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RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION IMPLEMENTED WITH ENGLISH LANGUAGE 
LEARNERS: TEACHER PERCEPTIONS AND MATERIAL ANALYSIS 

 
 

ABSTRACT 
 
In the past decade, Response to Intervention (RTI) has been adopted by many states and districts 
as a prereferral for special education. The purpose of RTI is to appropriately identify students 
who need special education services by intervening and providing extra support with the goal of 
students progressing back to grade level. There is little research on what benefits the use of RTI 
can have with English Language Learners (ELLs), but Vaughn, Mathes, Linan-Thompson, and 
Francis (2005) associate the lack of research to the fact that there has been no consideration that 
RTI programs “effectiveness” has only been studied with monolingual English speakers.  The 
purpose of this study is to gain more information and understanding about Response to 
Intervention (RTI) and its use with ELLs. This study will expand on previous studies of RTI 
used with native English speakers and ELLs. Specifically, this study focuses on teacher 
perception of two RTI programs: Corrective Reading and Scientific Learning and if they provide 
any benefits or concerns to ELLs through semi-structured interviews. In addition, the study uses 
a checklist to analyze the linguistic complexity of both programs. Results indicated that almost 
all teachers believed one or both programs were beneficial to ELL learning. Research also found 
that the various levels of Corrective Reading and Scientific Learning programs could be used 
with ELLs throughout the levels of language acquisition.  
 

Keywords: Response to Intervention (RTI), English Language Learners (ELLs), 
Corrective Reading, Scientific Learning 
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Introduction 

 English Language Learners (ELLs) are a population that has been increasing more and 

more each year. It is a population of students that come from a variety of diverse backgrounds 

and cultures. Some of these students are refugees fleeing their country while others are just 

looking for a better life. No matter the circumstance, no matter the amount of previous education, 

teachers are expected to instruct these students in a language they have never learned, maybe 

never even heard. In many cases, the classrooms these students are placed in have teachers that 

have no experience or background teaching a student who cannot speak English. This is where 

ELLs begin to fall behind their peers and slip through the cracks in our education system. 

 The solution to bridging this gap was to place ELLs in special education. This was and, in 

some cases, still is the process when teachers cannot determine if the student is falling behind 

because of a disability or language acquisition. In recent years however a new program has been 

implemented to help decrease this occurrence for ELLs and non-ELLs. This new program is 

Response to Intervention (RTI) which can be implemented in many ways with a variety of 

materials.  

Problem 

 In the past decade, Response to Intervention (RTI) has been adopted by many states and 

districts as a prereferral for special education. The purpose of RTI is to appropriately identify 

students who need special education services by intervening and providing extra support with the 

goal of students progressing back to grade level.  

The problem with this however is there is little research to show if the text and 

independent programs used in RTI are appropriate to use with ELLs. Text and independent 
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program appropriateness is a problem because there is no benefit for ELLs using the program if 

the material being used is above their academic level.  

Another problem is there is little information about teacher perceptions about RTI. 

Research has shown the purpose of RTI and if it is achieving that purpose, but there is little to no 

research about how teachers perceive the process and what benefits and challenges they note, 

especially when working with ELLs. One study by Greenfield, Rinaldi, Proctor, and Cardarelli 

(2010) focused on teacher perceptions of RTI, but had little mention of ELLs and their response 

to the program. The one time that ELLs are referred to is when discussing special education 

referrals. This is understandable because RTI can help to reduce referrals to special education 

that are made because of a language deficit, but the study does little to determine what areas of 

RTI teachers feel need to be modified for ELL students. 

The problems that will be researched were realized after hearing about the experience of 

a student while completing in-service hours for my graduate program. In this experience the 

student had arrived in the United States with no English and after a year is still struggling to 

retain language skills learned the previous day. The ENL teacher discussed that this student 

arrived at the same time as a student with similar language skills, but after a year of ENL 

services had not gained the same amount of language skills and showed some regression from 

day to day. During the discussion it was mentioned that the student could potentially have a 

learning disability, but this could not be pursued because the student was in Tier 1 of the RTI 

program. I later learned from the ENL teacher that the student was placed in Tier 1 because his 

language skills were so low that he could not be placed in Tier 2 or 3 even though the material 

these groups are learning are below grade level. 
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Purpose 

 The purpose of this study is to approach the teacher's perspective of RTI through 

interviews about the benefits or challenges ELLs face in the Corrective Reading and Scientific 

Learning programs and what linguistic features in these programs give ELL students the most 

difficulty. The implementation of RTI has grown over the years and its purpose is to intervene in 

student education before they are referred into special education. However, there is little research 

concerning the perception teachers have about the use of RTI. This study will more specifically 

focus on benefits and challenges the teachers have identified when using this program with 

ELLs. The benefits and challenges are an important focus of this study as the use of RTI is 

supposed to help to appropriately identify all students for special education. Teachers will be 

asked what potential benefits and challenges they have observed when using this program with 

students, as well as any linguistic features the teachers notice their ELL students struggle with 

most. The researcher will also analyze the text, Corrective Reading Decoding, and Tier 1 

computer program, Scientific Learning, to determine the appropriateness of the content being 

taught to ELLs. 

This study will focus on the following questions regarding ELLs and RTI: 

What are teacher perceptions of the Corrective Reading and Scientific Learning RTI program 

being used in a WNY elementary school?  

What benefits and challenges are identified by teachers using this program with ELLs?  

What language difficulties are presented in the Corrective Reading and Scientific Learning texts?  

Significance 

 The significance of this study is that there is currently little research in this area of RTI. 

Teacher perceptions will be the main focus of this study because they are responsible for 
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collecting data that would refer students into special education. These perceptions are significant 

because the general education teachers and intervention teachers are also responsible for 

implementing the program. Therefore, they have the most opportunities to work with all students 

and have developed their own opinions and ideas about how the programs are beneficial to 

students or create further challenges. Analyzing the texts and independent computer program are 

also significant. It is necessary to analyze the texts because the language and content being used 

may not be appropriate for the level ELLs are currently at. It would not be beneficial for an 

emerging ELL in grade 4 to work with a book that concentrates on language and reading skills 

from grade 3. Analysis could also provide this school with new knowledge about if the current 

program can continue to be used with ELLs. If analysis found that use of the text with ELLs was 

more detrimental to ELLs then beneficial, it would be wise for the school to consider other texts. 

The study would also analyze the independent computer program to determine if the program 

modifies its games to the level of the user or if ELLs are expected to guess answers until they get 

them correct. 

 The implications of this research could be beneficial at many different levels. The first 

implication this research could have is to bring a new perspective of RTI programs to the 

teachers and principals working in this field. This research could show teachers and principals 

working with ELL students that it is important to analyze the RTI programs that the school will 

be using to ensure that they are beneficial to all students and not just those that speak English as 

their first language. Districts, as a whole, could benefit from my research because they could 

have their team of English as a New Language (ENL) teachers analyze the programs if the 

publishing company has not already provided that information on their website.  
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This research will also bring a new perspective to the topic of RTI because much of the 

research so far focuses only on RTI or ELL success in some of the many available programs for 

RTI. Although this previous research is not a problem, there is not much of it. Therefore, an 

analysis of two RTI programs will open the door for others to begin analyzing additional 

programs, which would, eventually, bridge the gap between research on why ELLs may or may 

not be as successful as non-ELL peers in an RTI program. A perspective of RTI programs 

teachers have used with ELL students will also guide the field on modifications that could be 

made to enhance programs for all students. 
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Literature Review 

 This literature review will discuss English Language Learners (ELLs), ELLs in special 

education, Response to Intervention (RTI), assessments used in RTI, the Corrective Reading and 

Scientific Learning programs, benefits of RTI, concerns, and teacher perceptions. Another topic 

of this literature review will be text analysis because of its relation to one of the research 

questions. The information provided in this review will introduce what text analysis is, why it is 

important, and how to analyze a text.  ELLs and ELLs in special education will be discussed in 

this literature review to give a background about the group of students this study will be focusing 

on. Information about their placement into special education will be discussed because of the 

impact it has had on research and the impact it has had on this topic. RTI will also be included in 

this literature review to give the reader background about the purpose of the intervention and 

how it is implemented. To provide further understanding of the process, assessments used in 

placement, benchmarking, and progress monitoring have been included. This information is 

important in understanding how students are placed and can transition from tier to tier. The 

Corrective Reading program is a necessary part of this literature review as it is the program used 

in the school being studied. Teacher perceptions are information gathered from other studies that 

have focused on teacher perceptions of RTI. This is an important section to include because 

previous research will help guide the direction this study will take. 

English Language Learners 

 For the purpose of this study, an English Language Learner (ELL) is a student whose 

primary language is not English. An ELL can be a student born outside of the United States or a 

student born in the United States, but who does not speak English in their home. The background 

of students, which is often not considered, also plays a key role in how students learn and behave 
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in the classroom. Cultural differences and experiences are areas that teachers need to be aware of 

when working with ELLs (Rinaldi &Samson, 2008). Although it is true for all students, the 

poverty line plays a major role in academic failure, increasing the likelihood that ELL students 

will fall behind (Linan-Thompson, Cirino, & Vaughn, 2007).  

 Identification of English Language Learners. In New York State, there is a process for 

identifying ELLs, placing them in a language level and program, and assessing their progress. 

The instruments used in this process are a Home Language Questionnaire (HLQ), the New York 

State Identification Test for English Language Learners (NYSITELL), and the New York State 

English as a Second Language Achievement Test (NYSESLAT). The HLQ is given to all 

students entering school for the first time in the United States. Its purpose is to determine if the 

language spoken at home is English or a language other than English. If it is marked that the 

language spoken at home is not English, then the student begins an additional process to 

determine if English as a New Language (ENL) services are needed. There are a variety of 

scenarios that could occur, but if the student continues to the end then the next step is to 

administer the NYSITELL. The NYSITELL is an assessment that is administered to an ELL 

only once and the results are used to determine what language level the student should be placed 

in. Once placed in a level, the student will be assessed once a year using the NYSESLAT (New 

York State Department of Education (NYSED), 2016). This assessment will determine if the 

ELL stays at the language level they are at or progresses to the next level.  

English Language Learners in Special Education 

 For native English speakers, the process of being referred and placed in special education 

is much less complex than it is for ELLs. With native English speakers, data is collected leading 

up to referral and assessments are given in the primary language without concern of it being 



RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION  8 

 

culturally relevant to the child. According to Maxwell and Shah (2012), there are limited 

assessments being given to ELLs in their native language. This is a problem because assessments 

given to an ELL in English, rather than their native language, become a language test for the 

student instead of an IQ test (Zetlin, Beltran, Salcido, Gonzalez, & Reyes, 2010).  

 In recent years, there has been an increase in research of English Language Learners 

(ELL) with a focus on the misrepresentation of this group into special education placements. It 

has been found that ELLs are frequently underrepresented or overrepresented in special 

education, which is an issue because not all ELLs placed into special education have a learning 

disability (LD). According to Sullivan (2011), “federal special education law now requires states 

to monitor and address racial disproportionality, the policy does not address ELLs”. The 

misrepresentation of ELLs, however, changes from district to district. In smaller districts, it is 

more common to have an overrepresentation of ELLs, while in larger districts, ELLs are 

generally underrepresented in special education (Maxwell & Shah, 2012).  

 The most common reason for misidentification of an ELL into special education is that 

teachers have a hard time determining the difference between what is language acquisition and 

what is an LD. This is in part because both tend to do poorly when they take a test that has high 

language demands (Sullivan, 2011). Another reason for the confusion during the identification 

process is that teacher education programs are not providing teacher candidates with the 

necessary tools and preparation to teach ELLs (Ortiz et al., 2011). There is, however, a 

difference between LD and language acquisition. According to Perkins (2007), the difference 

between LD and language acquisition is that “language and learning disabilities are generally 

due to factors intrinsic to the learner, such as a neurological impairment or a problem with 

symbolic processing”. On the other hand, Damico and Hamayan (1992) explain that “second 
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language learning difficulties are typically due to factors extrinsic to the learner such as the 

language learning process itself or cross-cultural differences”. In some cases, however, the 

teacher does not refer an ELL to special education because they want to make sure the students 

have had an adequate amount of time to learn English (Rinaldi & Samson, 2008). This idea, 

however, can leave the student farther behind academically if they do, in fact, have an LD.  

 One possible solution to the misidentification of ELLs in special education is using 

Response to Intervention (RTI). According to Rinaldi and Samson (2008) it is important to 

identify and provide intervention to students early on instead of waiting to ensure that they have 

had sufficient time to learn English. ELLs are also more likely to be below reading level 

compared to their non-ELL peers, so RTI would be beneficial in closing this achievement gap 

(Ortiz et al., 2011). Using RTI can help teachers identify if an ELL should be considered for a 

referral to special education because both Tier 2 and Tier 3 students are progress monitored at 

least once a month. This means that data is being collected that will help inform decision making 

during the eligibility process. This process begins if the student does not show improvement 

during Tier 2 instruction (Rinaldi & Samson, 2008). If schools were to implement RTI then the 

misidentification of ELLs into special education could be reduced and only those needing 

services could be identified. 

Response to Intervention 

 Purpose. Response to Intervention (RTI) is a program that could potentially reduce the 

disproportionate representation of ELLs in special education. The main purpose of the program 

is to identify students that are considered “at risk” of falling behind academically. Students are 

determined to be “at risk” based on the rate they learn at and “level of performance to make 

instructional decisions” (Linan-Thompson et al., 2007). An intervention program is generally 
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made up of 3 tiers and is referred to as the problem-solving approach (Xu & Drame, 2007). 

Some programs will implement Tiers 1 and 2 then use Tier 3 as their referral into special 

education. The other option is to implement all three tiers and if the student shows no 

improvement through Tier 3 then they will be referred into special education. Placement into 

tiers is done through screening students using predetermined assessments for the program. 

Students progress from tier to tier if they demonstrate that they are not responding to the 

interventions in each phase (Barrera & Liu, 2010). Decisions are made to move a student into a 

more intensive intervention based on data gathered from progress monitoring and the benchmark 

tests that are generally given three times a year in the fall, winter, and spring. 

 Tiers. In most cases, Tier 1 intervention is implemented within the general education 

classroom. Intervention provided in Tier 1 uses evidence-based instruction because without it it 

is hard to determine why ELLs are struggling with reading (McMaster, Kung, Han, & Cao, 

2008). What is important to note, however, is how ELLs are responding to the instruction being 

given.  

 The largest difference between Tier 1 and Tier 2 is a more intensive approach to the 

instruction previously being used. Tier 2 intervention is likely to still be completed in the general 

education classroom, but will instead be small group. According to McMaster et al. (2008) the 

interventions provided during Tier 2 are supplemental to the instruction provided to students 

while in the general education classroom. This group does not need to meet every day, but 

generally meets for 30 minutes, ideally five times a week.  

 Tier 3 continues the pattern of providing students with instruction that is even more 

intense than they received in Tier 2. When students reach this level of intervention they are 
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instructed in groups of 2-3 students. Part of the intensity of instruction is that students in Tier 3 

are receiving instruction five days a week, while Tiers 1 and 2 are not required to meet each day.  

 Response to Intervention and English Language Learners. It has been clearly stated 

what the purpose of RTI is, but this new program seems to lack the bridge for cultural and 

linguistic diversity that many classrooms across the country struggle to build. In their study, 

Orosco and Klingner (2010) observed a situation where the implementation of Tier 1 with ELLs 

hindered the students’ learning because they were not provided the necessary support to grasp 

the concepts begin taught.  There is little research on what benefits the use of RTI can have with 

ELLs, but Vaughn, Mathes, Linan-Thompson, and Francis (2005) associate the lack of research 

to the fact that there has been no consideration that RTI programs “effectiveness” has only been 

studied with monolingual English speakers. With this information, it is difficult to determine 

why we have placed ELLs into these programs without consideration of how this group of 

students would respond to the various RTI programs used around the country. The research 

conducted by Vaughn et al. (2005) used the following Dynamic Indicator for Basic Early 

Literacy Skills (DIBELS) tests: Passage Comprehension (PC) and Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) 

as tests for reading ability of ELLs. PC is a test that measures reading comprehension and takes 

about 20-30 minutes to complete or ends if the student makes six consecutive mistakes (Vaughn 

et al., 2005). The ORF is a much shorter test where the students are given a short passage and 

have only one minute to read and makes as few mistakes as possible. This study was completed 

over a two-year period and found that the correlation for the use of PC and ORF with ELLs was 

quite high. 
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Assessment 

 For each RTI program, there are a variety of assessments that can be used to determine 

student placement into the program and progress monitor their learning during implementation. 

In some programs benchmarks and progress monitoring are used to determine if a student is 

improving from the instruction or showing no improvement and, in some cases, regression. It can 

be helpful when looking at the data to have graphs that provide a visual of student achievement.  

 The most common assessment seen in RTI is the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 

Literacy Skills (DIBELS) test. The main focus of this assessment is on benchmarking where a 

student scores on a specific subtest on a national level. The assessment uses this information to 

place students in one of three statuses. According to Kamps et al. (2007):  

Benchmark status indicates the student is on target for meeting grade level proficiency in

 a skill, strategic risk status means the student is falling behind and needs additional

 instruction to reach benchmark, and intensive risk status means the student is far behind

 expected performance and needs consistent small-group remedial instruction to catch up

 to the benchmark level (p. 157). 

If a student is placed in benchmark status, then they will be placed in Tier 1. A student in 

strategic risk status will be Tier 2 and a student in intensive risk status would be placed in Tier 3.  

            The Initial Sound Fluency (ISF) is a subtest from DIBELS (O’Connor, Bocian, Beebe-

Frankenbereger, & Linklater, 2010). This test is not used in all programs and is different from 

other subtests because it involves pictures. What the students must do is listen to the teacher 

name each picture. The student is then asked to pick a picture based on a given sound, but every 

fourth picture they are asked to tell what sound the picture starts with (O’Connor et al., 2010).  
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 In the study done by O’Connor et al. (2013), the Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) and Word 

Identification Fluency (WIF) subtests from DIBELS were used. The purpose of ORF is that the 

student reads a passage aloud and a score is given based on the number of words correctly read 

in one minute. Students are also only allowed one minute for the WIF where they must correctly 

read as many words as they can from a list of 100 high- frequency words arbitrarily chosen from 

the Dolch preprimer, primer, and 1st grade lists (O’Connor et. al., 2013).  

 In a study on RTI with a focus on phonological awareness and repeated reading, a 

Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF) and Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF) assessments were 

used to progress monitor students (Healy, Vanderwood, & Edelston, 2005). In the PSF 

assessment, both teacher and student participate. The teacher’s role is to tell the student words 

from the list, in order, one at a time. After hearing the word, the student tells what sounds are 

heard in each word. The teacher then marks if the student said the sound incorrectly, omitted a 

sound, or linked two or more sounds together. After one minute, a score is recorded for the 

number for words the student got correct. The NWF assessment is similar to PSF because the 

student tells the sounds of each word, but there is a major difference. In this assessment, the 

teacher does not tell the student what each word is. This is because the words given to the child 

are not real words, but are actually consonant-vowel-consonant “words” such as ‘wol’. As with 

PSF, the student has one minute to correctly name the sounds of the letters in each word and is 

then given a score. The scores from both these assessments are then compared to a benchmark 

score that determines if the student is showing improvement. This assessment is generally used 

through first grade, but as the year progresses the ORF becomes a better predictor of the benefits 

of RTI (Haager, 2007).   
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Corrective Reading 

 Corrective Reading is a program designed to be used in programs such as RTI and special 

education. This program includes two separate types of instruction, Decoding and 

Comprehension. Each instruction type has four levels: A, B1, B2, and C and all levels for 

Decoding and Comprehension provide step-by-step instruction for the instructor to implement 

the program (National Institute for Direct Instruction, 2015). The program is generally used with 

students in grade 4 and up that are struggling with grade level material. 

 Decoding. The Decoding book is used with students who struggle with letter sounds and 

reading fluency (National Institute for Direct Instruction, 2015). In book A, the focus is 

specifically on letter sounds and blends these sounds with words. When the lesson transitions to 

words, the students must use the letter sounds that they have learned to sound each word out and 

then read the word the “fast” way. The other Decoding books have multiple sections to each 

lesson, which include words and, in some lessons, sentences. Some sections require that students 

identify the sounds of underlined letters or that they repeat and spell the word after the instructor. 

Once the students have worked through these sections, they are then required to read a story and 

answer comprehension questions. At the end of the lessons in books B2 and C the students are 

given reading checkouts where they have 1-2 minutes, depending on the book, to read the 

passage as accurately as possible with the minimum word underlined. Each level has a workbook 

for the students with a lesson they must complete after each lesson. For book A, the workbook 

lesson continues to focus on letter sounds, but also work on spelling and letter identification. 

 Comprehension. The Comprehension books are used for a variety of comprehension 

skills including true-false, classification, inference, analogies, analysis, and more (National 

Institute for Direct Instruction, 2015). These books include lessons that focus on all of these 
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skills. It is common for the lessons not to be completed during one class time because of the 

amount of skills being taught and because many times Comprehension is taught after a Decoding 

lesson has been taught. Many of the skills taught in the Comprehension books require the 

students to repeat a statement made by the instructor and then answer questions about the 

statement asked by the instructor. The workbooks for Comprehension vary based on the level. In 

the lowest levels, the workbook lessons are basic, only asking students to fill in the blank at the 

end of a sentence, practice writing letters, and practice writing sentences based on a picture. In 

the higher levels, students are asked to write a story based on a picture and prompt, read a 

paragraph and answer questions identifying if the answer was an inference or from within the 

text, and many other skills.  

Scientific Learning 

 Scientific Learning is an online program that can be used three or five days a week for 

30, 40, 50, or 90 minutes, depending on the number of days selected, to enhance students’ 

language skills or reading skills (Scientific Learning, 2014). The program for reading skills 

comes with a Reading Readiness level and builds up to level 5. On the other hand, the language 

series can be split two ways, if the administrator chooses to do so. The first option for the series 

is to only focus on language skills, which would provide students with one level and seven game 

options. The second option is language to reading, which would provide the students with games 

that are similar to the ones in the language option, but the difference with the language to reading 

is that these games show the students the word too. 

 Reading. When beginning Scientific Learning’s Reading series, students are 

administered a test by the program to determine what level the student should begin at. After the 

student has completed this test, the program will return them to their homepage and they will be 
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shown a selection of games they can play for that day. Each level has six games, but not all will 

be available to the student at once. The number of games available will depend on the required 

time that the administrator has set for the student to use the program. 

 Reading Readiness is the lowest level in this series. In this level, the student is given 

games that focus on letter-sound identification. Two of the games at the level, Packing Pig Has 

Lunch and Packing Pig Goes to Work, focus on letter names and identification of both lower 

case and upper case letters. The first game, Packing Pig Goes to Lunch, has the student match the 

lower case letter with the upper case while the game tells the student what the letter is. On the 

other hand, Packing Pig Goes to Work tells the student a letter and then the student must pick 

from four letters that have been presented to them. At the beginning of the level, the student is 

only shown all lower case or all upper case and by the end of the level the letters are mixed. 

There are also two games that focus on letter sounds and two that focus on shapes and colors. 

The games that focus on shapes and colors are Hungry Tummy and Inside the Tummy, the first 

game has the student identify colors at the beginning of the level and by the end the student is 

expected to identify shapes based on size. The second game, Inside the Tummy, begins with at 

least two different color shapes and tells the student what the shape and color is once they have 

matched it to the outline inside the bears stomach. Later in the level, the student is given many 

more shapes and colors to place. In the games that focus on letter sounds, Coaster and Houndini, 

one game shows the first letter in a word and gives the sound before the student presses a cart 

and is given a word that begins with that sound. Houndini also focuses on sounds, but instead 

shows the student the word or picture of something and asks what item does not begin with the 

same letter/sound as the other items. If students are placed in Reading Readiness, they must 

“pass” these games before they are allowed to move to the next level. 
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 Reading Level 1 is where most students begin the program. At this level, the goal is to 

build vocabulary, phonemic awareness, and reading skills. The games in this level are much 

more diverse then those in Reading Readiness. In this level there are two games that focus on 

phonemic awareness, two the focus on reading, and two that focus on vocabulary. The first skill 

that needs to be practiced is phonemic awareness, which would be the games Bear Bags and 

Magic Rabbit. Both games focus on beginning, middle, and end sounds at different points in the 

level.  Quail Mail is one game that focuses on vocabulary. In this game, students are asked to 

sort words into groups. These groups are basic at first, but get progressively more difficult as the 

level continues, at this level the student is still given a picture to go with all of the words they are 

shown. The second game that is vocabulary based in Flying Fish, which requires the students to 

pay careful attention or they will miss the word they are looking for. The two games that focus 

on reading are Buzz Fly and Bedtime Besties. The game Bedtime Beasties is one of the more 

challenging games on this level because it is building student vocabulary through fill-in-the-

blank sentences. At the beginning of this level, the sentence is read to the student and the options 

they are given also have a corresponding picture for the word that is shown, but by the end of the 

level, the student is expected to read the sentence on their own. Buzz Fly, on the other hand, is a 

good introduction to reading because it begins with short 2-3 sentence stories and then asks the 

student comprehension questions about the story.  

 On Level 2 the focus turns more towards reading skills. On this level, students will still 

play phonemic awareness games, like Bear Bags More Lunch and Magic Bird, and vocabulary 

games, like Fish Frenzy, but will also focus on building reading skills and understanding parts of 

speech. The game where students will begin to learn about the different parts of speech English 

has is called Leaping Lizards. This game will start out by making analogies, which could be 
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difficult for ELLs to understand, but will later use these analogies to connect how words and 

sentences are created. Leaping Lizards may prove to be easier for students compared to Ant 

Antics which is a game where students must look at and analyze a picture, so they can then 

choose a sentence from the options given that best describes the image. This game, like Fish 

Frenzy, and Flying Fish in Level 1, require the student to pay close attention to what they are 

doing. If the student is not analyzing and reading carefully then there is a higher chance of them 

picking an incorrect answer. The last game for this level is Dog Bone, which is much like Buzz 

Fly, where the student follows along with a short reading and then answers comprehension 

questions about the reading. 

 It is at Level 3 when the games become much more challenging. The majority of the 

games on this level involve reading at least one sentence to be able to answer. When students 

reach this level they begin focusing on blends and digraphs in the game Chicken Dog, sorting 

words to their respective beginning or ending sound in the game Scrap Cat, and learn about 

synonyms, antonyms, and rhyming words in Canine Crew. In this level, the students will also 

encounter another round of Ant Antics, but this time the game is called twisted pictures and the 

sentence options are much more similar to each other. The final game on this level is Book 

Monkeys, which can be compared to Buzz Fly and Dog Bone, but the students are responsible 

for reading the whole passage and comprehension questions on their own. 

 When students reach Level 4, the focus shifts from sounds to spelling, vocabulary, and 

sentence structure. There is one game on this level that continues to work on vocabulary and that 

is Hoof Beat. On the other hand, Jitterbug Jukebox focuses on spelling words while Lulu’s 

Laundry Line and Stinky Bill’s Billboard focus on punctuation and capitalization of names and 

places. These three areas are important for all students to focus on, but are especially important 
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for ELLs to practice and better understand the language. Another important game on this level is 

Goat Quotes, which gives the students two sentences that are related to each other and the 

student must choose the best option for combining the two sentences into one. The level would 

not be complete, however, if there was not a reading game, so students complete Book Monkeys 

Book Two where they once again have to read and answer comprehension questions on their 

own. The difference with this game compared to the first in the previous level is that when the 

student is approaching the end of Level 4, the game gives the student informational charts to 

analyze and answer comprehension questions about. 

 The last and most challenging level in this series is Level 5, which also only has five 

games compared to the six that all the other levels have. When used with elementary students, 

this level is where many become “stuck” and have a hard time improving their scores in each 

game. This difficulty is because at this level the games become much more reading intensive, the 

comprehension questions become more detailed, and the students have to analyze the structure of 

an entire passage. There are some games, however, that carry the same concept as games from 

previous levels. It is likely that one game the students will gravitate towards playing is Toad 

Loader because it is the same concept as Twisted Pictures and Ant Antics. Some students might 

also prefer to play the game Wood Works because the goal of the game is to pick the correct 

sound that is heard in the word given to the player. At this level, the students are also working 

with analogies again in a game called Gator Jam, but this time it is to build their skills of 

sequencing, processing, and remembering. The last of the games are Lana’s Lanes and Quack 

Splash, which are the games that students struggle with the most and try to avoid playing. In 

Lana’s Lanes the students are reading a passage much like they did in Book Monkeys, however, 

after they finish reading the passage, the game asks detailed comprehension questions about what 
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the student has read. This should not be an issue, but many students rush through the reading or 

do not read it completely/at all and then proceed to get the questions wrong because they thought 

it would be easy. This same pattern is also seen in Quack Splash when students are given 

multiple paragraphs and asked to read them and put them in order. It does not seem like this 

direction should be a problem for students that have made it to level 5, but again students are not 

reading the whole paragraph and reading carefully, so they just click an option and hope that it is 

correct. This process repeats until changes are made and the student can begin improving again. 

Language. The language only series is made up of seven games that aim to teach 

students letter sounds and shapes and colors. Although the program has good intentions, it does 

not seem that the language only series would be most beneficial for non-ELLs and ELLs. The 

program does not seem as though it could benefit either group because the beginning level of 

each game in this series includes a voice that gives the student directions, but the problem with 

this voice is that it sounds as though it is from space, which would fit the theme of many of the 

games. It is understandable that the company would want to make these games seem as realistic 

as possible, but the inclusion of this voice makes it more difficult to understand what the student 

is being asked or what sound is being given. It also does not make sense that in this series there 

are some games that as the student progresses through the voice changes to reflect similar 

vocalizations of a native English speaker. 

The language to reading series combines some of the games from the language series 

with some games from the early levels of the reading series. In this series, students are provided 

five games that cover colors, sounds, letter sounds, and short words. Unfortunately, this series 

shares the same voice features as the language only series, which makes it difficult to understand 

the task/directions for the game. The difference with this level, however, is that more of the 
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games, four out of the five, transition the voice later in the level to reflect the tone and inflections 

of a native English speaker.  

Waterford 

 Waterford is another program that schools can use in their RTI programs, but this 

program is only for K-2. Teachers using this program can choose to focus on math and science or 

reading. If the purpose of the program is to be used in the school’s RTI program then the reading 

curriculum will be chosen, which focuses on teaching students phonics, phonemic awareness, 

comprehension, vocabulary, fluency, and writing (Waterford Institute, 2016b). This program also 

allows for versatility in the classroom because students can use the program on a computer or a 

tablet, which would allow students from all tiers opportunities to use the program. It is likely if 

districts use this program with their K-2 students it will be with the students that are currently in 

Tier 1, but if the classrooms implement reading groups or centers at another time during the day 

the teacher could choose to include this program as an independent group for students. This 

program is currently being implemented by the district, but will not be analyzed in this research 

study. 

 Use with English Language Learners. Waterford Early Learning (WEL) seems to have 

recognized the need for ELL students to have quality intervention programs. The WEL products 

are being used across the globe to help students learn and develop their English language skills. 

In the United States research has even been conducted to determine the achievement of ELL 

students using the program. The research was conducted in the Tucson Unified School District 

and included 740 kindergarteners (Waterford Institute, 2016a). The study compared both ELL 

and non-ELL students with each other and with control groups. The research found the ELL 

students using the Waterford program made greater achievements then their non-ELL classmates 
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and both ELL and non-ELL control groups (Waterford Institute, 2016a). This research implies 

that Waterford would be the best choice to implement as an intervention approach with ELLs, 

but more research would be necessary to determine these results. 

Benefits of RTI 

 Benefits of RTI with ELLs are that it allows teachers to provide students with the best 

interventions which can aide in the identification process and reduce the number of ELLs 

disproportionately represented in special education (Chu & Flores, 2011). A major benefit, in 

addition to reducing the disproportionality of ELLs in special education, is that RTI could 

remove the “wait to fail” system that has become part of the referral process into special 

education. The idea is that teachers are not referring students, both ELL and non-ELL, to special 

education until they have fallen so far behind academically that it is almost impossible for them 

to get back to grade level. However, if students are identified earlier then it may help in closing 

the achievement gap (Haager, 2007).  

Not only can RTI potentially reduce disproportionality and the “wait to fail” system, but 

Xu and Drame (2007) suggest that RTI could give ELLs intervention that would prevent them 

from having to take assessments for special education referrals that have, more than likely, 

cultural bias. Brown and Doolittle (2008) found that RTI can be much more beneficial and could 

increase student progress if the instruction is culturally and linguistically appropriate because 

without this type of instruction the disproportionality that is occurring in many districts 

throughout the country could become even greater. Creating this appropriate instruction would 

include consideration for life experiences of students and how they have used these experiences 

to help themselves learn in America. 
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Concerns 

 There is some concern when implementing an RTI program that the strategies that have 

been found to be effective with non-ELL students may not be with ELLs. However, Tam, 

Heward, and Heng (2006) have found that these strategies actually are effective with both 

populations of students. Another concern about intervention comes from Linan-Thompson, 

Vaughn, Prater, and Cirino (2006), where it is noted that more research is necessary to determine 

the long-term effects of intervention. This is a reasonable concern because RTI is still a relatively 

new concept with little research on the benefits and potential disadvantages of implementation. 

Linan-Thompson et al. (2006) also expresses concerns about how it is difficult to distinguish 

between an ELL student who has a reading disability and one who struggles with reading skills. 

This is partly because when we use assessments, we are only determining if a student has a 

disability or not, but the assessment does not give any direction as to what may be the cause. The 

concern of correctly identifying an ELL student for special education was seen in many 

resources and studies while researching RTI and its role in appropriate referral to special 

education. Unfortunately, there has not been a solution on how we can easily determine the 

difference between the two labels. While we hope and wait for more research to be completed on 

the topic, teachers will have to use RTI as a guide in determining if the student has an LD or is 

still gaining language skills.  

 Orosco and Klingner (2010) included many valid pieces of information regarding RTI 

leading into their research study, but the most realistic point may be that RTI is implemented in 

schools with a “one size fits all” mindset that does not take student population into account. This 

mind set has become the standard for many programs and assessments in education. A “one size 

fits all” education system is not what the United States needs at a time when ELL populations are 
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growing faster than in previous years. The system is remaining in a time period when the country 

was predominantly native English speakers and has not adjusted assessments and instructional 

practices to reflect the cultures and languages seen in our society today. Another area of concern 

with RTI is that the implementation of strategies is not consistent with teachers because some 

have already acquired a mindset that they have exhausted all possible strategies for a student 

(Klingner, Artiles, & Barletta, 2006). When teachers are left to choose their own practices and 

strategies the previously stated problem can occur. A possible solution to this problem would be 

for districts to choose a program for all grade levels to implement. There are some RTI programs 

that come with a script in the text which would guide the teacher’s instruction and ensure the 

intervention is being implemented properly. One such program is Corrective Reading, which 

includes a script that teachers should follow, but this is not always the case. Often teachers 

choose to modify this script to keep the students interested or to better fit the needs of the 

students using the program. This should not be a problem for students because modification is 

generally beneficial, but it is possible that the modification of this program could be detrimental 

to the learning of Tier 2 and 3 students. 

Teacher Opinions 

 With the implementation of RTI occurring within the last decade there is little research 

pertaining to teacher opinions/perceptions. One study by Greenfield, Rinaldi, Proctor, and 

Cardarelli (2010) focuses on how teachers perceive the implementation of RTI in an urban 

school district, with little focus on how the program impacts ELLs. Teachers that participated 

completed an interview and from the interview five themes were noted. Those themes were 

assessment and progress monitoring, the link between intervention and instruction, impact on 

teacher practice, culture and reform, and special education referral process for ELL students.  
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 Teachers in this study expressed the most common concern teachers face when working 

with ELLs. What was reassuring to see was that teachers understood they could not identify 

when to refer ELLs and that this could lead to more referrals of ELLs into special education than 

necessary. In an attempt to solve this issue, the teachers noted that they would try to use the 

information they did know about second language acquisition to determine if a student should or 

should not be referred.  

 A second study by Martinez and Young (2011) focused on teacher implementation of 

RTI and their perceptions of the process, but did not include perceptions while using RTI with 

ELLs in their research. This study used a specific survey that teachers were asked to complete, 

but data was included for teachers that completed at least half. Martinez and Young were able to 

collect information about RTI initiation, goal and intervention development, how intervention 

would be delivered, if the team met again to review data, and overall opinions of RTI. Based on 

the information collected in these areas, the researchers found that teachers had a mostly positive 

opinion of RTI. 

 Both of these studies provide a foundation for further research in this area. They both 

note teacher opinions and perspectives when native English speakers are concerned, but further 

research can determine if the opinions and perspectives may change when focusing on the use of 

RTI with ELLs. Unfortunately, at this time, there are no other studies related to teacher 

perspectives of RTI. This information only reinforces the need for further research in this area. 

Text Analysis 

 In the classroom, teachers are always assessing students and assigning them a reading 

level. There have been a number of reading programs that encourage this process. One prominent 

reading program is Reading A to Z where teachers pick a reading level (aa-Z) and have students 
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try to read the story. If the student does well, the teacher continues through the level, if they 

struggle then the teacher will move them down until they reach a level that is “appropriate” for 

them. Reading A to Z is an early example of how teachers should be choosing challenging text 

for their students. This program uses books that have been scored and given a level to help 

determine what reading level each child is at. When administered properly this system can have a 

number of benefits for any classroom. 

 Importance. Analyzing textbooks with any process can be beneficial for students and 

teachers. Students could benefit from the analysis of their textbooks because it could allow them 

opportunities to read and understand more challenging texts. This opportunity could lead to 

students making connections between their text and content being taught in class or even 

between the text and real word situations. Textbook analysis would also be beneficial for 

students because the challenges from the text would allow them to develop their reading and 

comprehension skills instead of struggle with concepts that are too difficult or too easy. 

 There are also a number of benefits for teachers. Similar to the benefit for students, 

textbook analysis provides teachers with the opportunity to accurately assign texts and readings 

to a student. If teachers analyze a text then they can identify the difficulty of the text and, 

depending on what type of analysis, the knowledge students must have prior to reading. This 

information will help teachers select texts for students that they are interested in and will help 

develop reading, comprehension, and higher thinking skills. Another reason textbook analysis 

would benefit teachers is because an analysis such as a text map can allow teachers to give 

students a text assignment based on purpose or theme, but at the correct reading level. 

 The idea of textbook analysis is especially important when working with ELLs. It may 

seem obvious that teachers provide ELLs with texts that are at their reading level, but ELLs in 
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intermediate grades and higher are still required to read the texts that are part of the grade level 

curriculum. In many cases, these texts are completely inappropriate for these students because 

they cannot comprehend what is happening in them, let alone understand what each word means. 

There is the possibility that the classroom conducts Guided Reading (GR) groups, but that is not 

always the case. If the classroom does however then there is a chance that the student is 

receiving texts that are appropriate for their skill level. Another possibility for students to receive 

appropriate text is during RTI. The purpose of an RTI program is to close the gap and help the 

student progress to grade level material. Unfortunately, RTI texts could also be at inappropriate 

levels for ELLs participating in the program. 

 Rubrics. Text analysis is the leveling of text in terms of readability. If a student has a 

difficult time reading a text, then it is too complex. A study by Pearson and Hiebert (2014) 

discuss three rubrics used to qualitatively assess the complexity of a text. These three rubrics 

include: Qualitative Assessment of Text Difficulty (QATD), ACT, and the Common Core State 

Standards (CCSS). The QATD is a rubric that considers the knowledge students would need to 

have already acquired to be successful reading the text rather than consider the difficulty of the 

text in various linguistic areas. The ACT is a rubric that follows the educational push for college 

and career readiness. The explanation of this rubric from Pearson and Hiebert (2014) is that the 

difficulty “sort students into levels of preparedness for college” (p. 169). This rubric comes with 

a report for each text that summarizes some of the content that has been considered a challenge 

for students that have previously used the text. Pearson and Hiebert (2014) propose that this form 

of text analysis is the best for guiding teachers on how to provide challenging texts for their 

students. 
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 The CCSS can be described as part QATD and part ACT. Texts in this process are 

assigned a grade level similar to the process ACT uses. The difference between the two is that 

CCSS takes the summary one step further and makes it one page in length and applies multiple 

approaches for determining complexity. This type of analysis does not include sorting the 

students as seen in ACT. Instead CCSS seems to adopt the QATD idea of considering student 

knowledge to ensure the student can be successful reading the text (Pearson & Hiebert, 2014). 

 Another option is for researchers to gather information about rubrics that have been 

previously used and build off of this information. In some cases, there may be rubrics where 

some information would be necessary for the research to use, but another rubric might have 

additional information the researcher needs. In this case, analyzing the components of the 

Corrective Reading texts and the Scientific Learning program would require a rubric that focuses 

more on linguistic features. Therefore, the Linguistic Complexity Checklist would be most 

beneficial to this research, but would be modified to fit the needs of this study (Shaftel, Belton-

Kocher, Glasnapp & Poggio, 2006).  

Conclusions 

 Based on the information gathered, it is clear that ELLs are commonly misplaced into 

special education, but RTI has had some role in decreasing this disproportionality. What has not 

been seen in research is if the programs being used for RTI are appropriate for ELLs. This may 

seem to be an odd direction to take research, but based on the success that has been demonstrated 

with previous studies, RTI will not completely fix disproportionality of ELLs in special 

education. With any program, there is the chance that students will “slip through the cracks” and 

RTI is not exempt from this idea. Therefore, it is necessary to analyze the programs being used 

in RTI to determine appropriateness for ELLs. RTI and the Corrective Reading program focus on 
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skills that native English speakers should have at each grade level, but do not take into account 

ELLs that can arrive in a grade level at any time speaking any language. A student that arrives in 

grade four speaking no English will not have the same skills as a native English speaker in the 

same grade or even the same skills as a student in grade two making it almost impossible to place 

into the correct tier. 

 The lack of research on teacher perceptions of RTI with ELLs is also clear. The research 

done provides a foundation with important information, but cannot provide an accurate picture 

for those working with both ELLs and native English speakers. This information shows that with 

a native English speaking population RTI is beneficial and has some areas that can be improved 

for both students and teachers. There is also research that focuses on the use of RTI with ELLs 

that says the process can be beneficial, but that information is from the researcher’s perspective 

based on the data they gathered. What is necessary now is to gather information from teachers 

that are implementing RTI with ELLs and find out what benefits and challenges they see for 

these students. 
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Methodology 

The goal of this research will be to determine teacher perceptions of RTI when used with 

ELLs. Their perceptions will include opinions about the two programs used with students in the 

different tiers and what potential benefits and challenges intervention might have as a whole for 

this group of students. This research will also analyze two RTI programs: Corrective Reading 

and Scientific Learning. These programs have been chosen because they are used by the 

participating district and the researcher has observed challenges for both programs when used 

with native English speakers. In this study, the researcher will analyze the linguistic complexity 

of both RTI programs. 

Research Design 

 This study utilized multiple methods of research, such as interviewing and content 

analysis. In terms of the interview method, this study could be classified as a phenomenological 

study. This is a phenomenological study because the interview is focusing on the perceptions 

teachers have about the two RTI programs, if the programs are beneficial to students, if the 

teachers have any concerns about these students using the program, and if there are any linguistic 

features the teachers have experienced that could be a hindrance of student learning. The second 

research method, content analysis, focuses on two different types of communication, textbook 

and computer program. The researcher used this method to analyze trends in linguistic features 

from selected lessons and levels. 

Setting 

 The proposed research will take place at a small elementary school in Western New York 

(WNY). The school is part of a larger school district that has seen a rapid increase of ELLs in the 

last five years. The district has a population of 49,219 people and its demographics are: 70.5% 
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White, 21.6% African American, 3% Hispanic/Latino, 1.9% Native American, 1.2% Asian, 0% 

Pacific Islander, 0.8% from other races and 3.9% from two or more races (Quick Facts, 2016).  

 Because this school district is so large, there are eight elementary schools spread 

throughout the district, two middle schools, and one high school. Each elementary school has 

grades Pre-K through 6, but other special services are spread throughout schools in the district. If 

students are placed in special education or an ENL program it is likely that they will not be in 

their “home” school. Within the district, there are 6,741 students in grades Kindergarten through 

12 and 7,078 when the students in Pre-K are included in the total. The number of males and 

females enrolled in the district are almost equal with 3,394 male students and 3,347 female 

students. The ethnicity of students is: 50% White, 35% African American, 6% Multiracial, 5% 

Hispanic/Latino, 3% Native American, and 1% Asian or Pacific Islander. All students in the 

district receive free breakfast and lunch because the district met the minimum level of students 

that qualify for free meals although only 69% are considered economically disadvantaged. 

 The ENL program began in one elementary building and was moved to a smaller building 

about five years ago. The current elementary school has 70 ELLs from Entering to Commanding 

levels and services these students in general education classrooms with at least one co-teaching 

period per week and standalone (pull out) services at least once a day throughout the week. The 

building is Pre-K to Grade 6 and has 446 students enrolled of which 250 (56%) are male and 196 

(44%) are female. The ethnicity of the school is 63% White, 10% Asian or Native 

Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, 9% for both African Americans and Hispanic/Latino, and 7% 

Multiracial (School Report Card Data, 2016). The school has 278 students that are considered 

economically disadvantaged, 243 students that are eligible for free lunch and 35 that are eligible 

for reduced-price lunch, but as stated earlier, all students receive free breakfast and lunch 
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because the district met the minimum level of students that qualify for free meals (School Report 

Card Data, 2016).  

As of the 2014-2015 school year, kindergarten had 15 ELLs, 27% were emerging, 13% 

transitioning, 40% expanding, 20% commanding, and one which tested as a student with 

disabilities. The number of ELL students in first grade was about half of kindergarten. In first 

grade there were 8 ELLs, two were tested as students with disabilities, and more than 50% were 

expanding or commanding while 38% were emerging or transitioning. The number of ELL 

students in second grade last year was ten with to testing as students with disabilities. In this 

grade, the majority of the students tested at expanding or commanding, 50% and 30% 

respectively, while entering and transitioning had the same amount of students at 10%. Third 

grade begins a pattern of the number of ELL students steadying and the decreasing. In third 

grade there are seven ELLs and two were again tested as students with disabilities. The ELLs in 

this grade were spread out across the five acquisition levels: 14% at entering, 14% at emerging, 

29% at transitioning, 29% at expanding, and 14% at commanding. In fourth grade there was a 

total of six ELLs, 1 was a student with disabilities, 17% were emerging, 50% expanding, and 

33% were commanding. The number of ELLs in fifth grade was seven and two were tested as 

students with disabilities. The acquisition levels were: 14% entering, 14% transitioning, and 71% 

expanding. The last grade level in this building, sixth grade, had only four ELLs and half were 

tested as students with disabilities and there are no acquisition levels reported. (Data.nysed.gov, 

2016) 
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Sample 

 The intended participants of this study were general education teachers and intervention 

teachers that work with ELLs during RTI. The subjects of this study are six teachers including 

Intervention and General Education teachers. Participants will be both male and female. 

Participants. For the purpose of this study, general education teachers will be from 

grades 2 through 4. General education teachers will be included in this study because in some 

cases the general education teacher will provide intervention to tiers 2 and 3 or will monitor tier 

1 students’ use of the independent computer program. The intervention teachers will be included 

because they are providing intervention to the tiers of students that the general education teacher 

is not servicing. The intervention teacher will also be included in this study because they have 

the greatest understanding of the programs being used, how students are placed in each tier, and 

how students respond to the program. There will be four general education teachers included in 

this study and two intervention teachers; all participants are over the age of 18. Educational 

background for participants range from an Associate’s degree to a Master’s degree with 

additional hours. All of these teachers have at least nine years of teaching experience as a 

classroom teacher or teaching assistant. The experience the participants have with RTI varies 

from participant to participant. Many have been teaching intervention groups for at least five 

years, while one teacher is in their first year of providing RTI services. 

Data Collection 

 The research in this study will be a qualitative method. In this research, the instruments 

used will be an interview and text analysis. The interview will measure teacher perceptions of the 

school’s RTI program and the benefits and challenges it may possess for ELLs. The text analysis 

will focus on linguistic complexity of the Corrective Reading and Scientific Learning programs.  
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Interview. One of the instruments used in this study was an interview. Each participant 

took part in an interview with the researcher. Each interview was semi structured and informal 

because the questions were asked in a particular order, but with the goal of producing a 

conversation about the question (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2015). When creating interview 

questions, the researcher included background questions, experience questions, and opinion 

questions. These types of questions were all included in the instrument because background 

shows the scope of participants and how perceptions are related or unrelated to their 

backgrounds. Experience was also included in the instrument questions because teacher 

experience can provide explanations for why each teacher had the perceptions that they did. The 

last type of questions included, opinions, are necessary to conduct this study and answer some of 

the research questions. The interview questions were developed by the researcher. Some 

questions, such as educational background, were developed from previous research. The 

interview questions about Corrective Reading and Scientific Learning were developed by the 

researcher based on the research questions and previous knowledge of the two programs. 

I chose to start my interview with questions about the teachers educational and 

professional backgrounds to develop a better understanding of the teacher’s perceptions on RTI. 

This idea may not seem completely reasonable, but their responses about their educational and 

professional background could inform the research if the teachers are not fully trained to work 

with ELLs or if these teachers do have a good understanding of what tools ELL students need to 

help them be successful. Next, I chose to focus on the experience each teacher has had with 

implementing RTI because it has been my experience that there are teachers in the district that do 

not understand what the purpose of Scientific Learning is and also do not feel that Corrective 

Reading is improving student learning. To follow up the question about the teacher’s experience 
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with RTI, I chose to inform them that previous studies have found that RTI is beneficial in 

identifying ELLs that need special education services. I then chose to ask if the teacher has seen 

similar results with their use of RTI and if they agree with the statement because not all 

programs may experience the same results. These questions all lead to the main purpose of the 

interview, which is to determine how these teachers feel about the RTI programs their school is 

currently using. It is also made clear to the teachers to give opinions about the programs based on 

its use with ELLs, so that their opinions do not reflect how native English speakers respond. The 

final interview question was chosen to bridge the data from the interview with the date collected 

from the text and computer program analysis. It would be interesting to see if teachers notice any 

linguistic features that their ELL students may struggle with. This question could also reflect 

how teacher experience and training to work with ELLs is essential. The information gathered 

from the interviews will provide teacher educational background and experience in addition to 

their perceptions of RTI, specifically Corrective Reading and Scientific Learning, when used 

with ELLs. 

Text Analysis. The second instrument in this study was a checklist of some linguistic 

features to analyze the complexity of the text. This checklist was used to identify how many of 

each feature are found in selected lessons and games. The original checklist included many 

linguistic features as well as features for mathematical vocabulary and American holidays and 

cultural events (Shaftel, Belton-Kocher, Glasnapp, Poggio, 2006). For this reason, the researcher 

chose to remove the mathematical vocabulary, American holiday and cultural events, and three 

other linguistic features from the list that did not pertain to this research study. The number of 

linguistic features found was then used to determine if the lesson/game is above student 

linguistic levels. This checklist included: total number of words, sentences, prepositional 
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phrases, relative pronouns, slang or idiomatic phrases, homophones, passive voice, complex verb 

forms, infinitive verb phrases, pronouns, and comparative constructions. The checklist focused 

on five stories from levels B through C of the Corrective Reading program. These were the focus 

of the checklist because of the complexity of words used within the stories and sentence 

structures. Corrective Reading uses fictional stories to help students practice fluency and 

comprehension. In some cases, these stories include names and words that are made up or are 

beyond the students’ linguistic level.  

 The researcher also analyzed the computer program Scientific Learning. This program is 

a bit more complex in the way text is presented. In some cases, the program focuses on linguistic 

skills while in other levels it focuses on reading comprehension and text organization skills. For 

this reason, the researcher used the checklist on short readings that are included in the level that 

the most ELL students are placed on. This allowed for an analysis of the complexity of the text, 

which the researcher had observed non-ELL students struggling to understand. Additional levels 

were considered for analysis based on the length of reading passages. These additional levels 

were considered because they contain complex reading passages, but because of the shorter 

length, the linguistic features were not as complex as in the higher level. In the case of Scientific 

Learning, ELLs may struggle because they could be unfamiliar with the words or stories because 

they have not learned about a concept or experienced it personally. 

Procedure. As stated previously, this research took place in an elementary school in 

WNY that implements RTI with ELLs. Prior to any beginning research, the researcher obtained 

consent from all participants. Although all participants are over the age of 18, this study still 

requires that they participate in an interview with the researcher, so written consent was 

obtained.  



RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION  37 

 

 For the interview, the researcher contacted the school principal via email for permission 

to conduct the research with general education and intervention teachers. Once the principal had 

given consent the researcher contacted all general education and intervention teachers in the 

building with an explanation of the research to be conducted. Once teachers had agreed to 

participate, the researcher began scheduling times to meet for the interview. The researcher 

accommodated request times for each interview as best as possible. Prior to the start of the 

interview, the participants were given a written consent form. The interview then took place at 

school, one-on-one, lasting 25 to 30 minutes. To ensure that interview responses are documented 

correctly, the researcher used a recording device.  

 The second part of this study was to analyze the Corrective Reading texts and Scientific 

Learning program. For this portion of research, the researcher gained consent from the principal 

to access the multiple texts and computer program. Consent was necessary because these 

programs are property of the district where this research took place. The researcher analyzed five 

lessons from levels B and C of Corrective Reading and then analyzed Levels 3 on Scientific 

Learning. The analysis of each textbook took place over multiple weeks as the researcher did not 

have exclusive access to each textbook. When the textbooks were not in use the researcher 

examined the lessons and analyzed the complexity. The procedure for analyzing the Scientific 

Learning program was a bit more flexible as it is a computer program that can be accessed any 

time. This analysis occurred over multiple days as the content of each game is constantly 

changing and not all games are available on the same day. 

Data Analysis 

  Interviews. Following the completion of the interviews, the responses were analyzed 

and placed into categories based on teacher perceptions. Each question was compared across 
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interviews and the answers were recorded. Once the answers had been compared, the researcher 

looked for common themes between teachers’ answers. 

 Corrective Reading.  For this portion of the research, the researcher chose to analyze 

five lessons from three of the Decoding Corrective Reading levels. In the B1 and B2 level books 

it was decided that lessons 35 through 39 would be analyzed because they are the lessons in the 

middle of each book. This is important to note because some students might be placed in Tier 2 

or 3 during the school year, so they may not begin the program at the beginning of the book, but 

rather in the middle of the level. This reason is also why lessons 91 through 95 were selected for 

analysis in Level C.  

 For each lesson, the Linguistic Complexity Checklist was used to determine how 

complex these readings may be for English Language Learners (ELLs). The first step was to 

compile the data from the checklists for each lesson. This step in the analysis allowed for a side-

by-side comparison of each level using an Excel spreadsheet. This comparison proved to be 

beneficial as there were many notes made about each level of the program. 

Scientific Learning. To begin the analysis, the researcher had to decide which levels 

would be analyzed. When making this decision, the number of ELLs in each level of the program 

had to be considered. After compiling this information, it became clear that the level that most 

ELLs are working at is Level 3, so that is the level that has been analyzed. Once it was clear 

which level would be analyzed, the games then had to be chosen to analyze. The researcher 

chose which games based on if the game required the student to read short passages, which led to 

the analysis of Hog Hat Zone and Book Monkeys. 

The analysis of this program followed similar steps as those used for Corrective Reading. 

Although there were only two games analyzed from one level, those games were analyzed twice, 
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once at an early level and once at a late level. What early level and late level means is that the 

game demo allows for a user to experience what a student beginning the level would have to 

complete compared to what the game will be like when the student has improved their skills. 

Therefore, the analysis of the Scientific Learning program has three steps: analyze early level 

against late level, analyze Hog Hat Zone with Book Monkeys, and remove any linguistic areas 

that received zeros. The extra step of analyzing the early and late level is necessary to determine 

how much more difficult the level becomes as the student moves through the game. 

Validity 

 The interview portion of this research will be valid because the data collected will be 

appropriate, meaningful, and useful as per the definition given by Fraenkel, Wallen, and Hyun 

(2015, p. 453). The data collected during interviews will also be valid because questions were 

developed from previous studies using interviews and from information gathered from literature. 

From the data gathered during interviews, the researcher will be able to infer if the data is 

appropriate because it will be related to the topic of research. Questions asked to participants 

during the interview will be related to English Language Learners, Response to Intervention, and 

how English Language Learners respond to Response to Intervention. Interview questions will 

also include questions about the participant to increase the meaningfulness of their responses. It 

is necessary to gather this information during the interview process to ensure that participant 

responses are knowledgeable and have some experience or training with Response to 

Intervention and English Language Learners. If the interview were to only ask questions about 

Response to Intervention and English Language Learners, the results may not be considered 

reliable because there is no information to show where the opinions in these responses were 

coming from. The data collected in this study will also be useful in encouraging further research 
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in this area. It could also be useful in modifying the Response to Intervention for the 

participating school depending on the results of the study. 

 The text analysis portion of this study will also be valid because the results will provide 

meaningful inferences. Results from each analysis could infer that the participating building may 

need to consider a new Response to Intervention curriculum that will fit the needs of all students 

including English Language Learners. On the other hand, it could provide meaningful 

information that the current curriculum is providing English Language Learners with enough 

challenging content to be considered beneficial. The results of each program analysis will also 

prove useful for driving further research and informing the participating building. 
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Results 

 Interviews. The interviews provided both positive and negative findings about each 

program. It was also found that some teachers had no experience with one or both programs 

while others had experience with both. There were also some eye-opening responses based on 

lack of training or experience. 

 The majority of teachers interviewed had received a Master’s degree, while one had plans 

to return to school to receive a Master’s, and another had only an Associate’s degree. All 

teachers interviewed had more than ten years of experience as a classroom teacher or as a 

teaching assistant. Those that were teaching assistants had previous experience working as an 

assistant in special education classrooms or in inclusive settings as an assistant to a Consultant 

Teacher. Teaching assistants are also used in the intervention program as the intervention 

teachers. One concern was that many of the teachers responsible for working with ELLs had 

little to no coursework or training to work with these students. One teacher had previously taken 

some summer courses with readings that were helpful, a second teacher has taken a course on co-

teaching as an English as a New Language (ENL) teacher is now set to work in the classroom 

with this teacher during a lesson, and a third teacher had taken several workshops and taught four 

to other teachers. However, many of the other teachers interviewed had not taken any 

coursework or trainings on how to teach ELLs, but had signed up for a course that will be given 

this spring.  

 The teachers interviewed have experience teaching one or two intervention groups. The 

general education teachers interviewed appear to teach only Tier 2 groups, while the intervention 

teachers are responsible for Tier 1 or Tier 3. Teacher experiences, in terms of intervention, range 

from one year to nine years. 
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 The overall opinion of Response to Intervention (RTI) and its use with ELLs varied from 

teacher to teacher. Some teachers agreed with the research, Teacher 4 stating that they had one 

ELL placed into special education after moving through the tiers of the intervention program. 

Teacher 2 and 3 both felt that the RTI program worked for ELLs as it did for native English 

speakers, where many students moved back and forth from tier to tier with some being referred 

to special education. One teacher disagreed with the opinion of RTI helping ELLs. This teacher 

felt that instead of trying to hear the phonics sounds, the students are instead trying to memorize 

the sounds. Overall, the teachers gave the feeling that they were not sure of how well the 

program worked for ELLs, but that it had the potential to show the same results that research had 

found. When asked if they agreed with the statement about RTI having a positive impact on the 

proper identification of ELLs into special education many of the teachers responded that they 

were not qualified, did not have enough experience, or did not know. 

 The opposite reaction was found when specifically asking about Corrective Reading. For 

this program the response was generally yes or that it was effective. Some teachers noted that 

they liked the repetition that came with the program, but that the script did not allow for much 

deviation. Teacher 4 felt that the benefits for ELLs in this program were that it strengthened and 

reinforced student decoding and phonics skills. These benefits were reinforced by Teacher 2 who 

expressed that ELLs benefit from the repetition of the language and comprehension. There were 

some concerns expressed by teachers however. The main concern was that some of the stories 

were “weird” and that students, especially ELLs, could not relate to them. One teacher gave 

examples stating there are “talking dogs, mustard containers from Mars”, but another teacher 

feels that, although the stories are strange, they help hold student attention. Another concern that 

both Teacher 2 and 3 had was placing students, especially ELLs at the right level. These teachers 
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expanded to explain that when students are benchmarked they are not always put at the level and 

lesson that they need to begin at, but may be put with a group that is on a level and lesson close 

to where the student tested. A final concern came from teacher 5 who felt that the Corrective 

Reading program should include more writing responses for students in the older grades. This 

teacher felt that as the program stands, the questions are taken from the text and are too low 

level. Teacher 5 also mentioned that the program does not align with Good Habits Great Readers 

and students’ growth is not supported. 

 When interviews reached the question about Scientific Learning it was surprising how 

few teachers had enough experience to comment on the program. Many of the findings in this 

section came from the intervention teachers who have received training on the program. Based 

on this information, these teachers commented that they do like the program and it could have 

benefits for ELL students, but felt that the program was not for everyone. It was explained that 

when a student first begins the program they are given a placement test to determine what level 

they will begin on. The purpose of this test is that the students work at their level and not above 

or below, but in some cases the teachers will change the level if they feel it is not the right fit for 

the student. One teacher referred to the program as it “keeps the kids busy” while Tier 2 is taking 

place. The benefits that were noted by one teacher were the linguistic skills that are explained by 

the program website: vocabulary, phonics, phonemic awareness, and grammar. There were some 

concerns teachers found. Teacher 6 noted that the program starts ELLs at the very beginning of 

phonic instruction. Some noted that the students do not like going on the program or they 

become bored with the games they are playing. The same teacher also commented that when 

walking by students on the program there were things that the teacher did not like to see, 

including some students working above their level and other students working below their level. 
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Another concern was that ELLs using Scientific Learning are not learning conversational English 

and children do not practice speaking. On the other hand, another teacher had no concerns about 

ELL students using the program because this teacher said they are placed based on their skill 

level. The intervention teachers brought up concerns from their perspective of the placement test 

wondering if the equipment ELL students are using impacts how they score, if they are 

understanding the questions being asked, and if they are hearing those questions correctly. 

 When teachers were asked if there were any linguistic features that would provide a 

challenge of difficulty for ELLs there were few responses. One teacher responded that ELLs 

have “lots of difficulty with grammar, usage and homophones”. There were some responses to 

teachers having a chance to experience the Scientific Learning games. What was found was that 

some games do not give the students enough directions when they begin playing a game or do 

not give them shortcuts, like where to find the button to receive questions. Some other problems 

teachers noticed when they played was that the games were monotonous. One teacher did 

wonder how ELL students perform and understand a game called Twisted Pictures which gives 

the student four sentences with the same structure, but small changes to detail and asks them to 

match the sentence with the picture. The teacher wondered if this game would be difficult for 

ELLs because as seen below the game provides students with a picture and four sentence 

options. These sentences were a concern for the teacher because of the small details that are 

changed in each sentence and the structure of the picture description. The picture below is an 

example from the early part of the level and demonstrates how small changes are made in each 

sentence. The teacher was concerned about these small changes and also about how the 

sentences reference an animal doing two different actions. 
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Figure 1 
Twisted Pictures 

 

 Corrective Reading. The findings from the analysis of the Corrective Reading program 

provided many answers about the program, but also brought some concerns into perspective. 

When analyzing the Corrective Reading levels there was one linguistic area that four out of the 

five lessons analyzed did not have: prepositional phrases. The one level that did had only one 

prepositional phrase, so it was determined that this linguistic area did not cause any linguistic 

difficulty. The following paragraphs and figures will demonstrate and further explain the 

analysis of the program. 

In terms of level B1, it was found that some stories were broken down over multiple 

lessons and as the story evolved, each lesson added anywhere from 18 to 42 more words. It was 
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also found that the lowest number of words in a lesson came in lesson 39, which was the last 

lesson analyzed, and the most words in a reading was in lesson 38. It can be assumed that this 

drop in word count is because a new story was beginning, but further analysis of the level would 

need to be done to prove this theory. However, this pattern of increase did not continue through 

the other linguistic features on the checklist. Instead, many of the other features displayed 

consistent results from lesson to lesson.  

One section that had slightly larger differences was the complex verb section. For this 

level, the results jumped from four to nine down to two and then up to seven. This was 

concerning because this level is used with many ELL students with lower proficiency levels. 

With this in mind, just a few complex verbs could be challenging for these students in a positive 

way, but more than that could become frustrating, especially if the meaning of these verbs is 

unclear to the students.  

Another area of concern when analyzing this level was that lessons 36 through 39 all had 

more than 10 homophones with levels 36 and 37 having 18 each. This was a major concern 

because homophones provide a challenge for many native English speakers, especially in grade 

2-4, and can be an even larger challenge for ELLs. It was also noted that the number of infinitive 

verbs increases throughout the levels analyzed, but this may not be too much of a concern unless 

the infinitives are used with other verbs. It was reassuring to see, however, that the number of 

slang/idiomatic phrases, passive voice, and comparative constructions were relatively low with 

the most between the three features being five slang terms found in lesson 35. In addition, the 

number of pronouns and relative pronouns decreased over the lessons that were analyzed. 

Overall, it would be recommended to that this level be used with early level Transitioning ELLs, 



RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION  47 

 

but could be considered for use with ELLs that are Emerging, but have strong enough reading 

and comprehension skills. 

Table 1 
Corrective Reading Level B1 
 Number 

of 

Words 

Number 

of 

Sentences 

Prepositional 

Phrases 

Relative 

Pronouns 

Slang/ 

Idiomatic 

Phrases 

Homo-

phones 

Passive 

Voice 

Complex 

Verbs 

Infinitive 

Verbs 

Pronouns Comparative 

Constructions 

B1 

35 

487 59 0 6 5 9 2 4 3 63 0 

B1 

36 

505 55 0 6 1 18 3 9 3 54 3 

B1 

37 

547 68 0 6 0 18 2 9 5 58 0 

B1 

38 

577 41 1 4 2 16 0 2 5 48 1 

B1 

39 

425 41 0 5 0 13 1 7 8 22 2 

 

 The analysis of level B2 provided some similar results as those found in the analysis of 

level B1, but also displayed different challenges. One of the differences in this level is that there 

were three lessons that had no comparative constructions. This was a surprise because B2 should 

be a level with more challenging linguistic features, yet it has less than those found in B1.  

  Another difference in B2 is that in this level the word count does not steadily increase, 

but instead increases and decreases, but the sentence count matches the pattern of the word 

count. In this level, the stories from lesson to lesson follow the same pattern as in B1 where the 

story begins in one lesson and continues over multiple lessons. This seemed to play a role in the 

word and sentence count, but does not seem to have an impact on any other linguistic features. 
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 When comparing the results of each lesson, a major concern was the increasing number 

of complex verbs from lesson to lesson. At the lowest point, the number of complex verbs in a 

reading passage was 7, but at the most, lesson 38, there were 24 complex verbs. This is a concern 

because complex verbs include two or more verbs and could be in a variety of tenses. The 

number of complex verbs becomes a concern when working with ELLs because the conjugation 

of some verbs is much less complex than others, so when more complex conjugations are placed 

together it can drastically increase the frustration levels of readers. Complex conjugations are 

frequently seen in the complex verbs used in this level. 

 A positive note about the analysis of B2 is that the number of slang/idiomatic phrases 

decreases from lesson to lesson. In the first lesson analyzed there were five recorded idiomatic 

phrases and slang words, but only one word/phrase recorded in lessons 38 and 39. The 

importance of the decrease in this linguistic feature is that slang and idiomatic phrases are 

relevant to the culture they are being used in. Although some terms and phrases may be 

universally known, there are many more that are unique to each country. Therefore, the decrease 

in each level is notable because it lessens the likelihood of ELLs struggling with comprehension 

of related details because the whole paragraph had not been culturally relevant.  

 In this level the number of homophones increased drastically from lesson 35 to lesson 36. 

At the highest point, the number of homophones recorded in a lesson was 12. The number of 

homophones in this level is concerning because of the difficulty homophones present to native 

English speakers let alone the difficulties ELLs will face. It was noted that the remaining 

linguistic features varied from lesson to lesson. The decrease in numbers at lesson 38 is likely 

because the level is shifting from one story to a new one.  
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Table 2 
Corrective Reading Level B2 
 Number 

of 

Words 

Number 

of 

Sentences 

Prepositional 

Phrases 

Relative 

Pronouns 

Slang/ 

Idiomatic 

Phrases 

Homo-

phones 

Passive 

Voice 

Complex 

Verbs 

Infinitive 

Verbs 

Pronouns Comparative 

Constructions 

B2 

35 

653 81 2 9 5 2 6 7 7 93 0 

B2 

36 

645 69 7 5 3 9 8 16 9 76 2 

B2 

37 

663 72 2 7 5 12 2 15 5 116 0 

B2 

38 

536 60 1 5 1 6 5 24 1 94 0 

B2 

39 

615 76 2 1 1 7 3 7 5 79 1 

  

The last level that was analyzed in the Corrective Reading program was level C, which is 

the most advanced level in the program. The analysis of this level found many linguistic features 

that would provide difficulties for ELLs, such as infinitive verbs, homophones, and complex 

verbs. On the one hand, there is the word count, which, as expected, is higher than the reading 

passages found in levels B1 and B2. However, there are some passages in this level where that is 

not the case. For this analysis, three out of the five lessons received a word count above 700, 

with a fourth lesson falling just below that number. What was most shocking in this analysis was 

the fact that there was one passage analyzed that did not reach even 400 words. Although it is 

unclear why the number of words per passages varies at times, it is clear that the majority of the 

time the length of passages remains consistent, but challenging. 
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 This level provides a greater challenge to readers in the form of verbs. Based on the 

analysis, this level had a high number (more than 10) of complex verbs in all but one lesson and 

also had a high number of infinitive verbs in all but two lessons. The impact of a high number of 

complex verbs has previously been stated when reviewing the findings for level B2. However, 

these verbs would create a challenge for ELLs that are unfamiliar with irregular verbs and their 

conjugations. The number of infinitive verbs could have a smaller impact on ELLs, however, 

these verbs may cause confusion if the student if not familiar with infinitive verbs. There was 

also one lesson in this level where the number of passive voice was far above the number of the 

other four lessons. The 23 occurrences of passive voice in lesson 39 is a concern because many 

times passive voice are also complex verbs for the irregularity of some verbs. 

 A major concern of this level is the number of homophones found in each lesson. In some 

cases, the homophones are small words, such as do, see, be, and by, but in other cases its words 

like: to, two, there, their, your, here, knew, and where. Although all homophones can cause 

misunderstanding the latter words are likely to be the source of ELL frustration. Another reason 

that the number of homophones is a concern is because students only begin to learn about 

homophones in second grade. It is not likely that students in second grade would be placed in 

this level, but it is possible that a fourth grader be placed in this level. In this case, an ELL in 

fourth grade could be placed in this level based on their benchmark scores, but could struggle 

with comprehension because they are unsure of the meaning of the homophone.  

The number of comparative constructions from lesson to lesson was interesting because 

the first two lessons had a relatively high number of comparative constructions and the 

remaining lessons had 0 to 3 comparative constructions. A high number of comparative 

constructions is important to note because of the complexity they bring to the sentence it’s used 
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in. Based on the findings from this level, it would be recommended that this level be used with 

ELLs that are Expanding or Commanding to ensure that the students are challenged, but not 

exasperated by the readings. 

Table 3 
Corrective Reading Level C 
 Number 

of 

Words 

Number 

of 

Sentences 

Prepositional 

Phrases 

Relative 

Pronouns 

Slang Homo-

phones 

Passive 

Voice 

Complex 

Verbs 

Infinitive 

Verbs 

Pronouns Comparative 

Constructions 

C 

91 

781 58 2 9 2 23 6 17 7 70 7 

C 

92 

904 79 2 11 1 29 6 18 16 104 5 

C 

93 

712 52 3 13 0 24 23 29 10 47 0 

C 

94 

697 68 2 4 0 21 8 17 12 78 1 

C 

95 

349 23 3 3 0 16 5 7 5 10 3 

 

Scientific Learning. The findings for the games that were analyzed in Scientific 

Learning were a bit more complicated than those found in Corrective Reading. Scientific 

Learning was more complicated because each game provides more than one reading per timed 

playing period. With this knowledge in mind, the researcher chose to analyze each game based 

on the first reading provided. This decision was made because many of the linguistic features 

were the same for each reading passage. 

As seen in the table below there are many linguistic features that are not present in the 

games. It is important that there are not features such as comparative constructions, complex 



RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION  52 

 

verbs, and passive voice. The importance of the comparative construction being absent from the 

reading is that ELLs are not overwhelmed by the complexity of the sentence. When comparative 

constructions are used some ELLs have difficulty comprehending which part of the sentence is 

being compared. This results in the student losing meaning from the sentence which could alter 

their overall comprehension of the paragraph or story.  

The absence of complex verbs and passive voice play an equal role in reading 

comprehension that comparative constructions played. The difference, however, is that complex 

verbs and passive voice could present difficulties for ELLs because of the conjugation of 

different verbs. If these two linguistic features used regular verbs, then the concern would be 

much less, but quite often that is not the case. Generally, when a sentence contains passive voice 

there is an auxiliary verb, which many do not conjugate to look the same as their original verb, 

and a past participle, which can present the same problems as an auxiliary verb. This same 

problem is seen in complex verbs, but can be even more difficult for ELLs because of the use of 

two or more verbs. 

The positive aspect of this point in the level is that there are not many linguistic features 

present that would cause difficulty or frustration. The one linguistic feature that could be 

responsible for these feeling would be homophones. However, this game had only three 

homophones and only two of those could cause confusion, to and there. These two words could 

be a reason for concern because they are often used in the English language and each has two 

other words that sound the same, but have very different meanings. 

Based on the analysis, there are small differences between an early level game and a late 

level game. It makes sense that the number of words in the later level reading would be larger 

than the number of words in the early level reading. The sentence count drops one in the later 
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level because the students are reading longer and slightly more complex sentences. There is also 

an increase seen in homophones, passive voice, and complex verbs at the later level. Although 

homophones are a concern when working with ELLs the five found in the later level can be 

explained easier than those found in the early part of the level. Based on the information 

gathered from the analysis, this game would be appropriate for ELLs at the Emerging level. 

Table 4 
Scientific Learning Hog Hat Zone 
 Number 

of 

Words 

Number 

of 

Sentences 

Prepositional 

Phrases 

Relative 

Pronouns 

Homo-

phones 

Passive 

Voice 

Complex 

Verbs 

Infinitive 

Verbs 

Pronouns Comparative 

Constructions 

Hog Hat 

Zone 

(early) 

27 3 0 1 3 0 0 0 4 0 

Hog Hat 

Zone 

(late) 

52 2 0 0 5 2 2 0 5 0 

 

 What was found when Book Monkeys, the second reading game on Level 3, was 

analyzed was that the results for each part of the level reflected much of the same results that 

were seen in Hog Hat Zone. Once again in the early part of the level there were no comparative 

constructions, passive voice, or complex verbs. The difference in this level, however, is that 

there were still no complex verbs or passive voice found later in the level, but there were some 

infinitive verbs used. 

 It was observed that the number of words per passage was a few words more during the 

early part of the level compared to the later part. This is interesting to note because it is not a 

large difference, but when compared with the other results from the game it creates questions 
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about what challenges the game provides and what skills it should be building on as the student 

improves. These same questions are brought about when the number of sentences is observed. As 

seen with the word count, it is a small difference, but shows that at the later part of the level there 

are shorter, less complex sentences than in the early part of the level. 

Table 5 
Scientific Learning Book Monkeys 
 Number 

of 

Words 

Number 

of 

Sentences 

Prepositional 

Phrases 

Relative 

Pronouns 

Homo-

phones 

Passive 

Voice 

Complex 

Verbs 

Infinitive 

Verbs 

Pronouns Comparative 

Constructions 

Book 

Monkeys 

(early) 

63 6 2 0 2 0 0 0 5 0 

Book 

Monkeys 

(late) 

60 7 0 0 4 0 0 2 5 0 
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Discussion 

Teacher Perceptions 

 The responses received from the interviews gave clear answers to the questions posed at 

the beginning of this study. Teacher perceptions of the Corrective Reading and Scientific 

Learning programs are mixed, but generally positive. When asked about the Corrective Reading 

program, most teachers had a positive perception of the program and its use with ELLs. Teachers 

commented that they liked the repetition that came with the program, but that the script that the 

program requires teachers to follow does not allow for much deviation.  They felt that there were 

many aspects of the program that would benefit ELLs, especially those entering the intervention 

program. There were also some positive perceptions of Scientific Learning. This data is limited 

compared to the data collected about Corrective Reading. Information gathered from teachers 

about Scientific Learning is limited in comparison to Corrective Reading because it is generally 

only the intervention teachers that work with students in Tier 1 and monitor the program. Based 

on this information, these teachers feel that the program has benefits for ELLs, but does not feel 

that the program is for everyone.  

 These interview findings reinforce the data collected in previous studies concerning 

teacher perceptions. In the previous studies it was found that most teachers had a positive 

perception of RTI overall, although that research did not consider ELLs. However, a similar 

result was seen in the interview responses for this study. This study had many teachers that felt, 

overall, RTI had many benefits for ELLs, which is important to note because it shows that the 

concept of RTI does benefit all students. Many teachers in this study also noted that they had 

seen no proof that RTI had a role in referring ELLs into special education. This is important to 

note because teachers in previous studies mentioned uncertainty about when to refer ELLs into 
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special education, but this study shows that even with the implementation of RTI it is not 

guaranteed that ELLs will be referred and placed into special education when needed. 

Benefits. Teachers were also able to provide reasonable benefits and challenges that they 

had found in each program. Some benefits for ELLs in this program was that it strengthened and 

reinforced student decoding and phonics skills. Other benefits for ELLs were the repetition of the 

language and comprehension. These skills are important for ELLs to experience over multiple 

lessons because it will strengthen their knowledge of the English language, including sentence 

structures, verb tense, pronouns, etc. The benefit to repeated comprehension is that students will 

learn to take their time reading to ensure they are comprehending the information being read. 

This skill will also benefit ELLs when it is time to take the New York State English as a Second 

Language Achievement Test (NYSESLAT) or if they are in a grade that requires them to take the 

New York State English Language Arts test and in many cases, the state math test.  

There were some benefits about Scientific Learning that were noted. It was discussed that 

the program benefits ELLs in establishing and strengthening their vocabulary, phonics, 

phonemic awareness, and grammar skills. All of which are important for ELLs to build as they 

move through the language acquisition levels. Another benefit that was discussed by multiple 

teachers was the programs ability to test students and place them at the correct learning level 

based on this assessment. 

The results found in this research study did reflect some benefits that had been discussed 

in previous research studies. In this study there were some teachers that mentioned that RTI had 

helped to identify a few ELLs for special education, but had mostly provided additional language 

and literacy support in the various tiers. Some teachers had ELLs that were in tiers 2 or 3 and 

were able to move back to the earlier tier. This demonstrates that RTI could reduce 
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disproportionality of ELLs into special education, but further research would have to be done on 

number of ELLs in special education in this district to confirm. Teachers also found that 

Corrective Reading and Scientific Learning are beneficial to student learning because the 

linguistic appropriateness has played a role in student progress, similar to results found in 

previous research that noted linguistic appropriateness and cultural relevance impacted student 

progress. Unfortunately, this research found that the two RTI programs were not as culturally 

relevant for ELL students as they could be. 

Concerns. Some concerns were also expressed by teachers. One that was mentioned by 

multiple teachers was that some of the stories were “weird” and that students, especially ELLs, 

could not relate to them. In these stories there are strange characters that would not be found in 

the real-world, such as talking dogs and mustard containers from Mars with special powers. 

These bizarre stories could be found in any book a child reads, but would not be relatable for 

ELLs using this program. This relates back to possible benefits found in previous literature 

stating that cultural relevance would play a role in student impact. In this case, the strange 

characters, settings, and objects are likely to hinder ELL learning. Another concern that was 

found was placing students, especially ELLs at the right level in the Corrective Reading 

program. The teachers with these concerns explained that students are not always put at the level 

and lesson that they need to begin at, based on their benchmarking scores, but may be put with a 

group that is on a level and lesson close to where the student tested. 

There were some concerns teachers found. Some noted that the students do not like going 

on the program or they become bored with the games they are playing. Teachers also commented 

that they have seen some students working above their level and other students working below 

their level. This is a major concern because if a student is working above their level then the 
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likelihood of them comprehending the work they are doing is slime. This concern also relates 

back to the benefit discussed earlier that linguistic appropriateness is important in measuring 

student progress. Therefore, if the students are working above or below their correct level, then it 

they are less likely to show progress. It is also an issue because it could play a role in students 

not wanting to go on the program or being bored because they do not understand what they are 

reading or hearing. The intervention teachers brought up concerns from their perspective of the 

placement test wondering if the equipment ELL students are using impacts how they score, if 

they are understanding the questions being asked, and if they are hearing those questions 

correctly. 

Corrective Reading 

Based on the data and results collected in this study there are still many concerns about 

use of Corrective Reading and Scientific Learning when used with ELLs, but there is little data 

showing detrimental effects. In Corrective Reading, each level was found to have multiple 

linguistic features that would create difficulties for ELLs that were using the program, but these 

linguistic features would be easy to overcome. Features such as homophones could be discussed 

before or during a reading to ensure that ELLs understand the meaning of this particular word 

compared to others that sound the same. Based on the information gathered, it is recommended 

that level B1 be used with ELLs that advanced Emerging or Beginning Transitional, level B2 be 

used with ELLs that are intermediate or advanced Transitioning, and level C be used with ELLs 

that are Expanding or Commanding. This is recommended based on the number of linguistic 

complexities found in the lessons that were analyzed. 

 Corrective Reading could be beneficial for ELLs student progress, but only if placed in 

the correct level. Based on the assessments used to place students in the program there should be 
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no concerns about incorrect level placement, but in some cases students are placed at the level 

closest to their test score. This means that some students could potentially be placed at a level 

that would not be conducive to their learning. A concern with the Corrective Reading program 

would be the strange characters, settings, and objects used in stories and how they impact 

educators separating ELLs that struggle with reading skills from ELLs with a reading disability. 

These strange stories are not culturally relevant, which would likely impact student 

comprehension. This would be a problem for teachers recording and observing student answers 

to comprehension questions. If the student does not understand the details of the story due to 

cultural relevance, then the teacher cannot accurately gather data to determine if student 

difficulty is due to learning disability. 

Scientific Learning 

This study only analyzed two games on Level 3 because the majority of ELLs in this 

school are currently working at this level and because of the reading passages included in these 

games. These passages allowed for the Linguistic Complexity Checklist to be completed 

compared to other games in the level that focus on word recognition or sounds. What was found 

in the analysis was that both games had little linguistic complexity. Based on this information, it 

is reasonable to use this program with ELL students. It is recommended that students completing 

this level be at a Transitioning acquisition level to ensure success. It is not recommended, 

however, to use this program with ELLs when they reach level 5 because the programs website 

recommends this level for students in middle school and high school. This level is also not 

recommended for use because the complexity of this level is something that adult native English 

speakers struggle with. This program analysis also reinforces the idea that ELLs, especially in 

intermediate grades, need texts that are appropriate for their reading level. In this program 
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students are able to take a test that places them in a level based on their language and reading 

skills. For ELLs in the intermediate grades, this allows them to receive instruction in letter 

sounds, parts of speech, and reading, especially if they are at a lower acquisition level. 

Limitations 

 One limitation to this study was time. This was a limitation because there was only a 

small window of time to perform this study and analyze the data. If there had been more time, 

then there could have been different results to this study. One different result could have been an 

increased number in teachers interviewed about the programs. This could have allowed for a 

broader aspect on the benefits and concerns teachers have about using these programs with 

ELLs. Had there been more teachers, it would have also provided more information from 

intervention teachers, who have more experience working with the Corrective Reading program. 

The small time frame also limited the amount of Corrective Reading and Scientific Learning that 

was analyzed. Ideally, both programs would have been fully analyzed, but for this study there 

was not enough time to analyze over 200 lessons and every game on each level of Scientific 

Learning. If there had been more time, this study may have found that there are a number of 

benefits that Corrective Reading and Scientific Learning provide, but the number of concerns 

and challenges ELLs face while using the program outweigh the benefits. It is possible that the 

concerns for these two programs could outweigh the benefits if the teachers had more training 

about the two programs and more experience using and observing students on Scientific 

Learning. Prior to this training and experience there were many teachers that felt that these 

programs did not benefit ELLs as much as they could have. If these teachers had detailed 

training and experience in each program, then they could provide more detailed answers about 

the concerns and benefits. A full analysis might also have found that the linguistic features in 
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certain levels or the whole program were not consistent enough to use with ELLs. This is a 

possibility based on the varying numbers found in the five lessons analyzed in levels B1, B2, and 

C. In some cases, the number of linguistic features were consistent across lessons, but many of 

the features increased and decreased rather drastically from lesson to lesson. 

 Another limitation of the study was the Linguistic Complexity Checklist. The checklist 

was chosen to determine how linguistically complex the texts were in Corrective Reading and 

Scientific Learning, however, as the programs were analyzed it was observed that a major factor 

in text complexity is the cultural relevance. This checklist seemed to be a limitation because 

although it made note of many linguistic features that ELLs would struggle with, there were 

many aspects of each program that could not be covered by the list. As Corrective Reading was 

being analyzed, it was noted that there were linguistic features in each story that could cause 

difficulty and be a concern for ELLs, but more often the theme, characters, or plot of a story 

would provide more difficulty than the linguistic features. A similar issue was encountered when 

analyzing Scientific Learning, but more often for this program the issue was related to the 

question being asked, not that the reading was too difficult or too easy. 

 A third limitation was the Scientific Learning program. This limitation was not expected 

and did play a role which levels were analyzed. When beginning to work with the different levels 

and games it became clear that it would be impossible to analyze Levels 1 and 2 using the 

Linguistic Complexity Checklist because in these two levels the short passages are read to the 

user and immediately switches to the question when the passage is finished. This limited the 

analysis of the program because it was impossible to get any further than a word and sentence 

count before the game would transition to the questions. In addition to Level 1 and 2, the 

Linguistic Complexity Checklist also did not allow for the analysis of the questions being asked 
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to students after reading the passage. This limits the results of the analysis because it does not 

provide a full analysis of the program. 

Implications for Teaching 

 The information gathered in this research has some implications for teaching. One such 

implication is that teachers require more training in both Corrective Reading and Scientific 

Learning. Currently, only intervention teachers have training in both Corrective Reading and 

Scientific Learning, which leaves general education teachers with limited understanding of the 

Scientific Learning program if intervention teachers are unable to provide services. Although it is 

rare that intervention teachers are unavailable, it is vital that all teachers implementing these 

programs be trained to ensure students are receiving high-quality instruction and guidance. 

Further training for both programs would also benefit teachers, so that they can assess student 

progress from day to day. Without the training many teachers do not know what signs of 

difficulty they should be looking for or how to provide assistance to students using the Scientific 

Learning program.  

 The implication that the analysis of Corrective Reading has on teaching ELLs is that to 

ensure full comprehension of stories, teachers will have to explain any strange characters, 

setting, or objects to students prior to reading. If teachers had to include this into their instruction 

time, then it would take almost twice as long to move through a lesson than it normally would. 

This would be a problem for student learning because extra time taken to explain these cultural 

irrelevances could be at the end of a lesson and would have little to no connection made to 

concepts or ideas leading to a review the following day. This extra time taken would also be a 

problem because Corrective Reading is a scripted program that leaves room for little deviation. 
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Suggestions for Future Research 

 The research conducted in this study provides future research with a solid foundation to 

build upon. From this research, further studies can be completed on these programs, as well as 

other intervention programs. 

 One area that was seen as both a benefit and a concern in the Scientific Learning program 

was the placement test that is used for students beginning the program. It could be beneficial for 

future research to analyze this test and student results compared to their reading level. This could 

be important in determining if Scientific Learning is placing students at the correct learning level 

or if students are simply guessing the correct answer and being placed in a level that is too 

academically challenging for them. Future research in this area could also document if the 

equipment ELLs are using plays a role in how they perform on this placement test or if they are 

fully understanding what the questions are asking them. 

 Another area that could be researched further is the questions that are asked following 

reading passages on Scientific Learning. Future research should consider analyzing these 

questions because these seem to be the places where students struggle most. When working with 

ELLs this difficulty could be because they did not understand the reading, but based on the data, 

ELLs in earlier Scientific Learning levels should not have too many difficulties with the readings 

based on their linguistic complexity. If completing further research, it would be interesting to see 

the comprehension questions compared to Bloom’s Taxonomy. There should be some difficulty 

to the comprehension questions, but if the questions are expecting students, especially ELLs to 

use thinking skills they have not learned yet in English then students will be less likely to 

succeed.  
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Appendix A 
 

Research Email 
 

My name is Kristen Forcucci and I attend SUNY Fredonia where I am completing my Master's 
Degree in Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL). I would like to invite you 
to participate in the research for my Master's Thesis. This research study will include General 
education teachers and Intervention (PEP) teachers. The purpose of this research will be to 
determine teacher perceptions of RTI as it applies to the English Language Learners (ELLs) in 
your classroom. In these perceptions, teachers will consider what benefits and challenges ELLs 
face in this program. 
 
Prior to this email, I have already reached out to your principal and received approval to 
interview you. The next step, with your approval, would be to interview you about your 
educational background, teaching experience, and perceptions of RTI when used with ELLs. 
These interviews would last at least 30 minutes and time and place are decided by you. To ensure 
all information is recorded accurately, I will use a recording device. 
 
All information gathered will be shared with my faculty advisor Dr. Boun. This information will 
remain confidential. Any names or identifiable information will be given a pseudonym. In 
addition, all information will be stored in a secure place and destroyed upon the completion of 
this study. 
 
If you would like to participate please respond to forc3990@fredonia.edu 
 
This email address can also be used if you have any questions or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kristen Forcucci 
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Appendix B 
 

Research Consent 
 

My name is Kristen Forcucci and I attend SUNY Fredonia where I am completing my Master's 
Degree in Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL). I would like to invite you 
to participate in the research for my Master's Thesis. This research study will include General 
education teachers and Intervention (PEP) teachers. The purpose of this research will be to 
determine teacher perceptions of RTI as it applies to the English Language Learners (ELLs) in 
your classroom. In these perceptions, teachers will consider what benefits and challenges ELLs 
face in this program. 
 
This is an invitation to participate in an interview with me that will last at least 30 minutes. In 
this interview I will ask about your educational background, teaching experience, and 
perceptions of RTI when used with ELLs. The time and place of the interview will be decided by 
you. 
 
All information gathered will be shared with my faculty advisor Dr. Boun. This information will 
remain confidential. Any names or identifiable information will be given a pseudonym. During 
the interview I will use a recording device to ensure responses are accurately transcribed. All 
information will be stored in a secure place and destroyed upon the completion of this study. 
 
Participation in this study is completely voluntary. If you wish to withdraw from the study at any 
time you may do so by notifying the researcher. 
 
By signing below, you are consenting that you are at least eighteen years of age and willing to 
participate. If you are not interested in participating, please leave the form blank. 
 
I, __________________________________, consent to participate in this research study and 
allow for my interview responses to be recorded digitally. I understand that this research is 
voluntary and that I can withdraw at any time. I understand that all information given during this 
study will be coded with a pseudonym, secured, and remain confidential. 
 
 
 
 
________________________________________                                      ________________ 
Signature of participant       Date 
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Appendix C 
 

Interview Questions 
 

1. What is your education background? Do you have a Bachelor’s or Master’s degree? How 
many years have you been teaching? What content areas and grade levels have you 
taught? 

2. What is your experience working with English Language Learners? Have you taken any 
courses or attended any trainings about teaching English Language Learners? 

3. What knowledge do you have about Response to Intervention? 
4. Have you taught Response to Intervention previously? How long have you been teaching 

it? What tiers have you taught? 
5. Research has shown that Response to Intervention has had a positive impact on the 

proper identification of English Language Learners requiring Special Education services. 
a. Have you seen similar results in your experience teaching RTI to English 

Language Learners? 
b. Do you agree with this statement?  
c. What results have you experienced to give you this opinion? 

6. What is your opinion of Corrective Reading? 
a. Is there a section(s) of lessons that you feel should not be included or could be 

emphasized more? 
b. Are there any skills you feel the program should include that it does not already? 
c. What benefits do you feel this program has for English Language Learners? 
d. What concerns do you have about using this program with English Language 

Learners? 
7. Do you have any experience with the Scientific Learning program? If yes, 

a. What is your overall opinion of the program? 
b. What benefits does the program have for English Language Learners? 
c. What concerns do you have about English Language Learners using the program? 

8. Are there any linguistic features in Scientific Learning or Corrective Reading that you 
have observed as a challenge or difficulty for ELL students? Linguistic features would 
include: homophones, passive voice (said, sold), complex verb forms (would have been), 
slang, relative pronouns, etc. 
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Appendix D 

Linguistic Complexity Checklist 

Program __________________________________   Book/Level ______ 

 

1. _______ total number of words 

2. _______ number of sentences 

3. _______ number of prepositional phrases 

4. _______ number of relative pronouns 

5. _______ number of slang or idiomatic phrases 

6. _______ number of homophones. List: ________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

7. _______ number of times passive voice was used 

8. _______ number of complex verb forms 

9. _______ number of infinitive verb phrases 

10. _______ number of pronouns 

11. _______ number of comparative constructions 
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Appendix E 

CITI Form 
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Appendix F 

Interview Protocol 

 

Date ______________________________ 

Time _______________________________ 

Location_____________________________ 

 

Interviewee____________________________ 

Release form signed? _____ 

 

Prior to Interview: 

 Thank you for your participation. Your responses will be valuable to this research and 
will inform this field of our profession. 
 

Approximate length of interview: 30 minutes 

Purpose of Research: 
 For ELLs using Corrective Reading and Scientific Learning, what linguistic benefits they 
may gain from use of Corrective Reading and Scientific Learning or the linguistic concerns 
ELLs may encounter using these programs. 
 
 
 
Closure: 
Thank Interviewee 
Reassure confidentiality 
 

 


