topeka(1954). The United States Supreme Court decldratcthe state laws establishing
separate public schools for African American andé2aian students were
unconstitutional (Valdes & Figueroa, 1994). Theisien in this case overturned the
Plessy v. Ferguso(1896) decision which allowed state-sponsoredegggion. The

Supreme Court ruled that separate education wiastirunequal and not in the interest of



ALS for ELLs with a disability 11

all students (Weinberg & Weinberg, 1990). The mlirom this case played a chief role
in the passage of other major legislation suctha3itle VII Civil Rights Aci{1964) and
the Education for All Handicapped Children AGAHCA) (1975) (McLean, 1995; Skiba
et al., 2008). These mandates sought to make edn@aicessible and available ff
children and helped to establish legal backingcfoldren and their families who felt that
their right to an appropriate public education Wwasg denied.

In 1968, Title VII of theElementary and Secondary Education Rtt89-10,
79 Stat. 27, 20 U.S.C. ch.70, also known afBiliagual Education Agtestablished a
federal policy that sought to aid educational agenby authorizing funding to help
educate students with limited English proficienEylers-Zavala, 2011). Ideas on how to
educate these students were numerous and varedybn and bilingual education
consisted of a wide range of programs and serviwgshad varying language proficiency
goals (Christian, 1994; Crawford, 1999; Honigsf&d09).

In 1970, OCR issued a memo addressing schoolagstresponsibilities to
provide equal educational opportunities to ELLs R)@970). This memorandum stated:
Where the inability to speak and understand thdiginanguage excludes

national origin minority group children from effégt participation in the
educational program offered by a school distriog, district must take affirmative
steps to rectify the language deficiency in ordeopen its instructional program
to these students (OCR, 1970).
Though the memorandum called for school distrietsake ‘affirmative steps’ to resolve
the difficulty of successful participation by thestedents due to a language “deficiency,’

it did not specify the nature of the steps. OCRtioned to issue additional
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memorandums, including those in 1984, 1985, and 1®8ich addressed states’
compliance “to provide any alternative languagegpaans necessary to ensure that
national origin minority students with limited-Eig proficiency have meaningful
access to schools’ programs” (OCR, { 1, 1991).6Sitsccreation in 1966, OCR has
taken the role of advocating for student populaisho may be facing discrimination in
public institutions, as evidenced in the currentRO@ission statement retrieved from
their website in January of 2013: “The missiontd Office for Civil Rights is to ensure
equal access to education and to promote educhéroallence throughout the nation
through vigorous enforcement of civil rights.” OCBntinues to play an integral role in
the education of all children today, including thagho have been identified with a
disability and who speak a language other thanigimghnd OCR memorandums provide
policy guidelines for the identification and sevigrovisions for ELLSs.

Even in light of these emerging requirements to/joi® English as a Second
Language (ESL) or bilingual classes, assessmengsgossible disability were
commonly still administered in English. The cas®a@na v. California State Board of
Education(1970) involved nine Mexican-American children wgkgrimary language
was Spanish. After the children had been assesdenglish, a determination was made
to place these students in special education. fihdren’s families disagreed with this
placement and felt that the placement determinatand not be made based on
assessments that were conducted in a languagedhlatot the child’s primary language.
The court subsequently ruled that the school distof California were to test children in

their primary language and to use non-verbal @stsell as extensive supportive data
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before making a determination of special educgtiasement for a culturally and
linguistically diverse student (McLean, 1995; Vade Figueroa, 1994).

In a similar case involving 1,800 Chinese student974, a California school
district segregated these students into separaterif@l" English only schools. Theau
v. Nichols(1974) decision ordered schools to provide edandtbr all students, whether
or not they spoke English (Figueroa, 1989; Weinl&kyeinberg, 1990). The courts
pointed out that providing students who did notasper understand English with the
same facilities, text books, teachers, and cumiimudiid not equate to ‘equality of
treatment’ for those student (Cummins, 1984; WeigldeWeinberg, 1990). The Lau
decision was expanded upon in a 1975 OCR memoramduiah outlined the Lau
Guidelines, or “specific procedures to be follovsdschool districts that enroll twenty
or more limited-English speaking students withdhene native language in grades K-8"
(Weinberg & Weinberg, 1990, p. 24).

In 1974, Congress established the Office of Bilmdgaducation and Minority
Language Affairs (OBEMLA) to help school districteeet their responsibilities to
provide equal educational opportunities to ELLs1994,The Bilingual Education Act
was reauthorized as part of timeproving America’s Schools AGASA), PL 103-382;
108 Stat. 3518, to provide for a greater stateirothe decision making process and give
priority to states whose goal was to develop buadgroficiency (Crawford, 1999). The
IASA changed eligibility requirements for serviagsder Title | as well, allowing
students learning English to receive services uiidkr 1, just as all other students
would (Crawford, 1999). The IASA sought to imprdahe education of LEP students by,

“developing and implementing comprehensive presglaementary, or secondary
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bilingual education or special alternative instrocél programs that are coordinated with
other relevant programs and services to meet theahge of educational needs of
limited English proficient students” (IASA, 1994) also gave more local control overall
so that federal officials and states could waivckefal requirements that ‘interfered’ with
school improvements (Crawford, 1999), which begareakening in regulations for
native language instruction.

In 1981, the court cageastaneda v. Pickar@i48 F. 2d 989 charged a school
district in Texas with violating the civil rightd ohildren who spoke a language other
than English under thiequal Education Opportunities AB{L 93-3800f 1974
(Fitzgerald, 1993). While thieau case ordered appropriate education for all stsgléme
Castaneda v. Pickardase took this is step further. From this casefdlowing three
criteria were established for use in determiningrapriate education was being provided
for students who were learning English: (a) theostiprogram chosen for ELLs must be
based on sound educational theory; (b) the prognaist be implemented with fidelity,
adequate resources, and personnel; and (c) theapnagust be monitored to ensure
adequate results in language as well as in acadeeas (Haas & Gort, 2009; Ovando,
2003). The results of theastaneda v. Pickardase did not require that schools provide
bilingual education, but it did ensure that songumements were met when educating
ELLs and that the programs chosen were suitable tfitee criteria resulting from this
case are still in use today (Fitzgerald, 1993).

On August 11, 2000, Executive Order 1318@proving Access to Services for
Persons with Limited English Proficienayas signed by then President Bill Clinton and

required federal agencies “to examine the sentloeyg provide, identify any need for
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services to those with limited English proficie&§P), and develop and implement a
system to provide those services so LEP personkaameaningful access to them”
(Executive Order 13166, 2000). The U.S. Departmédustice then developed the
documentEnforcement of Title VI of the Civil Rights Actl®64 - National Origin
Discrimination Against Persons with Limited EnglRtoficiency (LEP Guidance),
(2002), to guide and assist with the requiremehisxecutive Order 13166 and to help
ensure that programs and activities typically pded in English were accessible to
students considered LEP.

In 2001, theNo Child Left Behind A{NCLB), PL 107-110, was passed. This
was a reauthorization of tli#ementary and Secondary Education Rtt89-10,
79 Stat. 27, 20 U.S.C. ch.70, and put an emphasstamdards-based education and
educational reform and required states receividgr funding for schools to create
assessments measuring ‘basic skills’dbrchildren (Collier & Thomas, 2004; Ehlers-
Zavala, 2011). NCLB had a significant impact onBilengual Education Agtwhich was
renamed th&nglish Language Acquisition, Language Enhancenasat,Academic
Achievement Actr Part A of Title 11l (Depowski, 2008). OBEMLA waaso renamed
the Office of English Language Acquisition, Langedfnhancement and Academic
Achievement for Limited English Proficient Stude(@epowski, 2008). The focus of
instruction for ELLs was clearly redefined underINBCas English acquisition, and
native and home language maintenance was not tedies a priority, or even a concern
(Depowski, 2008; Wright, 2007). NCLB also drastigalut funding for bilingual
programs, limited the length of these programsdiddot endorse the three criteria set

up by theCastaneda v. Pickardase for determining quality bilingual programs
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(Depowski, 2008). Some have argued that this shwfard English acquisition and away
from native language instruction, maintenance,@elopment has negatively impacted
student performance on the mandated ‘basic skiisessments because these students
were not adequately prepared to take the assessmendtsubsequently their scores
impacted the overall rating of the school accordm®CLB guidelines (Depowski,
2008; Menken, 2006). Others have argued that Ekd sategorized into a separate
grouping when a school’s overall scores are andlyaed if these students do not
perform comparably to the standards of native-EBshgdpeaking students, they could be
the reason an entire school receives a failinggdbr that school year (Depowski, 2008;
Menken, 2006). While the ultimate goal of NCLB wasnsure that no student was left
behind, some argue that it fails to adequately esklthe needs of ELLs (Depowski,
2008; Menken, 2006).
Bilingual Special Education

Certain mandates and legal cases su@r@sn v. Board of Education of Topeka,
Title VII Civil Rights Actand theEducation for All Handicapped Children Aatithorized
a free and appropriate public education for alletus, including those with disabilities.
Most recently, NCLB authorized that students wheidentified as LEP are entitled to
participate in programs designed to help them agvedeir English proficiency skills.
Bilingual special education was meant to addredis &ieas for CLD students identified
with a disability. Despite this intent, howeverstdcles such as a poor understanding of
legal requirements, limited native language assessmaterials, and a lack of qualified
personnel inhibit the application of instructiopabgrams, practices, and techniques

related to bilingual special education. While m&sues exist, the disproportionate
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representation of CLD students in special educahay be one of the most significant
(e.g. Artiles et al., 2005; Donovan & Cross, 2082rry & Klingner, 2007). | will discuss
this briefly below and then, along with other issue greater detail in Chapter Two.
Disproportionate Representation

Research has consistently found that CLD studestb@th over and under, or
disproportionatelyyepresented in special education (e.g. de Valdaaial., 2006;
Gravois & Rosenfield, 2006; Hibel et al., 2008; &n Orfield, 2002; Samson &
Lesaux, 2009; Skiba et al., 2006). A common realowgever, has yet to be identified
and widely agreed upon. Some researchers, sucanaso and Lesaux (2009), assert
that invalid identification of ELLs plays a big eolIn contrast Hibel et al. (2008) argued
for the importance of school readiness as a piigdigariable. Researchers have also
discussed the issues of the quality of special &itut instruction and services once
students have been identified and placed (e.g/atknzuela et al., 2006; Skiba et al.,
2006), teacher bias and their perceptions of stsdesm different cultures (e.g., Harry
& Klingner, 2007; Hosp & Reschly, 2003), and biassdessment practices leading to
placement in more restrictive settings (e.g., WarDede, Garvan & Conway, 2002).
Losen and Orfield (2002) stated that “the resedam®s suggest that unconscious racial
bias, stereotypes, and other race-linked factors hasignificant impact on the patterns
of identification, placement, and quality of seesdor minority children” (p. xxii). | will
elaborate on the issues related to the over anerreqtesentation of minority students in
special education in Chapter Two.

Statement of the Problem
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A child’s home language should be taken into carsition when making
decisions about educational setting and languagesttiction (Klingner & Artiles,

2003; Ruiz, Vargas & Beltran, 2002). Cummins (1988erted that the degree to which
language and culture are incorporated into a chédiucational program is a significant
factor in academic success. Too often, howevendasheinforce doubt and insecurity in
minority students (Cummins, 1989). From the defivitdel point of view (Harry &
Klingner, 2007), these children are seen as hasamgething innately wrong with them
(Ruiz, Rueda, Figueroa & Boothroyd, 1995). An al&give perspective is that learning
should be focused on the environment, situatiorithaus, and opportunities to learn that
are presented to a child (Klingner & Artiles, 208z et al., 1995). An integration of a
child’s native language, second language acquissimategies, and specialized and
individualized instruction for an ELL who has alseen identified as having a disability
would be an ideal situation from this perspective.

Currently, students who are identified as ELLsdigible for programs to help
them develop their English proficiency skills und&LB, OCR memorandums, and
Title 1V of the Civil Rights Act, 1964 (Vialpando &edlin, 2005). Students who have
been identified as having a disability are guaredhi@ ‘free and appropriate public
education’ under the 2004 revision of PL 42-14Z KXEhlers-Zavala, 2011, Sattler,
2008).

IDEA does address students who speak languagestb#meEnglish. However,
the mandates put forth in this legislation thaéréd this population of students are
limited to assessment practices and parent interaahd contact (Gartin & Murdick,

2005). There is no specific mandate in IDEA for @tional practices related to ELLS,
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including language services, once a child has btified with a disability. NCLB,
however, does require each school district to pi®gitudents with adequate programs to
help them develop English proficiency skills (Viafglo & Yedlin, 2005). Similarly,
Title IV of the Civil Rights Act (1964) supports ®Omemorandums addressing
programs for ELLs, affirming that school districtaist support ELLs in transcending
language barriers and safeguard the participationganingful educational programs.
While neither act specifically excludes ELLs id&et with a disability, when combined,
these two acts addreal children inall settings, including Special Education. As a
result, students who are identified with a distyp#ind are also ELLs are entitled to
receiveboth services when considering both IDEA and NCLB ragahs. ELLS who
have been identified with a disability and who haeen placed in a special education
setting are afforded both special education sesvacel ALS as clarified in the Office of
Civil Rights policy memorandum, "Policy Update och8ols' Obligations Toward
National Origin Minority Students With Limited-Engh Proficiency (LEP students),”
issued on September 27, 1991 and referencingViitB2l C.F.R. 100.3. The
memorandum states, “districts may not refuse teigeoboth alternative language
services and special education to students who bethd’ However, there is little
research documenting the extent to which languageisition and development services
are provided for ELLs once they begin receivingciglesducation services.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate havdentification of and

provision of ALS to ELLs identified with a disalificompared to that of their ELL peers



ALS for ELLs with a disability 20

without an identified disability. In addition, | nducted a review of the types of ALS
provided, as the data allowed.
Questions to be Addressed
The questions that | addressed in this study are:

1. How did the rate of identification of PHLOTE studemith disabilities as ELLs
compare to their PHLOTE-status peers without diges?

2. What ALS did students who were identified both &&€and with a disability
receive as compared to ELL peers who were notvigespecial education
services?

3. Were any observed differences in the rate of Eldntdication and provision of
ALS related to recorded student characteristick siscethnicity/home language,
language proficiency level(s), eligibility labekagle level, and setting?

Importance of the Study

While much research has been conducted relatiedingual special education
and English language acquisition services and prognodels, (e.g. Collier & Thomas,
2004; Duran, Roseth & Hoffman, 2010; Lopez & Tadtwak 2006; Medina &
Escamilla, 1992; Moore & Parr, 1978; Ruiz et 8093, Samson & Lesaux, 2009), there
is a gap in the research regarding the manner ichvdppropriate and adequate ALS for
ELLs who have been identified with a disability &eing provided. | conducted a
thorough analysis of student records from a largE2Koublic school district in the
Southwestern United States with a large ELL pojpatain an attempt to document the
ALS being provided to ELLs who have been identifigth a disability. | hope that this

information will allow parents, students, teachadninistrators, and other individuals
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who are providing special education and ALS to Ethesopportunity to better evaluate
the manner in which these services are being peoMidr this specific population of
students.
Researcher Stance

| am the only child of a Hispanic mother and fgsheration Mexican-American
father. | grew up hearing and speaking both Englisth Spanish on a daily basis. My
parents put a strong emphasis on education, aaclaigd this was my primary
responsibility. Expectations were always very higig my parents were always involved
in and concerned with my schooling. As a resulieveloped a passion for education, and
grew up with an understanding of what it was li@&exist as a bilingual child. | chose to
study education in college, and explore the reafislingual education and special
education. Upon graduating with my Bachelor's degtdoecame licensed in general and
special education, and endorsed in bilingual edocat

| began my teaching career in a first grade geregtatation classroom in a low
income, small neighborhood school with a signifidaiingual population. As a bilingual
teacher licensed in both general and special eiducatwas able to include many
students in my classroom who might not have otrerwieen able to learn together.
Eventually, | moved into a special education classr and provided bilingual special
education services in a much larger, more divelemaentary school. At this school |
worked with students from the Navajo reservationdents who had recently immigrated
to the US from various regions in South Americal aith students from Vietnam and

South Korea.
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Throughout my teaching career, | have experietiteahallenges of providing
CLD students with ALS once they began receivingc&deducation services. As a
native Spanish speaker, | was able to providedh support to some students. Students
who spoke a home language other than Spanish, leoyweere often left out of services
offered at the school in their home languages,ices\that they had received prior to
being labeled with a disability. As a teacher amdy current position as a bilingual
educational diagnostician, | have attended maniyidialized Education Plan (IEP)
meetings where school staff have attempted to regdhe importance of continued
ALS for ELLs who have recently been identified watldisability. In my experience,
school and district staff often debated the promaeeof one service in relation to the
other, and often times a choice was made as tohwh#te student received ooethe
other, not when and how they could recdiagh

| believe it is clear from the preceding reviewiederal legislation and relevant
litigation that students who are identified as Eldte entitled to participate in programs
designed to help them develop their English preficy skills. It is my opinion that all
students identified as ELLs should be receiving Aln8Sluding instruction in their home
and primary language when possible. My understandirthe research (e.g. Christian,
1994; Gersten & Woodward, 1995; Skutnabb-Kangas&kfty, 2006) is that when
core content area instruction occurs in both Ehglisd the native language, students
comprehend better and as a result, perform bétietieve the guarantee of a ‘free and
appropriate public education’ under IDEA. Howewehile | believe there is a clear legal
requirement that students identified as ELLs asd alentified with a disability should

be provided with ALSand special education services with equal importameefalelity,
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it is my experience that this is not always theecés fact, it is my experience that parents
and students are more often than not persuadexdths importance or value of one over
the other, and then havedboosewhich service their child will receive. My expemize
suggests that ELLs identified with a disability mat always receive the language
acquisition services and special education sentlegare legally entitled to. | would
like to investigate this topic further, with a largpopulation of students across a school
district, through this study, in order to examinleether my prior professional
experiences are typical or not.
Conceptual Framework

| approached this study from the perspective efsthcial construction of
disability. Accounts of individuals labeled withdéability exist throughout historical
records but these individuals were rarely viewerldame way by different societies
(Manion & Bersani, 1987; Shogan, 1998). Beginnim¢ghie nineteenth century, the
concept of ‘normal’ began to immerge based on tbkwf Adolphe Quetelet and, as a
result, a comparison to ‘normal’ developed (Shod®98). Quetelet proposed that the
‘law of error’ used by astronomers could also belieg to frequency distributions
related to humans and raised the concept of therage man’ who possessetiiee mean
of human characteristics (Shogan, 1998). Withc¢bimparison, individuals who were
determined to babnormalwere seen to have a problem, and so began a feysiam
for the social construction of disability, thougtiarmally, the social construction of
disability was the identification of an individuas different from the norm. The
introduction of measures of assessments suchelgance tests by individuals such as

Alfred Binet and Theodore Simon continued to parast measures of adequacy and
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normalcy(Manion & Bersani, 1987). Rice (2002) argued, hesvethat “it is now widely
recognized that the attribute measured by 1.Qs tiestself socially constructed.
Intelligence, in this sense, is defined, not mersbasured” (p. 171).

As Shogan (1998) explained, the social construcifaisability “refers to the
social history of disability and the social conge#ttat both enable and disable individuals
who negotiate these contexts” (p. 269). The constm of a disability is dependent upon
the interaction that individuals have with otheopke, places, and activities in their
environment (Dudley-Marling, 2004; Jones, 1996)dley-Marling (2004) discussed the
example of learning disabilities, stating that theég not reside in people’s heads as
much as in the complex of social interactions penxl in a place called school that is
itself situated in a broader social, political, audtural context” (p. 483). He asserted that
individuals must perform in a certain way withiniastitutional framework that requires
specific things from them and then assigns meataintigeir performance in order for
their abilities or disabilities to have significadVhen viewed in a different context, the
individual’'s behaviors do not carry the same sigaiice or meaning (Dudley-Marling,
2004).

As explained by other researchers (e.g. Bogdan &lIKh995; Rao, 2006;
Rosenblum & Travis, 2006), the social constructibdisability is the assertion that a
society defines ‘disability’ or deviations in thewlture or in different groups based upon
norms, assumptions, and stereotypes belongingtasgecific group of people. Some
researchers, such as Rosenblum and Travis (206@@gdan and Knoll (1995), go so
far as to assert that the true definition or ewastence of “disability” is based upon the

beliefs and customs of a society. While each imttial has a unique concept and
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perception of disability, these opinions are basedocietal standards and acceptable
assumptions (Rosenblum & Travis, 2006).

This description also encompasses the discourséstbagaged in on a given
topic such as disability (Peter, 2000). For examble language that is used to describe
people or explain their actions related to disabbecomes the norm in societies (Haller,
Dorries & Rahn, 2006; Jones, 1996; Reid et al.62@dd contributes to the way things
are perceived and defined by groups of people.,Faughton and Smith (2006)
explained that “people construct disability througa myths, anecdotes, stories, and
jokes that circulate within a given culture” (p.9§2Disability conceptions and
definitions are perpetuated by individuals withisagiety and the works they produce
through various media outlets. The stories andgakat are told via the media define
disability in particular ways.

Disability Origin

There are different perceptions of the origin cfadhility. In some societies
individuals believe that a disability is the resaflian innate deficit within a person that
requires some sort of assistance or cure (BogdEndl, 1995; Jones, 1996; Mercer,
1992; Rao, 2006). From this medical model pointietv, a person with a disability is
seen as defective, in need of fixing in order télfdheir role in society (Dewsbury,
Clarke, Randall, Rouncefield & Sommerville, 2008ao (2006) explained that “there is
a tendency toward exclusion of people with distibgiin [some] societies” (p. 163).
Special education programs were created to “bsétere” students labeled with a
disability, but in truth resulted in segregatingrh especially those students from CLD

backgrounds (de Valenzuela et al., 2006). Exanunatexist that investigate the actual
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success and purpose of such programs of specieatoiu (e.g. Bogdan & Knoll, 1995)
and its goal of “fixing” the broken. Some authorgue that such programs in fact, tend
to further ostracize individuals labeled as hawdrgabilities, and as Peter (2000) noted,
“preserve the . . . defective identity over timp” 859). This preservation of defective
identity continues to add to the societal defimtaf disability.

Other societal perspectives define disability anmmnal, as relating to the
individual's family. Rao (2006) explained that soma#tures define identity collectively
and therefore perceive severe disabilities asatifig on the entire family. Members of a
society will look to the family as a whole for thegin or reason for a child’s disability,
and will in turn make assumptions about the fardig to the child’s disability. The
definition of disability in this case not only afts the individual, but the members of the
family as well.

Impact of a disability label

As a result of the variation of ideas regardingahgin and definition of
disability and its meaning and its impact on induals, each person who is considered to
have a disability is affected differently. Someisties assign significant meaning to the
names or labels that are given to certain grougseople (Rosenblum & Travis, 2006).
These labels carry identity and often define thsqe or people that they are given to.
Along with this identity come assumptions and sigioans, that can affect an
individual’'s ability or “dis-ability” to do certaithings in the society to which they
belong. Molloy and Vasil (2002) explained that “erchildren are labeled they tend to be
identified by their diagnosis thereby losing thaglividuality and limiting other people’s

expectations of them” (p. 661). A label of disdpils often an invitation to other
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members of society to assume certain things abpatson and to expect certain things
from them.

These names and labels can also put people irtircgroups that are created by
the dominant class in a society and become pemteaind treated as subordinate and
inferior (McLaren, 1994). This status then affemterything else that the person attempts
to do, and at times, disables them even more. JA98§) wrote that “students with
disabilities may not be understood fully withounsalering the consequences of
minority group status” (p. 14). The consequenced®fgroup affiliation or assignment in
some cases, that individuals within a society goaraof, often determine what they can
and cannot do within that society, hence contritguto their real and perceived abilities
and disabilities within that specified group of pep(Jones, 1996).

Societies use various factors such as socioeconstatigs, ethnicity, gender,
ability level, class, and age to put people withiat society in certain groups (Rosenblum
& Travis, 2006). When a society attempts to aggeegalump people together into
groups that then define them and their statusahgbciety (Rosenblum & Travis, 2006),
certain presumptions and hypotheses are formedtffeat the people in the groups as
well as the next generation of individuals who tefitom these assumptions. If nothing is
done about this, these presumptions and suppcsiiaperpetuated in this manner for
multiple generations, and the limitations that comné them are continuously imposed
on the people who are put into these groups (Rdsen& Travis, 2006). This continues
to contribute to the limitations a person mightefaltie to group status, and contribute to
their abilities and disabilities within their sotyie

Exacerbation of disabilities by society
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Schools have implemented special education progesnasresult of IDEIA
requiring a free and appropriate public educatiothe least restrictive environment for
all children labeled with a disability. Ideallyustents are to receive appropriate education
alongside their peers in an environment that isnmastrictive. However, typical special
education programs provide scripted programs tloien in a segregated setting away
from their peers with little time for natural peeteraction (Bogdan & Knoll, 1995).
Researchers such de Valenzuela et al. (2006) agdaBoand Knoll (1995) have
guestioned the validity and usefulness of suchnarog. Often times these programs
themselves may lead to further segregation andamegptions about the students who
are in them, especially minority students, and dbhelp to advance the students
academically (de Valenzuela et al., 2006). Degpitdence related to the deficiency of
the programs, many schools, and school districtsimae to point to the children in the
programs as the “problem” (Bogdan & Knoll, 199%).nhy experience, it is the belief of
many schools and school districts that special &titut programs do not need to be
reviewed or reformed, but rather that it is thddrein that are placed in them that need
the adjustment. Bogdan and Knoll stated that “spexducation, as it was conceived and
is still practiced, attributes a child’s failuresohool to some flaw within him or her . . .
rather than inadequacy on the part of the educatiostitution” (p. 678). Society has
worked for many years to create the educationaésyshat we have now (Bogdan &
Knoll, 1995) and most educators who are a pataif $ystem adhere to the beliefs and
assumptions laid out and followed by the systeneyTdssume that certain children can
or cannot do certain things as a result of thel lditz they are given, and teach them

accordingly as a result of these assumptions (Mdd/asil, 2002; Rosenblum &
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Travis, 2006). Because of this, the assumptionssihecial education students are broken
children who need to be fixed or rehabilitated separate environment with special
instruction continues, as does the isolation aaddassibility that goes with it. These are
prime examples of how social institutions suchdmsls and school systems can create
or exacerbate disabilities.
Scope and Delimitations of the Study

The purpose of this research wasneestigate: (a) how the rate of identification
of PHLOTE students with disabilities as ELLs conguhto their PHLOTE-status peers
without disabilities; (b) what ALS students who wédentified both as ELLs and with a
disability received as compared to ELL peers whoewmt receiving special education
services; and (c) whether any observed differemcdse rate of ELL identification and
provision of ALS related to recorded student chinastics such as ethnicity/home
language, language proficiency level(s), eligipilabel, grade level, and setting. In
addition, | conducted a review of the types of AdtBdents were reported to receive. |
reviewed data from kindergarten through twelfthdgra did not examine pre-K or early
intervention measures as the availability and amuof the documentation is unreliable.
| based ELL status on the information gathered ftbendistrict database, which used
both a home language survey and a language prmudicigssessment called the ACCESS
(Assessing Comprehension and Communication in Em@tate-to-State) to determine if
a student was an ELL. | only included those stusletgntified by the district as ELLs,
recognizing that other students may also be legriamglish but may not have been

identified by the district as ELL based on distassessment procedures.
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This study did not reveal the process that wasté@letermine the types of ALS
received by each ELL identified with a disabilibgw the services were provided, nor
did | address the fidelity with which the servisesre provided. It was beyond the scope
of this study to address the effectiveness of #neises or the certification of the
individuals providing the services. The resultsrawegeneralizable to all US school
districts. However, the results should provideghsinto the ALS provided to students
who have been identified as ELLs and with a diggtih a large school district with a
bilingual population and may be analogous to singtdnool districts with similar

populations.
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Chapter 2
Review of Related Literature

In this section | review the professional literatthat addresses: (a) Public Law
94-142, its subsequent amendments, and its impatttsoeducation of children identified
with a disability, in particular those children rdéied as ELLs; (b) NCLB; (c) ALS,
including English and native language instructigmralctices and models of language
instruction; (d) bilingual special education; (&utoportionate representation; and (f)
certain challenges faced by ELLs and their teactherShapter One | briefly reviewed
several of these areas, and in this chapter | ekparthat review and provide more
detail. These are all areas that lend backgrouddcantextual understanding to this
study, including the evolution of special educatiGhD and ELLs placement and
participation in special education, and modelsaafjuage instruction. As a result they
warrant a comprehensive review. | am reviewing litkesature to address my research
guestions: (a) how did the rate of identificatidrP&ILOTE students with disabilities as
ELLs compare to their PHLOTE-status peers withasdlilities; (b) what ALS did
students who were identified both as ELLs and withsability receive as compared to
ELL peers who were not receiving special educatenvices; and (c) were any observed
differences in the rate of ELL identification anayision of ALS related to recorded
student characteristics such as ethnicity/homeulagg, language proficiency level(s),
eligibility label, grade level, and setting?
Public Law 94-142 & NCLB

In this section | discuss PL 94-142 and its subsejamendments as these are

the principal factors impacting educational praggifor children identified with a
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disability, including those who are culturally dige and those who speak a language
other than English. | will begin with the origin BL 94-142 in 1975, and continue
through the most current revision in 2004. | wiladiscuss specific revisions and
mandates stemming from each revision of the law.

In 1975, PL 94-142, or the Education of All Hangipad Children Act, was
passed guaranteeing the right of equal educatioallfbandicapped children (Skiba et
al., 2008; Weinberg & Weinberg, 1990). This act lie foundation for special
education practices and continues to influencethetices of today. A portion of PL 94-
142 addressed some of the issues related to dudnaldinguistic diversity. In regard to
eligibility criteria, it required that cultural dinguistic variables did not ‘contaminate’ the
measures or standards used to make an eligibéigrohination (Figueroa, Fradd &
Correa, 1989). It also emphasized the use of thé ahd parent’s primary language
when dealing with informed consent, due processaasdssment “if it is at all feasible to
do so” (Figueroa et al., 1989, p. 175).

PL 94-142, or the Individuals with Disabilities Edtion Act (IDEA), as it was
renamed in 1990, was revised in 1997. One of #mgtoutlined by IDEA was the
Individualized Education Program (IEP) documentr{f@a& Murdick, 2005; Pang;
2011; Smith, 2005). This document was intendedrasans of documenting and
providing appropriate services for children witkabilities and defined as “a written
statement for each child with a disability” (20 UCS8 614(d)(1)(A)(i); Gartin &
Murdick, 2005; Smith, 2005). Components to be asllrd in the document include a
student’s present level of performance, comprekergoals defined and monitored by

short-term objectives or benchmarks, a descripifaastudent’s progress toward these
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goals and objectives, services that are to be gealvio a student so that they can meet
the goals set out for them, dates and times tledigted services will be provided,
involvement in a general education setting, accodations provided for state and
district assessments, and a postsecondary tranpitan for student who are turning 16
years of age (Gartin & Murdick, 2005; Pang; 2014iit8§, 2005). Members of an IEP
team help to develop the educational plan for thkelcand IDEA mandates that the
following individuals make up this team: (i) thereats of a child with a disability; (ii)

not less than one regular education teacher of chitdfy (iii) not less than one special
education teacher; (iv) a representative of thalleducational agency; (v) an individual
who can interpret the instructional implicationseehluation results; (vi) at the discretion
of the parent or the agency, other individuals Wwhwe knowledge or special expertise
regarding the child, including related servicesspanel as appropriate; and (vii)
whenever appropriate, the child with a disabil2@ (U.S.C. § 614(d)(1)(B)). Special
factors are to be considered when developing a'shiEP, including the language needs
of a child with limited English proficiency (20 UG. § 614(d)(3)(B); Gartin & Murdick,
2005; Pang; 2011). The IEP is to be reviewed by beemof the student’s team no less
than once each year, but can be reviewed moredrgiyuf necessary (Gartin &

Murdick, 2005).

The 2004 revision of IDEA, renamed the Individualth Disabilities Education
Improvement Act (IDEIA), continued mandates guagainig a ‘free and appropriate
public education’ for all children with disabilisgSattler, 2008). The 2004 revisions also
included an alternative method for identifying dndn with a possible learning disability.

The Response to Intervention (RTI) model useseethiered system to provide students
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with the educational supports they need before #ineyconsidered for special education
services (Barrera, 2006; Harry & Klingner, 2007ingher & Edwards, 2006). In Tier I,
all students must receive evidenced based instryatiffered with fidelity by a teacher
who is adequately trained (Barrera, 2006; Harryl&a¢her, 2007; Klingner & Edwards,
2006). If a child needs further support, Tier ltssigned to supplement the core
curriculum with a more intensive level of instructiprovided in a small group setting
(Barrera, 2006; Harry & Klingner, 2007; KlingnerEdwards, 2006). This instruction is
targeted to the child’s specific needs and is nooed by continuous progress monitoring
practices (Barrera, 2006; Harry & Klingner, 2007ingner & Edwards, 2006). If a child
continues to struggle despite this more intensvellof support, he or she is then
referred for additional evaluation procedures amusaered for placement in special
education (Barrera, 2006; Harry & Klingner, 2007ingner & Edwards, 2006). The goal
of the RTI model is to allow students the timedoaive support in their current general
education setting before diagnostic testing, speciacation services, or a more
restrictive placement is considered (Barrera, 26G871y & Klingner, 2007; Klingner &
Edwards, 2006).

In 2001, the No Child Left Behind Act was passed.déscussed in Chapter One,
this was a reauthorization of tBeementary and Secondary Education Attis act
emphasized standards-based education and educ¢aéforen, requiring states that
receive federal funding for schools to create asseats measuring ‘basic skills’ that are
to be given tall students in specific grades (Collier & Thomas,£Zhlers-Zavala,
2011). The results of these assessments are ugethwothe effectiveness and quality of

the education that children are receiving, and atsw to qualify schools as ‘adequate.’
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The act does not define a ‘national achievementsiia,’ but rather allows each state to
set their own standards (Collier & Thomas, 2004gEhZavala, 2011). So, while every
student in specific grades, even those in spediataion, are required to take
assessments judging their basic skills, neithectheria for these skills nor the specific
method of assessment were defined by the fedegalatton but rather left up to the
discretion of the states.

Alternative Language Services

To review, ALS is the broad term used to refeti® language services provided
to ELLs who require a specialized program of Enmirsstruction (OCR, 2000). While
OCR clarified students’ rights to ALS, it did noandate a specific form of ALS.
Programs utilized when educating ELLs must adhefdGLB provisions in addition to
the three requirements established byGhstaneda v. Pickardase (Fitzgerald, 1993;
Haas & Gort, 2009; Ovando, 2003). In the follows®egtion | will discuss the various
types of educational practices and programs utilizgh ELLs that may be provided
solely in English or may include the students’ hdamguage, as is the case in bilingual
education programs, in this section.

English as a second language instructional modelsnguistically diverse
children can be placed in an educational settiagaldvocates English only, commonly
referred to as immersion (Cummins, 1979; Honigsf2009). In fact, this has recently
become more common in several states. In 199& éiornia State Legislature passed
Proposition 227 mandating that “all children in i@ahia public schools shall be taught
English as rapidly and effectively as possiblerhikrly, in 2003 the Arizona State

Legislature passed Proposition 203 requiring Eld_be taught in English immersion
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classrooms “during a temporary transition periodmaymally intended to exceed 1 year”
(Honigsfeld, 2009, p. 168). Once students havénatda@ood English skills, they must
transfer into English language mainstream classso@tonigsfeld, 2009). In this setting,
all core content instruction is presented in Efglighe instruction does not include any
modifications for or considerations of language-onity students (Duran, Roseth &
Hoffman, 2010; Honigsfeld, 2009; Skutnabb-KangaBl&Carty, 2006). All subject
areas are taught in English and modifications éoctirriculum for language-based
comprehension discrepancies are not overtly pravide

The English language acquisition programs provideLLs vary greatly. Some
programs, referred to as ‘pull-out’ programs, remestudents from their classroom
setting and the ESL specialist takes them to anddleation to provide ESL services.
Other programs, referred to as ‘push-in’ programfifer language support in the
classroom (Honigsfeld, 2009). Either way, the stisl@are not receiving cohesive
instruction of core content areas, but rather afjlEh instruction with supplemental
support that may or may not target what is beingh#in the classroom. They may also
fall behind in content areas as they struggledond=nglish in a separate setting
(Roberts, 1995). This approach is still considexrssimilationist (Roberts, 1995). In some
states and districts, students may receive as éitltwenty minutes of ESL or ELD
support per day. In the state where | conductexistudy, the public education
department requires 45 minutes of stand-alone E8lices per day (Appendix C).

There are a variety of instructional models thatehidne goal of fostering the
development of English. In general, these instameti models incorporatheltered

instruction,or the approach to teaching language through co(feeeman, Freeman &
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Gonzalez, 1987). When using sheltered instructimcontent can be simplified so that
ELLs who are just beginning to develop their Engkills can take part and
comprehend, or teachers can use varied teachihgitees, manipulatives and context-
embedded language to help ELLs understand whaiting baught (Chamot, 1982;
Freeman et al., 1987). Some of the instructionadies that utilize sheltered instruction
include: Cognitive Academic Language Learning Ageto (CALLA), Guided Language
Acquisition Design (GLAD), Sheltered Instruction €fovation Protocol (SIOP),
Specially-Designed Academic Instruction in EngiSIDAIE), and Structured English
Immersion. These models are all identified by tBpadtment of education in the state
where | am conducting my research as approved EStuctional models for students
who are not receiving Bilingual education serviag] | will provide a review of these
models in the following sections.

Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach (CALLA). CALLA was
developed in 1986 and is defined as “an instrualiomodel designed to increase the
achievement of English-language-learning (ELL) stitd and other students who are
learning through the medium of a second languag@bafnot & O'Malley, 1996, p. 259).
Chamot and O’'Malley (1996) explained that CALLAbiased on the cognitive learning
theory that asserts that learners are perceivadta® participants in the teaching and
learning interface between students and teachbey dlso asserted that because CALLA
integrates content-area instruction with languagestbpment and explicit instruction in
learning strategies, this model serves to pronf@eatademic success of ELLs more

effectively (Chamot & O'Malley, 1996).
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Guided Language Acquisition Design (GLAD). GLAD, as explained on the
Project GLAD website, presents strategies and nsadgbromote English language
acquisition, academic achievement, and cross-allskills for ELLs

(http://www.projectglad.com/ GLAD was developed by Marcia Brechtel and Linea

Healy in Fountain Valley School District in Califoa, is research based, and field-tested
in the classroom (Brechtel, 2001). A balancedaitgrapproach with an emphasis on core
content and language is utilized for improved laggiacquisition, and listening,
speaking, reading, and writing are integrated altaontent areas (Brechtel, 2001).
Students are encouraged to assert their voice ensomal identity, and GLAD learning
strategies are geared to make instruction morgaeteand more engaging for students
and teachers (Brechtel, 2001). GLAD is also a Dé&partment of Education Project of
Academic Excellence and a California Departmerididcation Exemplary Program

(http://www.projectglad.conm/

Sheltered I nstruction Observation Protocol (SIOP). The SIOP is a tool utilized
with sheltered instruction methods that aids toromap and develop teachers’ instruction
by providing concrete examples of the elementseftered instruction (Short &
Echevarria, 1999).The SIOP protocol contains 3@stgrouped into three sections:
Preparation, Instruction, and Review/EvaluatiorctEidéem is scored using a Likert scale
ranging from four to zero, with each score linkedtdescriptor such a4:
Supplementary materials used to a high degree,myakie lesson clear and meaningful
(Short & Echevarria, 1999). An observer can utitize SIOP to help a teacher modify
her teaching techniques for ELLs to make the corgent more understandable while

promoting academic English language growth (Shockevarria, 2005).
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Specially-Designed Academic Instruction in English, (SDAIE). SDAIE is
defined by Cline and Necochea (2003) as an “instroal process that includes teaching
content and English language development simultzsigb(p. 18). SDAIE is most
suitable for students who have reached a highet English proficiency and who are
able to read and write in their own language (Céndecochea, 2003). These services
are provided by an individual with a certificatisach as ESL, Bilingual, or TESOL.
Specific language comprehension and acquisitiomigces are utilized to aid students
in developing their second language.

Structured English immersion. An instructional model that presents all
instruction in English, but in a manner more speally designed for improved
comprehension by students with limited English-lzamge proficiency, is called
Structured English Immersion (Gersten & Woodwa@83; Honigsfeld, 2009). In this
setting, students may speak or ask questionshere8panish or English as their English-
language proficiency develops and the teacher paaksthe native language, such as
Spanish, but only when necessary. Instruction aatknals are often modified to meet
the students’ skill and ability levels. Some coesithe material to be over-simplified,
however, resulting in the failure of students tquae key concepts in content areas
(Gersten & Woodward, 1995). The goal of this madébr students to read, write, and
develop math calculations and processing skilBnglish, on grade level, by the third
grade (Hofstetter, 2004). Students are also exgéctbe orally fluent in English by third
grade and should progress from Limited English it (LEP) to Fully English
Proficient (FEP) at the following rate: 25% of studs at the end of third grade, 50% at

end of fourth grade, and 100% at end of fifth grédefstetter, 2004).
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While this model can utilize a students’ nativegaage to ensure comprehension,
the ultimate goal is not to produce bilingual studebut rather to produce fluent English
speaking students. In some states legislation éas passed to ensure this. Proposition
227 in California and Proposition 203 in Arizonguee public schools to transition to
all English instruction as quickly as possible afieidents have received one year of ELL
support (Honigsfeld, 2009; Medina & Escamilla, 1p9&%hile Structured Immersion
does utilize the native language at times, itilsstbtractive in nature (Cummins, 1984;
Cummins, 1989; Roberts, 1995).

Research. While students often learn how to speak EnglisEnglish-only
programs, research has demonstrated that orakcffuarEnglish does not necessarily
translate to academic success (Estrada, Gomez & Fagalante, 2009). In fact, ELLs
who attended English-only mainstream programs deinated significant decreases in
reading and math achievement by fifth grade whenpased to students who
participated in native language support progranmn(gsfeld, 2009). In addition, while
ELLs may demonstrate a degree of English profigienmral discourse, they often
struggle when asked to use English for literacyppses and as a result, many children
from this group drop out of school (Honigsfeld, 2D0

Though some studies have supported these modaiseffective approaches for
English acquisition (e.g. Medina & Escamilla, 199&utnabb-Kangas & McCarty,
2006), this research does not take into accourdub&active effect on the native
language. When children spend a large portioneif thay at school being instructed and
conversing with adults in English, they do not niaiim or advance their native language

orally or academically. Roberts (1995) assertettthia is an assimilationist approach
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and commented that when the first language isuygparted at school, it is often lost. He
therefore considered these models to be subtractivature. Although these models
have been shown to aid in the acquisition of oralish fluency (Medina & Escamilla,
1992; Skutnabb-Kangas & McCarty, 2006), they doprotviide additional support for
language comprehension or literacy developmentdadhey support the native
language. Incorporation of a child’s native langeiago the school curriculum along

with language supports aids in academic succesgamdecond language acquisition for
students in general and special education (Ru@5)19

Native Language Instructional Models Klingner and Artiles (2003) asserted
that a child’s home language should be taken iatsicleration when making decisions
about the language of instruction utilized in tde@ational setting. In addition, Cummins
(1989) stressed that a significant factor in acadesmccess for ELLs is the degree to
which language and culture are integrated inta #éducational program. In the
following sections | will discuss programs thatongorate mandated ESL and ELD in
addition to instruction in a child’s home language.

In the state where | conducted this study “develggaroficiency in two or more
languages . . . has been the commitment of New ddesdlucators, legislators and other
government leaders since the State Constitutionappsoved in 1911” (NMPED
Bilingual and Multicultural Education Bureau, 20%l,v). The state funds the following
five program models: transitional, maintenance] thrguage, enrichment, and
indigenous/heritage language revitalization (Appei@). Each program is intended to
address the needs of students identified as andanuitive speaker, FEP or ELL and

require between one and three hours of home lamgalagd/or ESL instruction per day
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(Appendix C). Student eligibility for these prograims determined by language
proficiency and priority is given to students imétergarten through third grade. The state
defines student eligibility based on the followicaegegories:

(A) monolingual in a language other than Englishi(f EP students) Entering

Level (ACCESS); (B) partial proficiency of EngliggLL/LEP students)

Beginning, Developing, Expanding Level (ACCESS)) Eluent English

Proficient students-“FEP”-are eligible to partidgan 1 or 2 hour programs. FEP

students can also participate in 3-hour Dual LagguRrograms. Bridging and

Reaching Level (ACCESS); and (D) other students mhag wish to participate

(Meeting the following criteria: FEP status andAwme Language

Survey=English; Parent Approval, and if funds arailable after first meeting

the needs of ELLS). State Bilingual MulticulturadiEation Programs meet the

New Mexico House Bill 212 requirement that student&rades 1-8 must receive

instruction in a language other than English (NMP&illhgual and Multicultural

Education Bureau, 2011, p.2).

Transitional bilingual program. A transitional bilingual program is similar to an
all English instructional program supplemented vaitiernative language services such as
ESL and ELD. However, in this program model sonsgrirction is provided in the native
language, such as Spanish or French, in a bilingjaasroom setting (Duran et al., 2010;
Estrada, Gomez & Ruiz-Escalante, 2009; Honigst&@d9).

The goal in this program is for the student to @mEnglish-only setting as
quickly as possible (Honigsfeld, 2009). As studeat®ive instruction and support in

both languages in major content areas for a podfdhe program, their comprehension
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and acquisition are typically better in the loweadps (Roberts, 1995). Peceny (2010)
commented that co-teaching between the child’s nesoher and the ESL teacher would
be most beneficial to students when using this tfggogram. Any instruction that was
originally being presented in a native languaggraglually replaced by English-only
instruction. The idea is to allow students to dstala solid understanding of key
concepts in their home language before transitgptonEnglish-only instruction (Gersten
& Woodward, 1995). Once English becomes the solguage of instruction, however,
students who may have entered the program latdnordid not develop a strong
foundation in English may find themselves in anEadglish instructional environment
with little to no support and their academic peariance may suffer.

Within the transitional bilingual model are two ggof programs: early exit and
late exit (Peceny, 2010). The goal of early-exdtigpams is to integrate ELLs into all
English classrooms within a two year period. The-kxit program includes up to 40%
of native language instruction through the sixtadgr (Peceny, 2010).

Maintenance bilingual program. In a maintenance bilingual program, both
English and the native language are used as lapgusgnstruction in a bilingual
classroom setting with the goal of full proficieneyboth languages (Christian, 1994,
Honigsfeld, 2009; Medina & Escamilla, 1992). Thearching goal of a maintenance
bilingual program is to promote bilingualism andtbracy, and therefore is not
assimilationist in nature (Roberts, 1995). Researditates that when core content area
instruction occurs in both English and the natareguage, students comprehend better
and as a result, perform better (Christian, 19%Fs@&n & Woodward, 1995; Perozzi &

Sanchez, 1992; Ruiz, 1995; Skutnabb-Kangas & MgC2a€06). Maintenance programs
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can and should include a variety of students wattymg language proficiency levels,
including individuals who have lost their nativedmiage and speak only English (Collier
& Thomas, 2004). This diversity allows for studettdearn from one another and to
teach one another. It also allows for a level ohft and a sentiment of safety within
the group.

One program type within a maintenance bilingual etaesicalled a One-way
Bilingual Program. This program utilizes eitherG2® or 50/50 model (Christian, 1994;
Estrada et al., 2009; Honigsfeld, 2009). In a 90/ @lel, students in the primary grades
initially receive 90 percent of their instructiamthe native language. As they progress,
for example into the fifth grade, this is reduce@pproximately 50 percent of their
instruction in the native language. In the 50/5@#lpstudents are instructed in both their
native language and English in equal amounts a# timoughout the day. They can
receive this instruction from one teacher who ismbual or from two teachers who are
co-teaching (Honigsfeld, 2009).

Dual language immersion. Dual language immersion also utilizes both Efnglis
and the native language as languages of instruatittnthe objective of proficiency in
both languages (Honigsfeld, 2009). One varianhef model, called the Minority-
Language Dominant Program, calls for instructioth& minority language to be
provided up to 90 percent of the time (Honigsf@d)9; Skutnabb-Kangas & McCarty,
2006). In another variant called a Balanced Progmastruction is provided in both the
native language and English for equal amountsé.tiAn attempt to separate the two
languages by day, time, subject matter or teacheonsidered best practice (Honigsfeld,

2009; Lopez & Tashakkori, 2006). Students musti@p#gte in a dual language
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immersion bilingual model for a significant amowtime, six to eight years, in order
for it to be effective (Collier & Thomas, 2004; @rfard, 1999). Instruction in both
languages must have a focus on academic subjesttsti@mmpt to integrate language arts
throughout the curriculum. There must be opportesito practice both languages and
teachers should be well trained in this model sfrurction (Collier & Thomas, 2004,
Crawford, 1999).

Enrichment. Enrichment bilingual programs incorporate nativglish speakers
in addition to ELLs with the intent that the stutsewill serve as resources for each other
(Roberts, 1995). As with all Native language instianal programs, there are ESL
services and instruction presented in the studenitsiary language, but the overarching
goal of enrichment bilingual programs is to havwe students of both language
backgrounds studying content classes in both lagggiéRoberts, 1995). These programs
seek to cultivate biliterate and bilingual indivads, and as a result, are seen as additive
in nature, and not just for one ethnic group butni@jority and minority speakers
(Roberts, 1995).

There are variants within this model. An examplewé variant might be that
morning classes are taught in one language anahafte classes are taught in the other
language, all the while altering this schedulequidally as students may be more alert in
the morning (Roberts, 1995). A second exampleisftariable would be to teach one
content class such as math in one language, anddheh the next math class in the
other language. The difference between these tamples is that the language of

instruction is either alternated by time or by sabjmatter (Roberts, 1995).
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A second variant is referred to @ncurrent In this variant classes are taught
simultaneously in both languages using team tegclime teacher previews the lesson in
his/her language, the other teaches the lessdmeiather language, and the first reviews
the lesson in the first language (Roberts, 199Bis @pproach does pose several
challenges, however, including a great deal oftitepe, possible wasted time, the
domination of English instruction, and the posg#pthat if students know they will be
instructed in both languages, they may simply ragt @ttention until the teacher begins
using their preferred language (Roberts, 1995)icBnrent bilingual education programs
are more complicated, difficult to set up and regai great deal of community support
and involvement, but have been shown to be suadeskén implemented
comprehensively (Roberts, 1995).

I ndigenous language revitalization. Indigenous language immersion programs
provide all or most instruction in an endangeretivedanguage such as Navajo,
Hawaiian, or Keres (McCarty, 2003). Native langusgeross the United States are in
extreme decline and these programs seek to im@todents’ proficiency in both their
native endangered language and English (McCar§3R2d he programs emphasize the
ultimate goal of promoting children’s bilingual wltilingualism and enhancing Native
students’ academic achievement (McCarty, 2003; Rexyl2010). They also seek to
conserve linguistic and cultural diversity amondi¢enous groups in the United States
(McCarty, 2003). As noted by Reyhner (2010), “a kesture of indigenous immersion
programs is that they are voluntary, allowing p&erho choose to enroll their children
in them to exercise a basic human right upheldchbynited Nations’ initiatives and

declarations on indigenous peoples” (p. 139).
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Research. Despite the inclusion of some native language uiesitvn, the ultimate
goal of a transitional bilingual program model tidl assimilationist in that students are
ultimately taught only in English (Roberts, 1998)substantial attempt to maintain or
improve the native language is not made when irtdithis type of program (Collier &
Thomas, 2004; Duran et al., 2010; Gersten & WoodwH995). Instruction to facilitate
students’ development of English such as ESL and Blprovided, but this can be seen
assubtractive bilingualisnif provided in a segregated setting (Medina & Esitia,

1992). Estrada et al. (2009) asserted that thigrano model has the potential to produce
bilingual illiterates or students who are not literate in either laggudedina and
Escamilla (1992) found that while the majority bétparticipants in transitional bilingual
programs did significantly increase their secomgjleage proficiency, the majority also
showed evidence of a loss in their native language.

Lopez and Tashakkori (2006) also examined tramstibilingual programs and
found that students in these programs actually tooger to exit ALS. While no overall
significant differences between a transitionalrgtial program and other types of
bilingual programs were found in academic perforoeanwhen assessed in English,
results from this study indicated that childrenadied in this program model scored
lower on Spanish assessments and had a less paatitude regarding bilingualism
(Lopez & Tashakkori, 2006). In similar studies coaed by Duran et al. (2010) and
Gersten and Woodward (1995), the effects of treomst bilingual programs on native
language maintenance were positive when comparBddbsh-only instruction, but still

not as effective as when other methods of bilingusttuction were utilized.
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Research has indicated that Maintenance Bilingtzgfams, including Dual
Language Instruction, aid students in reachingotioéiciency in both their native
language and English in all subject areas (Chnsti@94; Gersten & Woodward, 1995;
Skutnabb-Kangas & McCarty, 2006). These programs laklp students to continue
academic proficiency as they progress into middikt@gh school and reduce the rate of
student dropouts (Skutnabb-Kangas & McCarty, 2006)istian (1994) conducted an
extensive study focusing on two-way Bilingual Maimance Programs that included over
160 schools across the United States. Resultsso$tiidy indicated that this type of
program “promotes native and English language dgwveént and academic progress” (p.
71) and promises “to expand our nation’s resoubgesonserving the language skills
minority students bring with them and by addingtaeolanguage to their repertoire” (p.
71). In a similar study, Collier and Thomas (20@#covered that when maintenance
bilingual programs are continued for a sufficiemtcaint of time: ELLsare instructed in a
primary group setting anabt segregated for additional support; curriculumas
simplified but rather presentedjuallyin both languages and highly-trained; and
dedicated teachers implement sound strategieseactihg techniques, students’
progress and excel academically as bilinguals.i€@@dhd Thomas stated that:

Enrichment dual language schooling closes the ac@mdachievement gap in L2

and in first language (L1) for students initiallglow grade level, for all

categories of students participating in this pragr&his is the only program for

English language learners that fully closes the gapontrast, remedial models

only partially close the gap (p. 1).
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This model of bilingual education has proven effecfor many students when
carried out in a comprehensive manner. Medina auwaigilla (1992) compared the
Transitional Bilingual Model with the MaintenancdiBgual Model and found that the
Maintenance Bilingual Model was much more succéssfmaintaining the students’
native language. A study conducted by Lopez anthdldsori (2006) resulted in a similar
conclusion and added that children who particigate Maintenance Bilingual Model
have a more positive attitude toward the seconguage. Estrada et al. (2009) asserted
that dual language instruction should be m@enormas it involves significant
academic instruction in both languages and reptesanadditive approach to bilingual
education. There is existing research and findihgssupport the Maintenance Bilingual
Model as the most successful when attempting thtea individual English and
preserve their native language in the process. mbigel has also been shown successful
in completing this process while maintaining acadegains.

Indigenous language immersion programs have trguershallenge of
overcoming the history of previous attempts to e@e Native languages and to
assimilate Native Americans into the dominant Nétherican culture (Reyhner, 2010).
Some Indigenous people continue to harbor resentamehsuspicion toward traditional
public schooling systems and this presents son&aiase to participation in indigenous
language immersion programs (Reyhner, 2010). PI&1€75), wrote abou{ee a
despondent Navajo child who was the product oftdraative native language policy:

Kee was sent to boarding school as a child wherejas the practice, he was

punished for speaking Navajo. Since he was onbpedtl to return home during

Christmas and summer, he lost contact with hislfariee withdrew from both
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the White and Navajo worlds as he grew older bexaescould not comfortably

communicate in either language. He became onesahtimy thousand Navajos

who were non-lingual - a man without a language58§)

Despite resistance to participation in indigen@mglage immersion programs,
some programs have been implemented and have psoeeassful. An Ojibwe language
program was created by an Ojibwe band that sawl¢bkne in the use of their language
(Reyhner, 2010). They felt that the loss of thaemjuage also meant the loss of their
traditions and an undoing of the extended famiét th paramount in Ojibwe culture
(Reyhner, 2010). An Ojibwe Commissioner of Educatogued that:

By teaching the language we are building a founddr a lifetime of productive

citizenship . . . Ojibwe values are inextricabhkied to the language. These

values, such as caring for the environment, hedhedody and mind together,
and treating all creation with respect are taugbsteffectively when they are

taught in Ojibwe (as quoted in Bowen, 2004, p. 4).

The Ojibwe Advisory Board asserted that writingld®je was not as important as
speaking it, so a comprehensive Ojibwe writing paogwas not implemented, but the
Advisory Board did support the inclusion of twodht Ojibwe speakers in each
classroom and also incorporated Ojibwe music ifdestcoom instruction (Reyhner,
2010).

Ka Papahana Kaiapuni, Hawai'i is a Hawaiian Languagmersion Program
established by the Department of Education (Lugingamauchi, 2010). Schools are
located on five of the eight major Hawaiian islandawai’i Island, O’ahu, Kaua'i, Maui,

and Moloka’i. The goals of this program includesaitalization of the Hawaiian
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language by adopting it as the language of ingom@&nd focusing on Hawaiian culture
and indigenous studies (Luning & Yamauchi, 201@giBning in fifth grade, Kaiapuni
schools offer English language instruction for boer each day (Luning & Yamauchi,
2010). Data reported by the program indicate thatents in Kaiapuni schools meet or
exceed the standardized test scores of their NE@veaiian peers in English-only
schools, and Kaiapuni students have been more ssfotat passing the University of
Hawai'i English composition test (Luning & YamaucBD10).

The Navajo Nation has also introduced language irsioe programs in pre-
schools and elementary schools (McCarty, 2003)ullip elementary school in Fort
Defiance, Arizona near Window Rock was the siteoioe of these initial programs. The
curriculum consisted of reading and writing finstNavajo, then English, and then
presenting math instruction in both languages (MtGC&2003). Other subjects were also
incorporated as content for speaking or writing @Qday, 2003). This program placed a
heavy emphasis on co-operative learning, procegsgvand language and critical
thinking. In the lower grades, all communicationkglace in Navajo, but by the second
and third grades, instruction was provided half-olajavajo and half-day in English
(McCarty, 2003). In fourth grade, students receigekbast one hour a day of instruction
in Navajo. Data reported by the program indicated by fourth grade, “Navajo
immersion students outperformed comparable non-irsiore students on assessments of
Navajo, but non-immersion students actually perattower on these assessments than
they had in kindergarten” (McCarty, 2003, p. 198rCarty (2003) asserted that the

“Fort Defiance data demonstrate the powerful negagifect of theabsencef
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bilingual/immersion schooling and, conversely ptsitive effect on the maintenance of
the heritage language as well as on students’ sitigmi of English” (p. 156).
Bilingual Special Education

Bilingual special education, as defined by Bacal e{2004), is “the use of the
home language and the home culture along with Emgh an individually designed
program of special instruction for the studentnnraclusive environment” (p. 18). As
evidenced in the reviews of legislation and litigatthroughout this dissertation, all
students, including those with disabilities, arétku to a free and appropriate public
education, and students who are identified as LieRretitled to participate in programs
designed to help them develop their English preficy skills. It was recognized that
traditional special educations services were noessarily serving ELLs well, and
bilingual special education was developed as dtrdiilingual special education was
intended to consider a child’s culture and languegyindamental factors from which to
design an individualized, appropriate plan for tlegiucation (Baca et al., 2004). As has
been previously stated, attention to the educdt@mé language needs of CLD students
should be a primary focus when planning and ma#legsions regarding placement and
services (Cummins, 1989). Notwithstanding thesé adadumented educational
requirements, the application of the principle®itihgual special education, which will
be discussed in more detail later in this sectaniiclude native language content
instruction and peer language models, often presgnificant challenges including lack
of qualified personnel, an inadequate understangitigregard to the dual requirements
of IDEA and NCLB, and limited assessment mateiigigueroa, 1999; Cummins, 1989;

Ruiz et al., 2002).
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Special education teachers are challenged to ulaterthe connection between a
student’s exceptionalities and his or her cultdraérsity in order to provide students
with genuine opportunities to learn (Ehlers-Zavalal 1). It is necessary to ensure that
ELLs who have been identified with a disability a disadvantaged because of their
language or cultural backgrounds (Ehlers-Zavald120For bilingual special educators,
however, many uncertainties may arise, such asnvghi¢ appropriate to teach a child
who has a disability in a primary or secondary laagge, and how is second language
acquisition impacted when a child has a disabfityd, Lamond & Holden, 2012;
Ehlers-Zavala, 2011; Perozzi & Sanchez, 1992; Ri995). In addition, researchers such
as Figueroa (1999) have called attention to thie ¢de¢heoretical grounding that might
guide bilingual special education practices andnned for acknowledgement of the
literature that questions the foundations of spesdacation as a whole. Figueroa (1999)
asserted that bilingual special education, asatirsently being practiced, is not
evidenced to help to advance bilingual studentstified with a disability academically.

In an attempt to learn more about bilingual speethlcation students’ struggles
in the area of language and literacy, Ruiz et24l0@) investigated CLD students
identified with a disability and their performanioditeracy in a bilingual special
education setting. When reviewing the availablerdity research for Hispanic students in
special education, they discovered two trenddlitGxpcy instruction in a special
education setting was often reductionist in natioeysing on fragments of literacy
development such as memorizing or ‘learning’ singteers or words, learning coping
skills and practicing comprehension skills on sakgiconstructed texts with little to no

personal relation to the students themselves; lBndtien instructional techniques and
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practices weraot those of a reductionist model, Hispanic studentsv&d noticeable
improvement in their engagement during lessonsrattteir language and literacy
performance in the classroom (Ruiz et al., 200BgsE authors asserted that the
following principles should serve as a guide whesighing language and literacy
instruction for bilingual students in special edima (a) connect students’ background
knowledge and personal experiences with literasgdas, (b) foster the use of students’
primary language in literacy lessons, (c) creatgoojunities for students to meaningfully
and authentically apply their developing oral laage and literacy skills, and (d) foster
increased levels of interaction (oral languagedireg and writing) among students and
teachers (Ruiz et al., 2002, p. 299). These reseemcommented that the:

Success and failure of bilingual special educasioiients in literacy lessons

could only be explained within a framework thatsgly examined the social

organization of teaching and learning and the auion of linguistic, cultural,

and historical factors within that organization {Ret al., 2002, p. 300).

Within the field of bilingual special educationgtie is also significant discussion
related to the disproportionate representationldd Gtudents in special education (e.g.
Artiles et al., 2005; Donovan & Cross, 2002; HagrKlingner, 2007) as a result of
teacher bias (Hosp & Reschly, 2003; Shinn, Tind&dra, 1987), restrictive placement
(Hendrickson, Smith & Frank, 1998) or inappropriagsessment procedures (Obringer,
1998; Warner et al., 2002). As a result of theséipie challenges, and an insufficient
number of well-prepared bilingual special educatérgueroa, 1999), bilingual special
education has been developed as an attempt tossdtiee multiple obstacles facing

bilingual exceptional children.
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Disproportionate Representation

Compounding the challenges faced by ELLs identifudth a disability is
misdiagnosis and disproportionate representati@péatial education. Disproportionate
representation is defined as “the extent to whiemtmership in a given group affects the
probability of being placed in a specific specidlieation disability category” (Oswald et
al., 1999, p. 198) and has been a concern forfouerdecades (Donovan & Cross, 2002;
Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier & Maczuga, 2012). Digmuionate representation includes
both overrepresentation in certain eligibility ggides and under representation in
certain programs such as those for students wheligible as gifted and talented (Artiles
et al., 2005). Donovan and Cross (2002) reportatAfrican American children are 2.88
times more likely to be labeled Intellectually Do¢ed (ID) and 1.92 times more likely to
be labeled Emotionally Disturbed than Caucasialiam, and Native American children
are twice as likely to be labeled ED or Specifiatreng Disabled (SLD). Brown (2004)
reported that CLD students are overrepresentepidaial education with an increase of
10.9% despite their population increase of 2.5%.

Students identified with language exceptionalities often misrepresented in
special education classrooms (Harry & Klingner, 200/any times, these classrooms
operate from a deficit model or the belief thatlstuts are doing poorly because of
something that is innately wrong with them, notrthe assumption that the school or its
practices might contribute to the problem (HarriKBngner, 2007). Additionally,
teachers’ philosophies and belief systems genedaitate the style and methods of
instruction presented (Ruiz et al., 1995). Precptioas of teachers and school

instructional models are often the source of inappate impressions. The literature
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demonstrates that there is a correlation betwelsnod@nd teacher attitudes and beliefs
regarding special education and ELLs and that siisda these classrooms are often
taught from a deficit model perspective.

A common cause for the overrepresentation or uagezsentation of CLD and
minority students has yet to be identified, andedént researchers have various theories
as to contributing factors. Donovan and Cross (2082orted three questions that came
out of an examination by the National Research Cb(NRC) report related to
disproportionate representation. The first askeldeafe are “biological and
social/contextual contributors to early developnteat differ by race and that leave
students differentially prepared to meet the cogmiand behavioral demands of
schooling” (p. 357). The second asked if "the stbaperience itself contributes to racial
disproportion in academic outcomes and behaviaadlpms that lead to placement in
special and gifted education" (p. 358), and thedtasked “whether existing referral and
assessment practices are racially biased anare likely to successfully identify those at
either end of the achievement distribution who ngaetialized supports or services”
(Donovan & Cross, 2002, p. 358). | will discusssth@and other viewpoints in the
following sections.

Deficit Model. Harry and Klingner (2007) investigated how acadshy
struggling students can get the support and help tieed without being labeled with a
disability. Minority populations are often misrepeated in special education, especially
in the eligibilities of Intellectual Disabled (ID),earning Disabled (LD), and Emotional
Behavioral Disorders (EBD) (Harry & Klingner, 2002he authors explored how

teachers can help remedy these issues by lookinggh both a disability and a socio-
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cultural deficit lens to understand why so manylsetus of minority populations are
placed in special education (Harry & Klingner, 2002

Harry and Klingner (2007) were also hopeful th& Response to Intervention
(RTI) component of IDEIA 2004 would alleviate sowfethe misrepresentation. RTI
made it possible to use up to 15% of a school'sigpeducation funds to support these
students without adding an eligibility label (Ha&yKlingner, 2007). As explained by
Harry and Klingner, the current discrepancy moudlich entails a gap between expected
and actual performance levels, increases the fiiion of students who have not been
adequately taught and exposed to a high-qualitgachn. RTI mandates that schools
must have a tiered approach to intervene earlgho $tudents who are not progressing in
school (Harry & Klingner, 2007). The authors expelcthat this process would reduce
many subjective referrals to special education@ogide assistance without labeling,
however, its true effectiveness is yet to be deiteeth

Teachers’ perceptionsLooking through the lenses of disability and socio-
cultural deficits, many educators fault a childidtare or disability for poor school
performance (Harry & Klingner, 2007). Through thess, though difficult, it is necessary
for teachers to recognize personal biases towadksts and as a result, they can then
validate other forms of knowledge and cultural esl¢Harry & Klingner, 2007).

Bos and Reyes (1996) provided a reflection of lmaigghts and beliefs of the
second author, who was born to Puerto Rican pamemsw York City and was a
monolingual Spanish speaker until the age of fivé @ half. She then moved to Staten
Island to live with her aunt and uncle who werénigilal Spanish and English speakers

(Bos & Reyes, 1996). Reyes was placed in a monadihgnglish speaking school and
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soon considered developmentally slow because dhhguage difficulties. Her aunt
advocated for her, however, and helped her throliginest of her schooling. All of these
early life experiences shaped who she becameeshdr.

Reyes worked on her undergraduate degree in PRextowhere she also gained
experience teaching students with disabilitiesrdyher time as an educator there (Bos &
Reyes, 1996). She later received her Master’s dagr8pecial Education. Reyes was
able to relate her own experiences to those oftuelents and in turn taught in a manner
that best facilitated their needs as English lagguaarners and students with disabilities.
As a result of these personal experiences, Regeswhred that many times, teachers
stereotype students with these exceptionalitiese‘tBachers had low expectations for
me and didn’t take time to explain concepts andgsees that were difficult for me to
comprehend as a second language learner” (Bos &8996, p.344). When she taught
students from monolingual Spanish families who vadse labeled with a disability, she
ensured that she used different, more appropeateniques.

Bos and Reyes (1996) identified four strategiesifang an interactive approach
to teaching, with direct instruction used minimalljhe strategies were to: (a) provide
opportunities for students to play with and disadeeguage shaped by a natural
approach to second language acquisition; (b) iraratp students’ sociocultural
experiences and background information into insioag (c) allow opportunities for
students to practice English with peers of varghij levels; and (d) use direct
instruction and practice activities to teach andegalize specific skills (Bos & Reyes,
1996). Bos and Reyes also wrote of the importanagvolving families in the

educational process of their children in a more glete, relaxed manner. Reyes
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encouraged home visits for minority children id&etl with disabilities because it puts
families at ease, helps them to open up about thda, and facilitates a deeper
understanding of the nature and procedures of apeducation. Bos and Reyes argued
that “the home environment is not usually as lageh failure. | oftentimes observe the
child being successful in the home” (p. 349). Thasdors felt that by using these
strategies, students’ various forms of knowledge @iitural values would be recognized
and in turn utilized to provide them with an impeolveducational experience.

Teacher perceptions and a deficit modelAs stated earlier, CLD students are
often misrepresented in special education classsaond these classrooms tend to
operate from a deficit model (Harry & Klingner, 2ZQ0Furthermore, teachers’ personal
viewpoints and principles guide their approachmgiruction (Ruiz et al., 1995). Some
researchers (e.g. Ruiz et al., 1995) assert teat ik a correlation between students in
some classrooms being taught from a deficit modedjgective and teachers’ mind-set
regarding special education and ELLs.

Ruiz et al. (1995) reported results from a threarywgtudy that measured teacher
paradigms and associated teaching methods. Baskdiaavere compared to data taken
following workshops and collaboration opportunitiesused on teaching bilingual
Special Educators instructional strategies basdubbistic/ constructivist paradigms
(Ruiz et al., 1995). Ruiz and her colleagues foilnad teachers of bilingual special
education students tended to be highly reductipardbcused on remediating the
disability and changing what is “wrong” with theudent. The teachers felt that students
had deficits and performed poorly due to their sifeed physical and mental limitations.

The researchers found that teachers overwhelmbgjlgved that learning disabilities are
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“within child deficits” (Ruiz et al., 1995) and thieachers must work around the deficit
or work to fix it. Additionally, they found thatéehers’ classroom practices were
primarily behaviorist in nature. Results from thedy also indicated a correlation
between special education training (university sework) and both classroom practices
and personal paradigms; that is, the more spedialagion training a teacher had, the
more reductionist their views tended to be (Ruialgt1995).

Following two-plus years of attending workshopsloie-up interviews indicated
that teachers’ paradigms shifted toward more holisbnstructivist views after
successfully implementing new strategies in thieissrooms (Ruiz et al., 1995). The
researchers noted several themes that emergedngicly teachers’ beliefs and
classroom practices. One theme was the respordeeteahad to presenters that taught in
similar “occupational groups” (p. 632), such ashkeas in bilingual special education,
with similar student populations (Ruiz et al., 199%nother theme was that paradigms
changed after classroom interventions were suagde3$fese results contrast the
approach of many teacher training programs asasgtirofessional development, and
thus could be tremendously useful in the futurepilag of professional development.

Challenges faced by ELLs and their teachersl eacher bias. The root cause of
the origin of special education referrals continteebe questioned. Hosp and Reschly
(2003) stressed teachers’ culturally defined perorp of deviant behavior. They
reviewed data from studies conducted in Ohio, ArgdVinnesota, Wyoming, New
York, Maryland, and North Carolina in a pursuietcamine reasons behind initial
referrals and found that the rate of referral wasatgr for both African Americans and

Hispanics as compared to Caucasians. Similarlyyrséi al. (1987) argued that teacher
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intolerance and unawareness of cultural differemeesa factor. They examined 570
students from a large Midwestern city in gradelBraugh 6 and concluded that teachers
were not referring students for academic defids@, but rather were referring “those
students who were outside the range of [theirfrémlee” (Shinn et al., 1987, p. 33). They
examined referrals made in relation to reading maguand ethnic background and found
a high correlation of minority students with simisssessment data as non-minority peers
but with higher referral rates for special eduaatitacement. They concluded that the
referral process was actually a manifestation efiéivel of tolerance a teacher had for
specific behaviors or characteristics of studentsan attempt to limit the variability of
students in their classrooms.

In a study conducted by Gravois and Rosenfiel®62@n five districts in a mid-
Atlantic state, they acknowledged the bias thastexli in special education placement of
minority children and sought to reduce it by irtiig a program of Instructional Council
Teams (ICT) in thirteen schools. These teams caagradministrators, support
personnel, and general and special education teacBevois and Rosenfield identified
“the impact of cultural differences on teacher petmons and practices related to
minority students” (p. 44) as a major influencestudent referrals. After two years of
ICT in schools, they concluded that the risk of onity students being referred or placed
in special education classrooms was significamdg lthan comparison in schools.
Having a team of professionals with varying views @erceptions, rather than just one
individual with limited opinions, greatly reducedb in referrals.

Hosterman and DuPaul (2008) examined referrald7@rstudents from eastern

Pennsylvania in grades one through four and fobatirminority referrals were found to
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be high, but for a different reason. HostermanoBaul argued that teachers were in
fact not over referring minority students, but eatinder referring Caucasian students.
Their results suggested that behavioral observatidminority students were more
accurate and true and that “uneven distributionefefrral across ethnicities may be
influenced by the tendency of Caucasian teachdessoaptly identify problem behavior
in students of their own culture” (Hosterman & DuR2008, p. 432). This study
confirms the overrepresentation of minority studentthe referral and placement
process, but provides a different perspective erptioblem.

Assessment and restrictive placement. Assessment bias in special education
placement is a major concern to many researcharsn{s, teachers and children alike. A
study focusing on 117 18 to 25 year olds with gdosed Specific Learning Disability
(SLD) conducted by Warner, Dede, Garvan, and Con2@§2) found significant
discrepancies favoring Caucasian students whessssesing the Wechsler Adult
Intelligence Scale-Revised (WAIS-R) full scale. “6Qores for the African American
students were on average almoS&[l[Standard Deviation] lower than those of the
European American students” (Warner et al., 200808). Similarly, Obringer (1998),
who conducted his research in Mississippi with 42@lents in T through &' grade, felt
that assessment practices were unfair and inedgineien tests for SLD. He suggested
using only the full scale 1Q score as a determiriawgor, raising the minimum IQ score
to 85 and increasing the discrepancy between IQaahitvement to 1%~ standard
deviations. After reanalyzing the data using thesdifications a significant decrease in
minority students who qualified for special edugatservices in the area of SLD

transpired. According to Obringer, this was evideatassessment bias.
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When students receive labels associated with edéadravioral disorders they are
almost always placed in more restrictive environte€Hendrickson, Smith & Frank,
1998), as are minority students (de Valenzueld e2@06; Skiba et al., 2006). This was
the conclusion of an investigation done by Hendrocket al. (1998) looking at 48
kindergarten through twelfth grade students liviim¢pwa. They state that two of the
most restrictive environments students can be glacare segregated schools and self-
contained classrooms within regular schools. Masgients with a Behavior Disorder
(BD) are in one of these two settings. Minority esamake up the majority of the
population of students identified with a BD becaakthe overt behaviors they exhibit
(Hendrickson et al., 1998). Females tend to exhilote covert behaviors such as anxiety
and depression, and are not as likely to be referglaced in special education. A study
of junior high students from a large Western mettibgn area was conducted by Scruggs
and Mastropieri (1985) that looked into the placetreé Native American students
classified with ED. Native American students wereiviewed to determine their self-
perception and attitude toward themselves whereglatthese highly restrictive
environments. All of their classroom teachers weascasian and all of their classroom
aides were Native American. Students reportedrge#tiong better with the aides
because they understood them better. These staisesthe issue of cultural
understanding and awareness both in the assesprmoerass and in the placement
decisions made by multidisciplinary teams. Cultiniak is evidenced to be a part of
these practices and may be a leading cause of ityilmoerrepresentation in special

education.
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School preparedness. Researchers such as Hibel et al. (2008) and den¥iadda
et al. (2006) have asserted that some minoritylatil face factors related school
preparedness and inopportunity to access adequapéementary services which may
later contribute to their referral and placemerdpecial education. Hibel et al. (2008),
who examined a nationally representative samplenafergarteners progressing to third
grade, stated that “the strongest predictor ofigpeducation placement is a student’s
academic readiness on entering kindergarten” (g).4hey also questioned the quality
of the special education services students recstagng that once in special education
students notably fall farther and farther behinglrtinainstreamed peers. Hibel et al.
(2008) emphasized poverty as a contributing factaleficient school readiness and
spoke to an inopportunity to learn, to experienaleiable and meaningful life
experiences, and diminished parental support astsesf growing up in poverty. These
researchers stress pre-school readiness and strgfaccess to supplementary services
as a major contributing factor to special educatefarral and placement as minority
students’ progress through school.

Language. Immigration and migration of students from otheumies and from
different regions plays a big part in their sucdesschool (Gabel, Curcic, Powell,
Khader & Albee, 2009). Gabel et al. (2009) looketha over or under representation of
particular ethnigroups related to students in kindergarten thrauglfth grade in
British Columbia, New Zealand, Germany, and the UBAey concluded that
disproportionality in special education is linkedfactors such as socio-economic status,
social inclusion, and language. Gabel et al. arghatiwhile globalization and movement

is progressive and can be positive, it also hasliéy to lead to displacement and
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marginalization for some students. Students whamaveto an area or school often bring
with them different cultures, traditions, and oftenes language (Gabel et al., 2009).
Gabel et al. suggested that policy and eligibi@gguirements that vary from location to
location often negatively affect migrant childrehavare in the language minority. They
also proposed that another variable to a high ntpldte is a tendency for these students
to find themselves in an impoverished situationsTih turn can lead to a lack of equal
opportunity in education and a higher rate of splemilucation referral (Gabel et al.,
20009).

It is important to recognize that not all languageority students are immigrants.
Many Native American students belong to tribes #tiditmaintain their native language.
For example, Heimbecker et al. (2001) investig&adilies living on a Navajo
reservation with children receiving special edwwmaservices. In interviews it was
discovered that respondents believed that homestsgegdid impact special education
referral and placement and that “non-Navajo teacivio are not familiar with the
Navajo way of life refer more dominant Navajo spegkstudents to the special
education program because these students requreerasponse time and tend to
struggle more with the English language” (Heimbeakeal., 2001, p. 5). Samson and
Lesaux (2009) examined a nationally representaiweple of 10,987 children tracked
from kindergarten through third grade. The widaetgrof terms used for language
minority learners including: ELL, ESL, LEP, andibdual, was examined. Samson and
Lesaux discovered that as varying as the termigedil so were the definitions of these
terms, and this in turn led to confusion and pdesitisdiagnosis of a disability. They

found that language minority learners were not se&ely overrepresented in all
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disability categories, but rather more specificailgategories such as Speech and
Language Impairment and Specific Learning Disabléd students were also not
overrepresented in earlier grades such as kindergand first grade, but by third grade
begin to be placed in more restrictive environmégtamson & Lesaux, 2009).
According to Samson and Lesaux, “this indicatelower initial rate of identification for
LM learners compared with L-1 (native English) dpeg students in special education
in kindergarten” (p. 156). This is another trouglissue, as it sheds light on another
possible hindering factor for language minorityd&nots.
Future of the Current Study

As is evident in Chapters One and Two, substardggdarch has been conducted
related to bilingual special education and Englsiguage acquisition services and
program models, (e.g. Collier & Thomas, 2004; Dwtal., 2010; Lopez & Tashakkori,
2006; Medina & Escamilla, 1992; Moore & Parr, 19R8z et al., 1995; Samson &
Lesaux, 2009). In addition, the professional litera also addresses PL 94-142 and its
impact on the education of children identified watllisability, disproportionate
representation, and challenges faced by ELLs asidtachers (e.g. Artiles et al., 2005;
Donovan & Cross, 2002; Figueroa et al., 1989; Gsa8oRosenfield, 2006; Hosp &
Reschly, 2003; Skiba et al., 2008). There is atdlap, however, in the research regarding
the manner in which appropriate and adequate AL&lihs who have been identified
with a disability are being provided. Through tkiady | intended to add to the research
by documenting what ALS was provided to ELLs whaevwelentified with a disability in
a large southwestern school district with a highanty population. It is my hope that

this information will provide insight to parentsudents, teachers, administrators, and
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other individuals who are providing special edumatnd ALS to ELLs and allow them
the opportunity to better evaluate the manner irckvthese services are being provided

for this specific population.
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Chapter 3
Methods

My research questions were: (a) how did the ratdeftification of PHLOTE
students with disabilities as ELLs compare to tR¢#OTE-status peers without
disabilities; (b) what ALS did students who werentlfied both as ELLs and with a
disability receive as compared to ELL peers whoeweat receiving special education
services; and (c) were any observed differencéisemate of ELL identification and
provision of ALS related to recorded student chinastics such as ethnicity/home
language, language proficiency level(s), eligipildabel, grade level, and setting? In
order to explore these questions, | utilized a tjtetive, causal-comparative research
design (Schenker & Rumrill, 2004). The groupsizeid in this causal-comparative
research and other similar studies (e.g. Groomkedhy, 2002; Loo, 2001) are pre-
existing or consequential, however, and the vaembiat are examined cannot be
experimentally manipulated. This means that | didhrave control over the independent
variables, and as such, sought to make causal ctomg rather than infer direct
causality. Direct causal-comparative research seekintify a causative relationship
between an independent variable and a dependeablea(Schenker & Rumrill, 2004).
As Schenker and Rumrill (2004) assert, howevelis“itot possible (or even desirable) to
manipulate the independent variable . . . betwetati groups that are formed on the
basis of such characteristics as gender, disabyity, or educational attainment” (p. 117)
when examining possible casual connections. Instbag stressed the importance of
examining theextent of variancéetween or among these groups, so as not to attemp

directly infer causality when working with intaatogips (Schenker & Rumirill, 2004). For
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this study, the variables considered dependentrateppendent varied based on the
specific analysis frame as it was not clear if Kirldisability status was dependent or
independent. This relationship is typically assunmedne particular direction, but as the
results of this study revealed, it could be con&den the other as well.

School District Demographics

The district from where the data was collectelddated in the southwest region
of the United States. It is one of the fastest gngwveities in its state, increasing in
population by 72.5% from 51,765 according to 20@d<€Lis data, to 89,320 in 2011 (US
Census Bureau, 2012). In 2012, 20.4% of the pojpulaeported speaking a language
other than English in the home, which is comparé&blbe national percentage of 19.7
(US Census Bureau, 2012). The school district seivel03 students in December 2012
and consists of a total of 19 schools: two higlost$y two alternative high schools, four
middle schools, 10 elementary schools, and onepoes (retrieved from district
website, February, 2013).

In February 2013, the district website includedfthiowing data: race/ethnicity —
48.63% Hispanic, 39.75% Caucasian, 3.74% IndiaivBl&merican, 3.08% African
American, 2.75% Multi-racial, 1.97% Asian, and @@®ther. Additionally, 2,905
students, or 17% of the total student populaticgrewdentified with a disability
(excluding gifted), and 7,653 students, or 46%heftbtal student population, qualified
for free/reduced lunch.

Data Collection and Recording
The student database utilized by the distri€tasverSchoolPowerSchool is a

web-based student information system owned by Bearéssessment and Information



ALS for ELLs with a disability 70

group, and is described as “the fastest-growingstmadely used web-based student
information system, supporting 10 million studentsll 50 states and over 65 countries”

on the Pearson websititip://www.pearsonschoolsystems.com/products/pahed).

Pearson reports that PowerSchool has a featuedd@#éportWorks which can create
either simplistic or more complex reports with Whaiu See Is What You Get
(WYSIWYG) tools, and complex database queries aeally represented making ad-
hoc queries much more accessible. ReportWorks gtasea Service Set Identifiers
(SSID) report complete with information such asistut demographics, ELL status and
special education status. As such, the district smt have dedicated staff familiar or
experienced with complex or customized data pulls.
De-identified data was provided by the districeathe 40 day count of the 2013-
2014 school year. The following variables were esged from the district for all
students in grades K-12:
e Grade;
e Gender;
e Race/Ethnicity - African American, Asian, Caucasidispanic, Indian/Native
American, Pacific Islander, or Other;
e Free-reduced lunch status;
¢ Home language survey data, including the followgogstions: What language
did your child first learn to speak; which langualpes your child use most often
at home; which language(s) do others regularlywlsen speaking with your
child; was your child born in any of the 50 Statethe United States, including

the District of Columbia and the Commonwealth oéRol Rico; if your answer to
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guestion four is “yes,” in which state was yourdhiorn; when did or will your
child first enter a public or private school in tdaited States, including the
District of Columbia and the Commonwealth of Puétioo;

e English language assessment results-ACCESS;

e Spanish language assessment results-LAS;

e PHLOTE status;

e ELL status;

e ALS program - transitional, maintenance, dual laagg) enrichment, or
indigenous/heritage language revitalization;

e Special education status - identified with a disgbor not;

e Primary disability eligibility categories as idefied by this school district—
Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD), Deaf-Blindness (PBgvelopmental Delay
(DD), Emotional Disturbance (ED), Gifted and Takh{GT), Hearing
Impairment (HI), Intellectual Disability (ID), Mulble Disabilities (MD),
Orthopedic Impairment (Ol), Other Health Impairm@dtl), Specific Learning
Disability (SLD), Speech-Language Impairment (SIhaumatic Brain Injury
(TBI) or Visual Impairment (V1);

e Additional disability eligibility categories as id#fied by this district (same as
above).
| stored the database on my home computer hard.drive data was encrypted

using TrueCrypt 7.1a with the encryption protoc@$256. The hard drive was
systematically backed up on a@rypted Cloud SkyDrivaccount. My home computer

and SkyDrive account are password protected. Al daalysis was conducted in my
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home office on my personal desktop computer. Dateoe kept until my dissertation
has been successfully defended and any additieqaired data analysis has been
completed and published. The data will then be dijpem the hard drive and cloud
server using Eraser, protocol Gutmann, 35 passes.
Data Processing

Once | received the data | completed a ‘cleansanelen’ process and identified
any possible errors in the data such as inaccdedége(e.g. if all second grade students
were listed as male), missing data (e.g. if studecrds had no grade level), incomplete
data (e.qg. if students were identified as havinlgsability but no eligibility category was
entered), inconsistent data (e.g. if gender wésdias “M” and “F” in some records, but
as “male” and “female” in others), and outliergy(ef a student with three or more
disability eligibility categories). If a specificiglent record was missing more than three
variables entirely, the item was excluded in thea@malyzed. | recoded the variables
included in the data set to allow for software gsial For example, when coding
ethnicity, | assigned each ethnicity reported eygbhool district a specific numerical
code: African American=1, Asian=2, Caucasian=3 pdigc=4, Indian/Native
American=5, Pacific Islander=6, and Other=7. | abdk other variables in the same
manner. | kept an electronic log of all coding deams made throughout the analysis
process.
Data Analysis

| used the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) saféwar data analysis. SAS, as
explained on the company’s website, can manipuhaggage, store, analyze, visualize

and report on almost any data. Utilizing SAS, | qaeries related to the rate of
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identification of PHLOTE students with disabilitias ELLs compared to their PHLOTE-
status peers without disabilities. | also explomddht ALS students who had been
identified both as ELLs and with a disability reasd compared to ELL peers who were
not receiving special education services; and aedlany differences in the ALS
provided to ELLs identified with a disability based recorded student characteristics
such as ethnicity/home language, language profigitavel(s), eligibility label, grade
level, and setting.

When analyzing this data set, | utilized Pearsoni'ssquare test of independence
(x°) and Fisher’s exact test with a significance ldpeValue of< 0.01) to test null
hypothesis (Plackett, 1983). The chi-square testddpendence is used within a large
data set when you have two nominal or categorigaables, variables that have no
numerical value but rather are used to classifgotaions, each with two or more
possible values (McDonald, 2009). Chi-square israréhod that allowed me to
determine whether the variation in the data wastdwae of the variables tested or
whether it was possibly due to chance (Placke®3)9 utilized Fisher's exact test when
looking at nominal variables from a smaller sangite (McDonald, 2009). For example,
| used Fisher’'s when doing more in-depth analysspecific variables such as primary
eligibility labels and type of ALS. Fisher's ex&est is more accurate than the chi-square
test of independence when the variable numbersraadler because the significance of
the deviation from a null hypothesis can be catedaxactly, rather than relying on an
approximation as a result of a larger sample $vieDonald, 2009).

As | discussed earlier, disproportionate represemtas something that must be

considered when examining data related to theiittsation of a disability. There are a
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number of different methods used in the professiliteaature to determine when
disproportionate representation occurs includihgcomposition indeand therisk

index | calculated the composition indby "dividing the number of students of a given
racial or ethnic group enrolled in a particularatigity category by the total number of
students [from all ethnic groups] enrolled in thaine disability category" (Donovan &
Cross, 2002, p. 43T his allowed me to compare the percentage of stadesm a

certain minority group within a particular speaaucation category to the percentage of
students from the same minority group within theegal student population (de
Valenzuela et. al, 2006). For this study, instelacbonparing just minority groups, |
compared students identified as PHLOTE, ELL, andestts receiving ALS. | used the
risk index or the percentage of a group in a category or ptace, by dividing the
number of students of a certain group, for exarfpanic students, and in a certain
category or placement, such as SLD, by the totalbar of students in that group (Hosp
& Reschly, 2003).

To reiterate from Chapter One, | compared the maitssudents who were
identified as having a primary home language atih@n English (PHLOTE) based on
administration of a home language survey, withaitdout identified disabilities, with
students who were identified as English Languagmkss (ELLS), based upon
subsequent administration of a standardized largpegficiency assessment. Not all
PHLOTE students are administered such an assesamgmniot all student who are

administered such an assessment score within tige ta be identified as an ELL.
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Chapter 4
Results

The purpose of this study was to investigate Hemvdentification of and
provision of ALS to ELLs identified with a disaldficompares to that of their ELL peers
without an identified disability. In addition, | nducted a review of the types of ALS
provided to these students. | sought to addresg fmimary research questions: (a) how
did the rate of identification of PHLOTE studentghadisabilities as ELLs compare to
their PHLOTE-status peers without disabilities; \{ii}at ALS did students who were
identified both as ELLs and with a disability receas compared to ELL peers who were
not receiving special education services; and @evany observed differences in the rate
of ELL identification and provision of ALS related recorded student characteristics
such as ethnicity/home language, language profigitavel(s), eligibility label, grade
level, and setting?

When I initially requested the data from the sdlbstrict, | provided a list of all
variables necessary for my analysis. | receivedithedata set from the district on
October 9, 2013. However, after an initial revielhos data, it was apparent that the
data set did not include language proficiencysestes (e.g. ACCESS and LAS),
bilingual model information, or special educati@ttisig information. As a result, |
requested a second data pull after the 40 day aduhe 2013-2014 school year, which |
received on November 22, 2013. The second daiadetied bilingual model
information, but still did not include language ficeency test scores or special education
setting information. The data set also did notudel the reason(s) why some PHLOTE

students were not administered a language profigiaasessment. | generated all
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analyses below from the second data pull. | orgahthe results of these analyses by: (a)
demographics of the school district, including gaheharacteristics of the student
population and home language, alternative langsageces, and special education; (b)
comparisons of specific student populations reprtesewithin different groups, such as
PHLOTE, ELL, disability, and ALS provision; and @jlditional analyses related to the
rate of ELL identification and provision of ALS edéd to recorded student
characteristics such as ethnicity/home languagguiage proficiency level(s), eligibility
label, grade level, and setting.
School District Demographics

The de-identified data provided by the schoolritistonsisted of 17,283 general
and special education student records. Of theseg;luded the 551 four and five year
olds in Pre-Kindergarten, as this study investidatehool aged children in Kindergarten
through 13" grades. Of the remaining 16,732 K-12 student @s;dk,273 students were
in kindergarten, 1,199 in first grade, 1,288 ins®tgrade, 1,291 in third grade, 1,290 in
fourth grade, 1,318 in fifth grade, 1,300 in sigtlade, 1,322 in seventh grade, 1,340 in
eighth grade, 1,333 in ninth grade, 1,301 in tgn#dde, 1,319 in eleventh grade and
1,158 in twelfth grade. Of the total K-12 studeapplation, 51.85% (N=8,676) were
male and 48.15% (N=8,056) were female. Overalb%b(N=7,613) of the students were
reported to receive free or reduced lunch servitesgever this percentage dropped
precipitously from primary through secondary gradédwerefore, as free and reduced
lunch was not consistent across grade levels, hdidise this as a proxy for low socio-

economic status.
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When reporting race and ethnicity data, the schmtfict considered ‘Hispanic’
as an ethnicity separate from race (African Amerjdssian, Caucasian, Indian/Native
American, and Pacific Islander) reported for edcddent. As a result, some of the
students identified as African American, Asian, €asilan, Indian/Native American, or
Pacific Islander, maglso have been identified as Hispanic. In addition, s@tudents
who were identified as Hispanic did not report @eraategory. The matter of race and
ethnicity, especially among Hispanic and Latinougp®, has been a major topic of debate
for some time (Rodriguez, 2000). The current stgdyot focused on this, however, and
as a result I will not go into further detail redeng the assertions related to race and
ethnicity reporting by those of Hispanic and/orihatorigin. For the purpose of my
study, | analyzed the race and ethnicity data jpsrted in Figure 1. Figure 1 illustrates
the percentage of K-12 students in the various aackethnicity categories reported in

the district:

Af. Amer. Figure 1: Race/Ethnicity K-12

3.89% ) -
Asian Pacific Islander
2.63% 0.18%
Indian/Native
American
4.21%
= Hispanic = Caucasian
Indian/Native American = Asian

= Af. Amer. Pacific Islander
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As is evident in the figure, nearly half of the péagion was Hispanic 49.68% (N=8,312),
followed by a large Caucasian population of 39.4R46,596). All other categories fell
under 5%.

Language.Data received from the district identified 20 difat home languages.
This includes a category of “other” that was natHar explained by the district. English
was the overwhelmingly most common home languages.&7% (N=14,351), with
Spanish the next most common at 11.22% (N=1,87&)leT1 includes the number and

percentage of all home languages reported:
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Table 1

Home Languages Reported K-12

Home Languages N %
English 14,351} 85.77%
Spanish 1,878]11.22%)
Other 156] 0.93%
Navajo 85| 0.51%
Viethamese 76| 0.45%
Keres (Acoma, Cochiti, Laguna, San Felipe, Santa, Aanto 40| 0.24%
Domingo, Zia Pueblos)

Towa (Jemez Pueblo) 28| 0.17%
Tagalog (Philippines) 27| 0.16%
American Sign Language 21| 0.13%
Russian 12| 0.07%
Creole (Canadian or Louisiana French) 10| 0.06%
Cantonese 8| 0.05%
Laotian 8| 0.05%
Korean 7| 0.04%
Portuguese 7] 0.04%
Japanese 7| 0.04%
Arabic 6] 0.04%
Zuni 3| 0.02%
English Based Sign System 1| 0.01%
Tewa (Nambe, Pojoaque, San lldefonso, San Juate Stara, 1| 0.01%

Tesuque Pueblos)

Of the 16,732 K-12 student records, 14.25% (N=2),38%e reported as having a
PHLOTE, with Spanish as the overwhelmingly most own home language for these
students; 78.78% (N=1,878) of students with a PHEOre reported to speak Spanish.

Nearly 6% of PHLOTE students were reported to reavAsian, Native American or
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‘other’ language spoken in the home, and the péagenof all additional languages
spoken in the home fell at or below 1%. Figurdustrates the percentage of languages

spoken in the home for PHLOTE students:

Figure 2: Languages for K-12 PHLOTE Students
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Though the data set did not include specific lagguassessment scores for each student
record, the resulting classification of whethenot each student was classified as ELL
was reported (ELL=Y, ELL=N), with 3.48% (N=582) all students identified as ELLs.
This corresponds to 24.41% of PHLOTE students ifledtas ELLs. Upon closer
examination of the data however, 57 of the 582 Elvkse not reported to have a
PHLOTE. It is not clear how these students weratifled as ELLs or if they were
administered language proficiency assessmentsti¢éondi@e their ELL status, but they
were clearly indicated to be ELLs with a primaryntelanguage of English in the data

set.
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ALS in the general student population.The data set included the information
for both English models and bilingual models (&gal Language, Maintenance,
Enrichment) of Alternative Language Services (AL\®hile the district database listed
five possible English ALS (E-ALS) models: Structdiénglish Immersion, Content
Based ESL, Pull-out ESL, Specially Designed Academstruction Delivered in English
(SDAIE), and Sheltered Instruction Observation &ot, no ELLs were identified as
participating in the SDAIE or Sheltered Instructi®bservation Protocol programs. Of
the 582 identified ELLs, all but 36 (N=546, or 9B%8) were participants in an ALS
program. The data provided by the district didinotude information as to the reason for
the non-participation of those students. Tabled¥iges the number of students
participating in each of the ALS models and FiguBesd 4 provide the percentages of

students in these models:

Table 2
Students Participating in ALS Models
Bilingual
Not in a

Dual bilingual
E-ALS Language Maintenance| Enrichmentmodel Total
Structured Eng.
Immersion 1 0 0 0 1
Content Based
ESL 18 76 1 113 208
Pull-out ESL 1 41 3 292 337
Not participating
in E-ALS 0 0 0 36 36
Total 20 117 4 441 582
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Figure 3: Bilingual Ed.
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E Dual. Lang.
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Figure 4: E-ALS
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As the data in the table and figures illustratetheftotal population of ELLs who
received ALS (N=546), all participated in an E-Abf®del and 25.82% (N=141)
additionally participated in a bilingual model. Ntudents were reported to receive
bilingual education without accompanying E-ALS.

In an endeavor to probe further into the provissdALS, | conducted additional
analysis related to grade level and identified héanguage. There was a significantly

higher proportion of ELLs who received ALS in gradé-5 compared to ELLS in grades
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9-12 (p = <.0001). When considering all students wdteived ALS (N=546), 67.95%
(N=371) of students in grades K-5 received ALS cared to 14.10% (N=77) of students
in grades 9-12. Table 3 illustrates the numbermerdentage of students who received

ALS by grade level:

Table 3
Students Participating in ALS Models by Grade Level
E-ASL Model Bilingual Model

Grade | Content | Pull- | Struct. | None| Total | Dual | Enrich.| Maint. | None | Total

Based | out English Lang

ESL ESL | Immers.
K-5 161 209 | 1 6 377 20 4 90 268 377
6-8 42 56 0 14 112 O 0 11 101 112
9-12 |5 72 0 16 93 0 0 16 77 93
All 208 337 | 1 36 582| 20 4 117 441 582

As the data in this table illustrates, the onlydstts that were receiving Dual Language
or Enrichment bilingual education were in gradeS.HBeginning in grade 6, the only
bilingual instruction afforded to students was iMaintenance model.

Additionally, a significantly higher proportion &panish speaking ELLs
(N=432) received ALS compared to their non-Spas@aking peers (N=150) (p = .01).
Approximately 95% (N=411) of Spanish speaking Ekéseived ALS compared to 90%
(N=135)of their non-Spanish speaking peers. Table 4 shiog/proportions of ELLs

who received ALS by home language:
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Table 4
Students Participating in ALS Models by Home Languge

E-ALS Model Bilingual Model
Home Cont. | Pull | Struc | None | Total | Maint | Enrich.| Dual| None | Total
Language | Based| -out | Eng. Lang

ESL | ESL | Imm.
Spanish 168 | 242] 1 21 432 | 107| 3 19| 308 432
English 16 33 |0 8 57 7 0 1 49 57
Other 2 14 | 0O 2 18 1 0 0 17 18
Navajo 6 8 0 4 18 0 0 0 18 18
Keres 4 13 | 0 0 17 1 0 0 16 17
Towa 1 5 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 6
Vietnamese | 2 11 | O 0 13 1 0 0 12 13
Tagalog 4 3 0 1 8 0 1 0 7 8
Russian 2 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 3
Cantonese | 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 2
Portuguese| 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 2
Laotian 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 2
Zuni 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
Korean 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
Arabic 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
Creole 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
All 208 | 337| 1 36 582 | 117| 4 20 441 582

As this table demonstrates and as noted previoogér, 10% (N=57) of students who

received ALS were reported to primarily speak Estgiat home. This group of students
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constitutes the second largest language groupviageALS. Additionally, the vast
majority of students receiving bilingual educatiwere reported with a home language of
Spanish (92%).

Special Education A total of 3,679 K-12 students were identified bg school
district as receiving special education servicdsh@se, 879 (5% of the total K-12
student population) were identified as gifted afg@DR (17% of the total K-12 student
population) were identified with each of the follomy primary disabilities: Autism
Spectrum Disorder (ASD), 172; Deaf-Blindness (DB)DPevelopmental Delay (DD),
136; Emotional Disturbance (ED), 94; Hearing Impent (HI), 14; Intellectual
Disability (ID), 91; Multiple Disabilities (MD), 280rthopedic Impairment (Ol), 7; Other
Health Impairment (OHI), 181; Specific Learning &udity (SLD), 998; Speech-
Language Impairment (SLI), 1,065; Traumatic Braajuty (TBI), 5; Visual Impairment
(V1), 9; Giftedand a disability category, 38. Figure 5 provides tkecentage of students
in each primary disability category out of the tatamber of students identified with a

disability.



ALS for ELLs with a disability 86

Figure 5: Primary Disability Categories
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As can be seen in Figure 5, the most common disabias SLI (38.04%, N=1.065),
followed by 35.64% (N=998) of students identifiedwSLD. Less than 7% of the total
student population were identified with all othésabilities.
Comparisons of Student Subgroups

In this section | summarize analyses relatedécctimparisons of the
representation of specific student populations iwitlifferent groups such as PHLOTE,
ELL, and ALS provisions. | considered common maisiof disproportionate
representation by calculating the composition inff&ty and the risk index (RI). |
calculated the Cby "dividing the number of students of a given ahoir ethnic group
enrolled in a particular disability category by teéal number of students [from all ethnic
groups] enrolled in that same disability categdBydnovan & Cross, 2002, p. 43)his
allowed for the comparison of the percentage alestis from a certain minority group
within a particular special education categoryhi percentage of students from the same

minority group within the general student populat{de Valenzuela et. al, 2006). In this
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case, instead of comparing just minority groupyrhpared students identified as
PHLOTE, ELL, and students receiving ALS. | calcaththe RI, or the percentage of a
group in a category or placement, by dividing thenber of students of a certain group,
for example Hispanic students, and in a certaiagmaty or placement, such as SLD, by
the total number of students in that group (HosRe&schly, 2003). | applied this analysis
tool outside of the comparison of race/ethnicitgtiodents identified as PHLOTE, ELL,
and receiving ALS.

PHLOTE. There was not a significant difference betweerptioportion of
students with a disability identified as PHLOTErfretudents without a disability
identified as PHLOTE (p = 0.2876). Comparing rateglentification of students with
and without disabilities as PHLOTE revealed théofwing: 13.61% (N=381) of students
identified with a disability were also identified HLOTE, compared to 14.38%
(N=2,003) of their non-disabled peers who were tified as PHLOTE. This is the CI.
Another way of looking at this is using the RI. Wihebnsidering the entire PHLOTE
population (N=2,384), 15.98% (N=381) were identfigith a disability, compared to
84.02% (N=2,003) who were not identified with aatligity. These proportions are
similar to those of students who do not have a PHEO

ELL. There was a significant difference between the @rogn of students
identified with a disability who were identified &k Ls from their peers without
disabilities (p = <.0001). When considering Cljgndicantly higher proportion of
students with disabilities were identified as EL6E)7% (N=170), compared to 2.96%
(N=412) of students without disabilities. The radkdisability identification of ELLs was

29.21% (N=170), as compared to 16.28% (N=2,630héor-ELLSs.
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PHLOTE to ELL. Given that there was not a significant differeneaneen the
proportion of students identified with a disabilithentified as PHLOTE from peers not
identified with a disability, and there was a sfguaint difference in the proportion of
students with disabilities identified as ELLs fragmeers without disabilities, it was
important to compare the proportions of PHLOTE stid with and without disabilities
who were identified as ELLs. The data revealedyaicant difference in the proportion
of PHLOTE students with a disability identified BsLs from PHLOTE students without
a disability (p = <.0001). The ClI revealed thatgmngicantly higher proportion of
PHLOTE students identified with a disability wetteaclassified as ELLs, 38.85%
(N=148), compared to 18.82% (N=377) of their nogattiied PHLOTE peers. The risk of
disability identification for PHLOTE ELLs was 28 %9(N=148), as compared to
12.53% (N=233) for non-ELL PHLOTE students.

ALS provision. There was a significantly lower proportion of ELidentified
with a disability who received ALS as comparedtteit peers without disabilities (p = <
.0001). When considering ClI, 85.88% (N=146) of stud with disabilities received ALS
compared to 97.09% (N=400) of their non-disablegrpeWhen considering RI, 26.74%
(N=146) of students who received ALS were identifieith a disability, and 73.26%
(N=400) were not.

There was a significant difference in the propartod ELLs identified with a
disability who received Content Based ESL or PullH6SL services from their ELL
peers not identified with a disability (p < .00014.much lower percentage of ELLs
identified with a disability, 85.88% (N=146) recet/E-ALS, compared to 97.09%

(N=400) of ELL peers without disabilities (N=41RJore specifically, 34.71% (N=59) of
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ELLs identified with a disability received Conté®dsed ESL, and 51.18% (N=87)
received Pull-out English as a Second Languageoimparison, 0.24% (N=1) of ELLs
not identified with a disability received StructdrEnglish Immersion, 36.17% (N=149)
received Content Based ESL, and 60.68% (N=2&€gived Pull-out ESL.

There was a significantly smaller proportion of Elidentified with a disability
who received bilingual education than their noratlled peers (p = <.0001). Of the total
number of ELLs with disabilities (N=141), only 8®2N=15) received bilingual
education, as compared to 30.58% (N=126) of thanrdisabled peers. When
considering the bilingual models: 0.34% (N=2) ofLELdentified with a disability
received instruction in a Dual Language model; 2048l=13)received instruction in a
Maintenance model; and none of these studentsvegt@struction in an Enrichment
model. In comparison, 3.09% (N=18) of ELLs not iteed with a disability received
instruction in a Dual Language model, 17.87% (N3I@4eived instruction in a
Maintenance model, and 0.69% (N=4) received infttaen an Enrichment model.
Additional Analyses

The above data analyses fueled further inquirids aghether (a) race/ethnicity
were related to disability identification, (b) teewvas a difference in the rate of
identification of primary disability categories fet.Ls compared to non-ELLs, and (c)
students with different disabilities had differ@aicess to ALS (English or bilingual).
This required an analysis of: (a) a comparisonlatadents with and without a disability
by race/ethnicity to all other students who ao¢of the same race/ethnicity (e.g. Asian
students compared to all other non-Asian studefdsELL status of students identified

with a primary disability, and (c) ALS provided $tudents with and without disabilities.
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Race/ethnicity. When examining students with and without a disgidaly
race/ethnicity and comparing to all other studeviie were not of the same
race/ethnicity, there was not a significant diffese in the proportion of students
identified with a disability when considering: @&lrican American (p =.0127), (b)
Caucasian (p = .0565), (c) Hispanic (p = .1873)ddMNative American (p =.0571). A
statistical comparison could not be run on Pat#i@nder, as there were no students
identified with disabilities in this category. Tleewas, however, a significant difference
between the proportion of Asian students identifigith a disability from their non-Asian
peers (p = .0008). The risk of disability ident#imon of Asians was 6.47% (N=28), as
compared to nearly 12% (N=1,878) of non-Asian stisleTable 5 displays the number

and percentage of students by race/ethnicity asabdity status.

Table 5
Race/Ethnicity by Disability Status
Race/Ethnicity Disability
No Yes | Total
African American 548 94| 642

85.36% | 14.64% | 100%

Asian 405 28 433
93.53%| 6.47% | 100%

Caucasian 5,787 713 | 6,500
89.03%| 10.97%| 100%

Hispanic 7,219 9741 8,193
88.11%| 11.89%| 100%

Indian/Native Americay 597 97| 694
86.02% | 13.98%| 100%

Pacific Islander 29 0 29
100% | 0.00% | 100%
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As this table illustrates, African American studehad the highest proportion of students
within that race/ethnicity identified with a disatyi (14.64%, N=94), followed by Native
American students (13.98%, N=97), and Hispanicesttsl(11.89%, N=974).

Primary disability categories for ELLs/non-ELLs. When examining PHLOTE
students identified as ELL by the primary disal@tmost commonly analyzed for
disproportionate representation in this field efdst (DD, ED, ID, SLI and SLD), there
was not a significant difference in the proportadrstudents identified as ELL when
considering: (a) DD (p =.0212), (b) ED (p = .2874) ID (p = .2450), or (d) SLI (p =
.1843).

There was a significant difference in the propaortod ELLs identified with SLD
compared to their non-ELL peers (p = <.0001). (& (N=94) of ELLs were
identified with SLD. This is significantly highelnan the proportion of non-ELLs
identified with SLD, 34% (N=904). Figures 6 andldstrate the percentage of ELLs and

non-ELLs by primary disability.
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Figure 6: ELLs by Primary Disability
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Figure 7: Non-ELLs by Primary Disability
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As these figures illustrate, both ELL and non-Eldte identified with SLD and SLI
more than any other disability.

ALS for students with and without a disability. Students identified with SLD
received ALS at a significantly higher rate thamdeints identified with a different
primary eligibility (p = .0011). Over 55% (N=94) sfudents who received ALS were
identified as SLD. Table 6 displays the number padtentage of students in each of the

ALS models by primary disability.
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Table 6
ELLs Participating in ALS Models by Primary Disabil ity
E-ALS Model Bilingual Model
brimary | con. | Pull- |y, Dual
Disability | pased | out AOLS- Total | - U8l I Maint. |None| Total |~ %
ESL | ESL ang.
ASD 3 6 0 9 0 0 9 9 5.29%
DD 3 6 1 10 |0 0 10 |10 | 5.88%
ED 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0.59%
HI 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0.59%
ID 1 1 4 6 0 0 6 6 3.53%
OHI 5 3 0 8 0 1 7 8 4.71%
ol 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0.59%
SLI 12 26 1 39 |2 5 32 |39 | 22.94%
SLD 34 42 18 94 |0 7 87 |94 | 55.29%
TBI 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0.59%
Total 59 87 24 170 | 2 13 155 | 170 100%

Disability codes: Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASDgd?-Blindness (DB);
Developmental Delay (DD); Emotional Disturbance jEBearing Impairment (HI);
Intellectual Disability (ID); Multiple DisabilitiegMD); Orthopedic Impairment (Ol);
Other Health Impairment (OHI); Specific LearningsBlbility (SLD); Speech-Language
Impairment (SLI); Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI); Viml Impairment (V1)

As this table illustrates, the only students whoeneceiving instruction in a bilingual
model were those students identified with OHI, 8L ELD. Students identified in all

other disability categories only received E-ALSalidition, the proportion of students in
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different disability categories who did not receMeS was strikingly different. The
majority of students identified with ID, 66.66% (K] did not receive any ALS. In
comparison, 19.15% of students with SLD and 2.6%twdents with SLI did not receive
services.

As reported prior, out of 582 identified ELLs, 3@ not participants in an ALS
program. Table 7 includes the total number of sttalaot receiving ALS and their

primary disability.

Table 7
ELLs Not Receiving ALS
Primary Disability N %
SLD 18 50%
SLI 1 2.78%
ID 4 11.11%
DD 1 2.78%
No Primary Disability 12 33.33%
All 36 100.00%

Specific Learning Disability (SLD); Speech-Languadggairment (SLI); Intellectual
Disability (ID); Developmental Delay (DD)

As this table illustrates, of the 36 ELLs not reaeg ALS, 50% (N=18) were identified
with SLD and 11.11% (N=4) were identified with IBar more than half (67% N=24)

were identified with a disability.
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Chapter 5
Discussion

The purpose of this study was to investigate havdentification of and
provision of ALS to ELLs identified with a disalificompares to that of their ELL peers
without an identified disability. In addition, | nducted a review of the types of ALS
provided to these students. | sought to addresg fmnimary research questions: (a) how
did the rate of identification of PHLOTE studentghadisabilities as ELLs compare to
their PHLOTE-status peers without disabilities; \{iifJat ALS did students who were
identified both as ELLs and with a disability reeeas compared to ELL peers who were
not receiving special education services; and @evany observed differences in the rate
of ELL identification and provision of ALS relateéd recorded student characteristics
such as ethnicity/home language, language profigitavel(s), eligibility label, grade
level, and setting?
Summary of Results

PHLOTE. Analyses revealed that there was not a signifiddference between
the proportions of students with a disability idBetl as PHLOTE from students without
a disability, with approximately 14% of studententified as PHLOTE from each
population. This suggests that this school distsicequesting and recording home
language survey data with consistency for studeetstified with a disability and for
those who are not identified with a disability ts/ould be expected that similar
proportions of both groups would come from a largeority background if there is not
systematic bias against these students. This radisceites that both of these subgroups are

then eligible for subsequent language proficiersseasment to determine ELL status.
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However, due to data not provided by the schodtidisit is not known whether both
groups indeed were administered a language protigiassessment in similar
proportions or whether some students with disaslitvere exempted from such testing.
Once assessed for language proficiency howevesceegancy in ELL identification was
identified.

ELL. A significantly higher proportion of students wilsabilities were
identified as ELLs compared to students withouablities. These results suggest that
students identified with a disability are more k& be identified as ELLs. They also
suggest that it is possible that students idedtifveh a disability are having difficulty
taking the language proficiency assessments, andesult, are being classified as ELLSs.
In my experience as a bilingual teacher and eduraltidiagnostician, | have become
very familiar with language proficiency assessmamid ELL identification. In my
experience there are very few, if any, modificasion accommodations provided to
students when they are administered assessmehtastice ACCESS or LAS.

However, an alternative possibility is that ELLs awver-identified as having a
disability. The results also documented a signifilsahigher proportion of ELLs were
identified with a disability than non-ELLs. Theredoin all likelihood, both of these
types of inaccurate assessments occurred. In tovdeveal more definitive information
related to this, students’ ACCESS and LAS scorelsimiormation related to the special
education evaluation process (e.g. was the stw@hiated by a bilingual evaluator)
would need to be analyzed with consideration odietgs’ primary disability labels.

PHLOTE to ELL. A significantly higher proportion of PHLOTE student

identified with a disability were also classifiesl BLLs. This finding is consistent with
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the previous finding, indicating that disabilitygis plays a significant role in ELL
identification for PHLOTE students.

ALS provision. ELLs identified with a disability received E-ALSa@ bilingual
education at a much lower rate than ELLs withosahlilities. These results suggest that
although federal mandates are in place regarding 8k all students identified as ELL,
students identified with disabilities fail to beitéfom these services as often as their
non-disabled peers. This is an important findirspeeially given the previous
observation that a higher than expected propodf@itudents with disabilities were
identified as ELLs. In my professional practicbave noted that the difference between
special education and ALS is not always known oogaized. It is possible that a lack of
knowledge or confusion about the need for Ah@&ddition tospecial education services
contributed to the disparity in ALS provision beemestudents with and without
disabilities.

Another area of ALS disproportionality was ideicttion of students in
elementary and secondary grade levels. There wamidicant difference in the
proportion of ELLs who received ALS in grades Ké&npared to ELLs in grades 9-12.
When considering all 546 students who received Ah8 majority, or 68% of these
students, were in grades K-5, compared to merély itdgrades 9-12. These results are
consistent with the results of previous studiesiarath area of concern discussed by
earlier researchers (e.g. Artiles et al., 2005)ies et al. (2005) reported that the largest
proportion of ELLs is often found in the elementgrades, with only roughly one third

of students in secondary grades identified as Hlhe results of this study continue to



ALS for ELLs with a disability 99

support the decrease in identification of ELLsee@ndary grade levels. However, given
that not all ELLs are recent immigrants, this daseemay not be completely unexpected.

There was also a significant difference in the prapn of Spanish speaking
ELLs who received ALS compared to their non-Spasisaking peers, with 95% of
Spanish speaking ELLs receiving ALS compared to @#eir non-Spanish speaking
ELL peers. This indicates that ALS programs magéared more toward students who
speak Spanish as the availability of instructors @aterials in this language is greater
than it might be in other languages such as Na¥aees, Viethamese, Arabic or
Tagalog. Students who speak a language other thgiisk or Spanish may then be at an
even greater disadvantage for receiving ALS.

Race/ethnicity. The results suggested there was neither overnasru
representation of African American, Caucasian, Bimgp, or Native American students,
although the proportion of African American studeapproached significant (p = .0127).
The risk of disability identification of Asian stadts, however, was significantly lower
than that of non-Asian students. These findinggesgthat students are identified at
similar rates across racial and ethnic groups. iBhasvery positive discovery, especially
within a school district that serves such a divgsgulation of students. These results,
however, may prove misleading if considered indépetly of English language
proficiency. It is for this reason that the in-dephalysis presented above is so crucial to
understanding the multiple layers that exist withimeducational system. While only one
group of students from a specific race/ethnicityugentified as under-identified for
disabilities, it is evident from other results tlisis does not provide a complete

representation of disability identification throwgh the district.
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Primary disability categories for ELLs/non-ELLs. There was not a significant
difference in the proportion of students identifaslELLs when considering DD, ED, ID,
or SLI. There was, however, a significantly highevsportion of ELLs identified with
SLD compared to their non-ELL peers. While the iings for DD, ED, ID, and SLI are
promising, the results related to SLD demonstiadé the disproportionality of ELLS in
certain disability categories is still taking place

ALS for students with and without a disability. Students with SLI were
exempted from ALS at a significantly higher ratarttstudents with any other disability.
In addition, the majority of students identifiedtlviD, 66.66% (N=4), did not receive
any ALS. Both of these groups (SLI and ID) are ebtarized by language difficulties
and it is curious that these are the two group€lvhre least likely to receive native
language instruction and ESL. Students identifigth 8LD received ALS at a
significantly higher rate than students identifigith a different primary eligibility,
however, the rate of ALS provided to ELLs identffi@ith SLD was lower than ELLS
without disabilities. Furthermore, the only studewho were receiving instruction in a
bilingual model were those students identified viHI, SLI or SLD. Students identified
in all other disability categories only receivedrES. These results indicate that students
with more significant disabilities are less likebyreceive ALS, especially when this
support is being provided in their home languagé, that students identified with a
language impairment are very likely to receiveddliheir instruction in their non-
dominant language and not receive ESL instructiapaloaches.

Discussion of the Results
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As Cummins (1989) asserted, the degree to whidjulage and culture are
incorporated into a child’s educational program sgnificant factor in academic
success. The Office for Civil Rights reported tima2006, only approximately 88% of
students across the nation identified with a digglwho were entitled to ALS actually
received them (Office for Civil Rights, 2013). Imetdistrict studied, a similar percentage
(86%) of ELLs with disabilities received servic6PHLOTE students identified with a
disability receive limited second language acquisisupport and services, it is possible
that this may have a negative impact on their gt develop English and access
academic content. It might further reduce theifgrenance on subsequent language
proficiency assessments.

While the process for identifying ELLs may appear@e and direct, the accu-
racy and reliability of the information gatheredshseen called into question (Bailey &
Kelly, 2010). It is possible that parents may pdavdifferent answers to the home
language survey if language patterns in the horaagd or they move their child to
another school district (Bailey & Kelly, 2010). Thathors also reported that home
language surveys varied from state to state anab$clstrict to school district, different
guestions were asked, and the information was codéifferent ways. Furthermore,
different states often utilize different languagefiziency assessments and set different
score ranges for students to be identified as Hlhis is important when considering that
students can move into a school district and alfré@dclassified as ELL from their
previous district. As discussed previously in Cleafidne, these variables add to the

confusion of identification of ELLs and the trudidé&ion of the term, the classification
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of students, and the services provided to thegkenta based on their given label (Wolf
et al., 2008).

Also, as discussed previously, students who argiiteed as ELLs are eligible for
programs to help them develop their English preficy skills under NCLB, OCR
memorandums, and Title IV of the Civil Rights At864 (Vialpando & Yedlin, 2005).
Students who are identified with a disability aretpcted under IDEA. Though IDEA
does address students who speak languages othdgnlish, the mandates put forth in
IDEA that refer to ELLs are limited to assessmenatpces and parent interaction and
contact (Gartin & Murdick, 2005). There is no sfieainandate in IDEA for educational
practices related to ELLs, including language s&wj once a child has been identified
with a disability. NCLB, however, does require eachool district to provide students
with adequate programs to help them develop Englishiciency skills (Vialpando &
Yedlin, 2005). Similarly, Title IV of the Civil Rilgts Act (1964) supports OCR
memorandums addressing programs for ELLs, affirntiwag school districts must
support ELLs in transcending language barrierssafeiguard the participation in
meaningful educational programs.

ELLs who have been identified with a disability dreil/e been placed in a special
education setting are afforded both special edocatervices and ALS as clarified in the
Office of Civil Rights policy memorandum, "Policypdate on Schools' Obligations
Toward National Origin Minority Students With Lireid-English Proficiency (LEP
students)," issued on September 27, 1991 and nefeceTitle VI 34 C.F.R. 100.3. The
memorandum clarified that districts could not refts provide both ALS and special

education to students who needed both. Knowing ithis concerning to see that there
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were ELLs identified with a disability who were nmeteiving ALS and that this pattern
was significantly higher for students with disatms than for those without disabilities.
In addition, while OCR (2000) required ALS, it chdt mandate any specific type
or form of ALS. Programs utilized when educating E] however, must meet three
requirements established by the 1@&8istaneda v. Pickardase, which are meant to
ensure that the programs chosen are suitable @ttty 1993; Haas & Gort, 2009;
Ovando, 2003). The following three criteria wereabished for use in determining
appropriate education was being provided for sttgdeho were learning English: (a) the
school program chosen for ELLs must be based ondseducational theory; (b) the
program must be implemented with fidelity, adequas®urces, and personnel; and (c)
the program must be monitored to ensure adequstiésen language as well as in
academic areas (Haas & Gort, 2009; Ovando, 200 résults of th€astaneda v.
Pickard case did not require that schools provide bilimgacation, but it did ensure
that some requirements were met when educating Bhtghat the programs chosen
were suitable. As a result, all ELLs, regardlesdisébility status, should be receiving
adequate language acquisition support. Unfortupaied results of this study indicate
that this is still not happening as consistentlpias might hope. Out of the 582 identified
ELLs, 36 were not participating in an ALS progréd,of whom were identified with a
disability. While additional information was notgwided as to why these students were
not receiving ALS, these results do suggest thaemtudents with disabilities are not
receiving ALS. They also suggested that studernits avsabilities, especially those with
more severe disabilities, have unequitable acceb#imgual instruction. Given that this

is considered by many researchers to be of bepefiassisting ELLs to develop content
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knowledge while they are still in the process ofaleping English language proficiency,
it seems logical that native language instructi@uld be similarly beneficial for students
with the most significant learning challenges.dntf Perozzi and Sanchez’s (1992)
research suggested that children with disabilleasn faster in their more proficient
language.

Research has consistently found that CLD studertdiaproportionately
represented, both over and under, in special eiducg.g. de Valenzuela et al., 2006;
Gravois & Rosenfield, 2006; Hibel et al., 2008; &ns Orfield, 2002; Samson &
Lesaux, 2009; Skiba et al., 2006). Furthermoredtlproportionate representation of
ELLs in special education has also been identifged. Artiles et al., 2005; Donovan &
Cross, 2002; Harry & Klingner, 2007).The resultgho$ study, which focused on ELLs
specifically, are consistent with previous findireged support the assertion that
disproportionate representation continues to exi&n identifying students with a
disability.

Policy Implications

| approached this study from the perspective efsthcial construction of
disability. As discussed in Chapter One, Quetelgtted the concept aformalin the
nineteenth century by proposing that the ‘law obemused by astronomers could also be
applied to frequency distributions related to humgdhogan, 1998). With this
comparison, individuals who were determined t@beormalwere seen to have a
problem, and so began a formal system for the koarestruction of disability.

Results of this study revealed that various factantributed to the social

construction of disability for some students. Desfederal mandates, some ELLs did
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not receive ALS. Specifically, students identifigdh a disability failed to benefit from
ALS as often as their peers without disabilitieBe Type of ALS provided to students
varied when considering certain characteristich siscrace/ethnicity, disability label and
grade level. In addition, a significant differenoghe identification of ELLs, as well as
in the identification of students with disabiliti@sas revealed when compared to their
non-ELL, non-disabled peers, though the directityaf this correlation is not fully
apparent. As a result of these and other differgntbecomes apparent that change is
needed in federal policy, school district policgastablished systems, and in teacher
preparation.

Federal Policy.Although NCLB and IDEA mandate that specific seegbe
provided to certain students, they remain sepanmtiées resulting in decoupled systems.
OCR has attempted to connect the two with memonmasdand policy updates, but ELLs
identified with a disability still hover betweenetim and often get lost in the gaps.
Additionally, these students are forced to negetibé implications of being labeled as
ELLs and as disabled, resulting in yet another isgparoup that they have been
assigned to. The consequences of certain grod@in or assignment that individuals
within a society are a part of, often determine tthay can and cannot do within that
society, furthermore contributing to their real gatceived abilities and disabilities
(Jones, 1996).

As discussed in Chapter One, societies use vafamisrs to cluster people
together into groups that then define them and 8tatus within that society (Rosenblum
& Travis, 2006). Certain presumptions are then fdrthat affect the people in the

groups as well as the next generation of indiviswéto learn from these assumptions. If
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nothing is done about this, these presumptionssapgositions are perpetuated in this
manner for multiple generations, and the limitasitimat come with them are
continuously imposed on the people who are puttimse groups (Rosenblum & Travis,
2006). This continues to contribute to the limias a person might face due to group
status, and contribute to their perceived abiliied disabilities within their society.
Evidence of these limitations was revealed in tha\sis of the data in this study, and
hence, a continuation of the social constructiodisébility persists for these students. In
order to avoid further perpetuation of this isdederal mandates need to become more
cohesive and complimentary, and consider studengs'\@hole’ instead of just the ‘sum
of their parts.” While students have various neadslressing these needs in
compartmentalized ways does not address the whdtk but rather continues to isolate
each part of a child and his or her needs.

District Systems and PoliciesEach school district is subject to systems and
policies unique to their public education departmérdividual schools are even more
distinctive as a result of the community that tseye and the staff and personal
employed at the school. In general, schools haydeimented special education
programs as a result of IDEA requiring a free amgrapriate public education in the
least restrictive environment for all children l&zbwith a disability. Ideally, students are
to receive appropriate education alongside thesrpm an environment that is non-
restrictive. However, typical special educationgveoms provide scripted programs to
children in a segregated setting away from thearpevith little time for natural peer
interaction (Bogdan & Knoll, 1995). Researchershste Valenzuela et al. (2006) and

Bogdan and Knoll (1995) have questioned the valiaiitd usefulness of such programs.
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Often times these programs themselves may lead et segregation and
misconceptions about the students who are in tiespecially minority students, and do
not help to advance the students academically édenZuela et al., 2006).

Districts and schools must also provide ALS for Elds mandated by NCLB and
OCR. Klingner and Artiles (2003) asserted thatigdhhome language should be taken
into consideration when making decisions aboutahguage of instruction utilized in the
educational setting. In addition, Cummins (1988sged that a significant factor in
academic success for ELLs is the degree to whiofulage and culture are integrated
into their educational program. Incorporation ahéd’s native language into the school
curriculum along with language supports aids irdecaic success and true second
language acquisition for students in general aegiapeducation (Ruiz, 1995). It is my
experience that schools struggle with the unifaratf the mandates from IDEA and
NCLB and often prioritize one over the other. Moften than not, special education is
seen asnore importanthan ALS, or in some situatiors) equivalent provisiofor
ALS. As a result of this type of thinking, studeatg often provided with one service or
the other, and the two continue to remain dividéds, perhaps, could be seen as the
outgrowth of particular constructions of disabiltiich forefront one’s status as able or
disabled over any other characteristics that megit.

Students often receive special education and/or #hk@ugh a district approved
program, and many times, students are separatettire larger population to receive
these services. This again, results in furtheregggron for a minority group of students.
Despite evidence related to the deficiency of spnagrams, many schools and school

districts continue to point to the children in fv@grams as thproblem(Bogdan &



ALS for ELLs with a disability 108

Knoll, 1995). Bogdan and Knoll stated that “speedlication, as it was conceived and is
still practiced, attributes a child’s failure inheol to some flaw within him or her . . .
rather than inadequacy on the part of the educatiostitution” (p. 678). Dudley-
Marling (2004) asserted that individuals must perfen a certain way within an
institutional framework that requires specific tpgnfrom them and then assigns meaning
to their performance in order for their abilitiesdisabilities to have significance. When
viewed in a different context, the individual’s la&fors do not carry the same
significance or meaning (Dudley-Marling, 2004). Tduntext created by districts and
schools, as evidenced in the results of this stoaiytinues to construct disability in a
similar way and supports the notion that indeesildiities are a social construction. In
order for this to change, district systems andgoedi must evolve. Segregation must
become a thing of the past, opening up to inclusie¢hods and techniques. The needs of
students should be met within their classrooms,sandices unique to their needs should
be addressed in a more cohesive manner withoutiliiggervices overshadowing all
other aspects of their cultures and backgrounds.

Teacher Preparation.It has taken many years to create the educatigst®
that we have now (Bogdan & Knoll, 1995) and mostcadiors who are a part of that
system adhere to the beliefs and assumptions ldidral followed by it. It is a common
assumption that certain children can or cannotedftam things as a result of the label
that they are given, and educators practice ignméol by these assumptions (Molloy &
Vasil, 2002; Rosenblum & Travis, 2006). In additiceachers are not always aware of or
prepared to meet the variety of student needsehegunter within a classroom of

students. Though a teacher may have a specialikmssement or certification in a
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specific area, such as special education, theylatkyknowledge in another area, such as
language acquisition. The burden should not oelyiith the teacher to educate or

inform herself in these areas, but also with thigailnpreparation she received to become
a teacher.

Currently, most teacher preparation programs al&iotualized to prepare
educators to instruct specific populations of stislsuch as elementary or high school
students, or students with a disability. Althouga programs may provide classes in
multicultural education, ESL strategies, inclusieahniques or the provision of
modifications and accommodations to students why mead them, these methods are
typically presented in a manner that suggests gatiom or isolation of a specific group
of students and their unique needs. Teachers tawe lefit to unify the various methods
and techniques for themselves once they are iassi@dom, and this can lead to
confusion and misunderstanding of services. Thatcoction of a disability is dependent
upon the interaction that individuals have withestpeople, places, and activities in their
environment (Dudley-Marling, 2004; Jones, 1996%tifdents are interacting within an
environment that constructs disability and withctears that did not receive
comprehensive preparation, they are more likelygt@erceived as abnormal, and hence,
disabled.

Limitations of the Study

When considering race and ethnicity, the schodtidigeported the following
categories: African American, Asian, Caucasianphisc, Indian/Native American, and
Pacific Islander. Hispanic, though consideredtanieity by the US Census Bureau, was

reported separately from race for each studena Aesult, some of the students identified
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as Asian, Caucasian, African American, Indian/Na#merican, or Pacific Islander,
mayalso have been identified as Hispanic. In addition, s@udents who were
identified as Hispanic did not report a separate i@tegory. As previously indicated, the
matter of race and ethnicity, especially among &iisp and Latino groups, has been a
major topic of debate for some time (Rodriguez,®08s | did not intend to broach this
issue through the current study, | analyzed the ead ethnicity data as reported by the
district. This resulted in limitations when compayiresults of similar studies that
accounted for race categories separate from ethwigiegories.

| intended to do further analysis on specific laaxggl scoring categories based on
ACCESS and LAS language assessment results anidispaduacation setting, but the
district did not provide this data in either datdl pl was interested in analyzing any
effect language proficiency scores (e.g. Enteriagdl 1-1.9, Emerging Level 2-2.9,
Developing Level 3-3.9, Expanding Level 4-4.9, Bjiith Level 5-6.0) had on the type of
ALS received. Similarly, I intended to analyze #peecial education settings (e.g. Self-
Contained classrooms, Inclusion classrooms) eaitth whs reported to participate in and
the affect, if any, this had on ALS provision. Asegult of the absence of this data,
results from this study are limited to the largegre general populations of ELLs and
students identified with a disability.

Related to the above, this study did not reveaptiogess that was taken to
determine the type of ALS received by ELLSs, eitldentified with a disability or not,
how the services were provided, reasons for exemtom ALS, nor did | address the

fidelity with which the services were providedwlias beyond the scope of this study to
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address the effectiveness of the services or thi#ication of the individuals providing
the services.

Lastly, the results of the current study are notegalizable to all US school
districts. However, the results do provide insiigitd the ALS provided to students who
have been identified as an ELL and with a disahifita large school district with a
bilingual population, and can be analogous to singthool districts with similar
populations. The results additionally may provigteraues for future research.
Implications for Further Research

Through this study | intended to add to the redebycdocumenting the ALS
provided to ELLs who were identified with a disalyiin a large southwestern school
district with a high minority and ELL populatiort.is my hope that this information will
provide insight to parents, students, teachersjrasirators, and other individuals who
provide special education and ALS to ELLs and altbem the opportunity to consider
how these services are provided to this specifiufadion. The results of the current
study support previous findings in similar studigtsidents from diverse cultural
backgrounds who speak a primary language otherEhghsh are often misrepresented
in educational settings. While information is aghle as to the origin of this
disproportionate representation, there is still miacbe explored.

Additional research related to specific English aadond language proficiency
assessments and levels, and the resulting ALS pomg, would allow for a deeper
analysis of language proficiency assessments iargerand their function in determining
ALS for ELLs. This would also require schools tdlect and record more specific data.

Often times, data collection is driven by federad state requirements for reporting,
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when in fact, data collection should be driven iy information that is necessary to aid
in examining and planning students’ educationagpms.

An in-depth examination of the ALS provided to otk with and without a
disability, the fidelity with which the ALS is praded and the association to the type of
special education services and settings indicatedtéidents identified with a disability
would provide insight as to whether or not thesxdiess impact students’ access to and
participation in the educational setting. In additianalyses of similar data considering
the race categories identified by the US Censusd&yrseparate from ethnicity
categories, would allow for more generalizabilifyrace/ethnicity related results.

In conclusion, previous research (e.g. Artiles &ty 1994; de Valenzuela et al.,
2006) primarily investigated whether ELLs were oweunderrepresented in special
education, assuming that special education ideatitin was problematic. The results
from this study do not rule that out, but indictitat the situation may be far more
complicated. A variety of factors, including PHLO®&Ed ELL identification, may
impact a student’s identification for special edigasupport. In turn, a student’s
identified disability and/or access to ALS as aitesiay impact his or her ELL
identification. The responsibility of educatingfald is monumental, and each child is a
unique individual. Parents, students, teachersjragrators, and all involved in the
educational process should be well informed angdarexl to work together to provide the

best education possible for every child.
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Appendix A

Legislation and Litigation
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Appendix B

Terms Used Throughout Dissertation
ACCESS - Assessing Comprehension and Communicittienglish State-to-State
ALS - Alternative Language Services
CLD - culturally and/or linguistically diverse
Composition index — calculated by dividing the n@mbf students of a given racial or
ethnic group enrolled in a particular disabilityegory by the total number of students
from all ethnic groups enrolled in that same disghcategory
EFL - English as a Foreign Language
ELD - English Language Development
ELL — English Language Learner
ESL - English as a second language
FEP - Fully English Proficient
IDEA - Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
LAS - Language Assessment Scales
LD — Linguistically Diverse
LEP — Limited English Proficient
LM — Language Minority
NEP — Non-English Proficient
OCR - Office of Civil Rights
Odds/rate ratio - relative risk; calculated by dimg the risk index of one ethnic group by
the risk index of a specific comparison group

PHLOTE — Primary Home Language Other Than English
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Risk index - the percentage of a group in a categoplacement: calculated by dividing
the number of students of a certain group andaertain category or placement, by the
total number of students in that group

SDAIE - Specially designed academic instructioinglish

TESOL - Teaching English to Speakers of Other Laggs
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Appendix C

Terms Used by States to Refer to Students Who SpeaK_anguage Other than
English

ELL — English Language Learner

EL — English Learner

LEP — Limited English Proficient

NEP — Non-English Proficient

PHLOTE — Primary Home Language Other Than English
LM — Language Minority

LCD - Linguistically and Culturally Diverse

NELB — Non-English Language Background

NOM — National Origin Minority

LD — Linguistically Diverse

PEP — Potentially English Proficient
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Terms Used by States to Refer to Students Who Speald.anguage Other than English

State

ELL

EL

LEP

NEP

PHLOTE

LM

LCD

NELB

NOM

PEP

AK

AL

AR

AZ

XXX

CA

Cco

| XX x| X[ X

CT

DC

DE

FL

GA

HI

IA

ID

XXX XX [ x| >

IL

IN

KS

KY

X x| X

LA

MA

MD

x| X

ME

Mi

MN

MO

MS

MT

NC

ND

NE

XXX | X[ > | x| X[X

NJ

NM

X

NV

NY

X

OH

OK

OR

PA

RI

XX || X

SC

SD

TN

X
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XXX

VA

VT

WA
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WI

WV
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APPENDIX A. Summary of Bilingual Education Program Models
BILINGUAL EDUCATION/TITLE Ill PROGRAM MODELS & INST

RUCTIONAL TIME

its students.

A program model is the method (and services) th&idi will use to ensure that all students plaiced

Bilingual Education/Title 1l programs receive pmpnstruction. The model serves as the founddtion
determination of the number of hours a student rhegilaced in. There are 5 program models funded
the state. The five models are: Dual Languagentaance, Enrichment, Indigenous/Heritage Langu
Revitalization, and Transitional. A school may usere than one model to serve the individual neéds

by
age

Dual Language Maintenance Enrichment Indigenous/ Transitional
Heritage
Language
Revitalization
ELL/FEP/ English ELLs FEP/ English ELL/FEP/ ELLs
native speakers native speakers English native
students students speakers students
Instructional Instructional Time: | Instructional Instructional Instructional
Time: Time: Time: Time:

3 hours per day in
the home language

2 to 3 hours per day,

1 to 2 hours pe
day.

1 to 3 hours per
day.

2 to 3 hours per
day.

Required Courses:

Required Courses:

Required
Course:

Required
Courses:1 hr. of
Heritage language
and

Required
Courses:

Minimum of 3 hrs.

1 hr. of Home

1 hr. of Home

1 hr. of ESL for

1 hr. of Home

in the Home languageand 1 hr. language. ELLs language and 1

language (Language of ESL. hr. of

Arts and Content ESL/ELD

area) and 3 hrs. in

English, including

ESL for ELLs.
Optional/Additiona | Optional/Additi Optional/Additio | Optional/Addi
| Courses:May have| onal Courses: nal Courses:May | tional Courses:
1 additional hr. of May have 1 have 1 additional | May have 1
Bilingual in a additional hr. of | hr. of Bilingual in | additional hr. of
Content Area (Math,| Bilingual in a a Content Area Bilingual in a
Social Studies, Content Area (Math, Social Content Area
Science or Fine (Math, Social Studies, Science gr (Math, Social

research)

Arts). Studies, Science | Fine Arts). Studies,
or Fine Arts). Science or Fine
Arts).

Purpose: All Purpose ELLs will | Purpose All FEP | Purpose:All Purpose: All
students will be become bilingual and English students will ELLs will
bilingual and and biliterate in native speakers | become bilingual | become
biliterate in English | English and the will become and biliterate in proficient in
and the home/2nd | home language. fluent in the English and the English.
language. (Best home/2nd Heritage lang.
Model according to language.
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