
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 

by 

María Teresa García 

December 2014 

 



 

 

 

 

 

PERCENTAGES OF EXITED ELL STUDENTS BY GRADE LEVEL AND SCHOOL 

IN AN URBAN TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL PROGRAM: IMPLICATIONS FOR 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS 

 

 

 

 

A Doctoral Thesis Presented to the  

Faculty of the College of Education  

University of Houston 

 

 

 

In Partial Fulfillment 

of the Requirements for the Degree 

 

 

 

Doctor of Education 

in Professional Leadership 

 

 

by 

María Teresa García 

December 2014 

 



 

 

 

 

PERCENTAGES OF EXITED ELL STUDENTS BY GRADE LEVEL AND SCHOOL 

IN AN URBAN TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL PROGRAM: IMPLICATIONS FOR 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS 

 

A Dissertation for the Degree 

Doctor of Education 

in Professional Leadership 

 

by 

 

María Teresa García 

 

Approved by Dissertation Committee 

 

_____________________________________ 

Dr. Angus MacNeil, Chairperson 

 

 

_____________________________________ 

Dr. Robert Borneman, Committee Member 

 

 

_____________________________________ 

Dr. Steven Busch, Committee Member 

 

 

_____________________________________  

Dr. Michael Wayne Emerson, Committee Member 

 

 

______________________________________  

Dr. Robin McGlohn, Committee Member 

 

 

______________________________________ 

Dr. Robert H. McPherson, Dean 

College of Education 

 

 

December 2014  



 

 

 

 

Dedication 

In memory of my father, Esteban de Jesus Garcia.  Thank you for teaching and 

showing me how to gracefully and courageously confront adversity.   

I dedicate this milestone to God.  Thank you for granting me the opportunity, 

endurance, perseverance, and providing the support needed to accomplish this life-time 

educational goal.  

 

 



 

 

 

 

Acknowledgments 

I wish to express the most sincere gratitude to the members of my doctoral 

committee.  Dr. Angus MacNeil, Dr. Robert Borneman, Dr. Steven Busch, Dr. Michael 

Wayne Emerson, and Dr. Robin McGlohn, merit special recognition for their continuous 

support and insightful feedback.   

I also wish to thank my mother, Petra Garcia, who encouraged me throughout this 

arduous endeavor and my daughter, Sofia Anne Valdez, who will always be my 

inspiration and motivation.   

Finally, I would like to acknowledge my fellow cohort members Maria Galindo, 

Christina Gomez, and Alfred James for their constant support and words of 

encouragement.   

 

 



 

 

 

 

PERCENTAGES OF EXITED ELL STUDENTS BY GRADE LEVEL AND SCHOOL 

IN AN URBAN TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL PROGRAM: IMPLICATIONS FOR 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS 

 

 

 

 

An Abstract 

of a Doctoral Thesis Presented to the  

Faculty of the College of Education  

University of Houston 

 

 

 

In Partial Fulfillment 

of the Requirements for the Degree 

 

 

 

Doctor of Education 

in Professional Leadership 

 

 

by 

María Teresa García 

December 2014 

 



 

 

 

 

García, María Teresa.  “Percentages of Exited ELL Students by Grade Level and School 

 in an Urban Transitional Bilingual Program: Implications for Elementary School 

 Administrators.”  Unpublished Doctor of Education Dissertation, University of 

 Houston, December 2014.  

 

Abstract 

The United States of America has the unique challenge of educating a student 

population that comes from linguistically diverse backgrounds.  During the decade from 

1998-99 to 2008-09, the English Language Learner (ELL) population in U.S. pre-K-12 

schools increased 51%, however, the total pre-K-12 population only grew by 7.2% 

(NCELA, 2011).  Data from the 2010-11 school year indicate that Texas public schools 

serve about 4,933,617 students and 831,812 of those students are labeled Limited English 

Proficient (LEP).  In Texas, the linguistic and academic needs of LEP students whose 

native language is Spanish are met by the bilingual program.  The amount of time it takes 

ELLs to attain proficiency in English has been investigated by numerous researchers.  

Cummins (2006) argued that conversational fluency takes about one to two years for 

ELLs to develop, but that it takes 5 years or longer for ELLs to catch up to  native 

English speakers in academic English.  The purpose of this study was to examine the 

percentages of exited ELL students by grade level and school who were identified as ELL 

in prekindergarten and kindergarten and continuously enrolled in the study district’s 

transitional bilingual program.  The data set was comprised of students (n = 6,238) 

enrolled in the bilingual program during the 2010-2011 school year who were 

continuously enrolled in any of the 31 elementary schools and 11 intermediate schools in 

the study district.  Descriptive statistics was the procedure used to describe the 

distributions of data (Wiersma & Jurs, 2009).  Study results were that by the end of fifth 
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grade, 49.18% of students continuously enrolled in the bilingual program met exit 

criteria.  The findings of this study should encourage educators to seek research-based 

methods to differentiate instruction in order to meet the linguistic and academic needs of 

ELL students effectively.  Further research is needed to identify bilingual program 

models that effectively transition bilingual students from Spanish to English instruction 

in school districts where a high percentage of low-socioeconomic and Spanish-speaking 

ELL students exist.  
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Chapter I  

Introduction 

The United States of America has the unique challenge of educating a student 

population that comes from linguistically diverse backgrounds. Students whose native 

language is not English and/or do not speak English fluently have academic challenges.  

During the decade from 1998-99 to 2008-09, the English learner population in the United 

States pre-K-12 schools increased 51%, however, the total pre-K-12 population only 

grew by 7.2% (National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition, 2011).  Data 

from the 2010-11 school year indicated that Texas public schools serve about 4,933,617 

students, and 831,812 of those students were labeled Limited English Proficient (LEP).  

In other words, about 17% of the total student enrollment in Texas public schools is 

labeled LEP (Texas Education Agency, 2011). Their academic achievement is closely 

monitored by mandates from the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2002).   

In Texas, the linguistic and academic needs of LEP students are met by the 

bilingual program or the English as a Second Language (ESL) program.  Chapter 89 of 

the Texas Administrative Code states the goal of these programs is to enable English 

Language Learners (ELL) students to become competent in listening, speaking, reading 

and writing in English so they can participate equitably in the school setting.  Specific 

guidelines and requirements are present that students must follow to exit bilingual and 

ESL programs successfully and no longer be labeled as a LEP student.  In Texas, ELLs 

are no longer classified as LEP once they demonstrate English language proficiency in 

the following domains: speaking, reading, and writing the English language.  In the 
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school district of interest in this investigation, the regulations outlined in the Texas 

Administrative Code are ones that guide ELL student program exit policy.  In accordance 

with Chapter 89 of the Texas Education Code, ELLs may meet exit criteria starting in the 

first grade.  Therefore, at the end of each academic year, a committee reviews exit 

guidelines to ensure that all students who meet exit criteria are exited from the bilingual 

or ESL program.  Program exit may only occur at the end of the school year, parents 

must be notified of program exit, and proper documentation must be kept in the student’s 

local records.  The district exit criterion for each grade level is summarized in Table 1. 
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Table 1  

Study District ELL 2011 Exit Criterion for each Grade Level 

 Speaking 

Domain 

Reading 

Domain 

Writing 

Domain 

Student’s 

Grade 

Level 

Oral 

Language 

Proficiency 

Test 

TAKS 

Reading 

ITBS/ITED 

Reading and 

Language 

TAKS 

Writing 

TELPAS 

Writing 

1st FES* N/A > 40
th

 percentile 

in both sections 

N/A Score Early 

Writer on IPT 

writing test 

2nd FES N/A >40
th

 percentile 

in both sections 

N/A Advanced High 

3rd FES Passed N/A N/A Advanced High 

4th FES Passed N/A Passed N/A 

5th FES Passed N/A N/A Advanced High 

6th FES Passed N/A N/A Advanced High 

7th FES Passed N/A Passed N/A 

8th FES Passed N/A N/A Advanced High 

9th FES Passed N/A N/A Advanced High 

10th -

12th 

FES Passed 

ELA Test 

N/A N/A N/A 

Note. *Fluent English Speaker 
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The achievement of ELL students is monitored by federal and state accountability 

systems.  However, no specific guidelines are present to measure how effectively schools 

and school districts are meeting the needs of ELL students based on ELL students’ exit 

rates per grade level in the bilingual program and the total number of bilingual students 

they serve.  A major concern exists when an ELL has been identified as a bilingual 

student by the study district in prekindergarten or kindergarten and has failed to 

successfully exit the bilingual program by the end of fifth grade.  In the school district of 

interest in this study, the bilingual program is offered until the end of sixth grade due to 

intermediate schools being made up of fifth and sixth grade students and still being 

considered as elementary campuses by the Texas Education Agency.  Determining which 

schools demonstrate a significant number of exited bilingual students per grade level will 

aid this school district in identifying more effective campuses that are helping students 

achieve higher numbers of state bilingual program exit criteria per grade level as well to 

find the percentage of students who although were served in the bilingual program 

continuously since prekindergarten or kindergarten failed to exit the bilingual program by 

the end of grade.  

English Language Learners 

All English learners in bilingual classrooms are not alike.  Students enter our 

school system with a wide range of language proficiencies in English and Spanish 

(Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2013).  Although some of these students might have recently 

immigrated to the United States, some students are native born to the United States 

  arrasquillo    odr gue ,      .  Some immigrant English learners had a strong 

academic background in their native country and might even be above equivalent grade 
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levels in certain subjects.  Much of what these students need, in particular, is English 

language development.  As these ELLs become more language proficient, they are able to 

transfer the knowledge they already possess from their native language into English.  On 

the other hand, some immigrant students had very limited formal schooling due to 

political conflict in their native country or the rural location of their homes.  These 

students have little to no literacy in their native language and, as a result, have substantial 

gaps in their educational backgrounds which place them at a greater risk for failure.   

In the study district, about 90% of Spanish speaking ELLs are U.S. citizens born 

to immigrant parents who may or may not speak English well.  U.S. born ELLs “often do 

not have opportunities to fully develop their native language and receive extensive 

exposure to English before beginning school from radio, television, movies, video games, 

friends, older siblings, relatives, neighbors, and other community members” (Wright, 

2010, p. 15).  Only data from students who were identified as Spanish-speaking ELLs in 

prekindergarten or kindergarten, and continuously participated in the study district’s 

transitional bilingual program from prekindergarten or kindergarten until they met exit 

criteria, were included.  

Identification, Monitoring, and Exit Criteria from the Bilingual Program 

Every parent or legal guardian who enrolls a student in a public Texas school 

must complete a home language survey (Chapter 89. Adaptations for special populations, 

2012).  This survey must contain the following questions: “What language is spoken in 

your home most of the time?” and “What language does your child speak most of the 

time?”  Students who speak a language other than English at home must be screened to 

determine if they are indeed an English language learner.  Students in grades 
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prekindergarten through Grade 1 are administered an oral language proficiency test.  If 

students’ scores are not categori ed as a “fluent English speaker,” then they are identified 

as ELL.  English Language Learner students are monitored each year they are enrolled in 

the bilingual program.  The language proficiency assessment committee (LPAC) is a 

committee made up of bilingual/ESL teachers, an administrator, and a parent of an 

English language learner participating in the program who is not a school employee.  The 

responsibilities of the LPAC are to identify ELLs, monitor the progress of all LEP 

students currently enrolled on campus, document testing accommodations for state 

assessments, determine special education LEP exit criteria for dually served students, and 

reclassify students upon their exit from the bilingual/ESL program.   

Bilingual students meet exit criteria from the program when they are able to 

participate equally in a general education, all-English instructional program.  In general, 

students must be able to demonstrate proficiency in speaking, reading and writing in 

English by performing satisfactory on various exams from an approved list of 

assessments from the Texas Education Agency (TEA).  

Second Language Acquisition 

Numerous studies and compelling theories are present regarding how primary 

language is learned, which serve as the foundation of how a second language is learned or 

acquired.  In the input (comprehension) hypothesis, language is acquired if the learner 

understands or obtains comprehensible input (Krashen, 1982).  In other words, language 

is acquired if the messages that are being sent are understood by the learner.  Language 

learners who have comprehensible input but demonstrate anxiety in learning a second 

language, have low self-esteem, and lack motivation do not generally acquire a second 
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language as fast as students who are motivated, confident about their ability to learn, and 

not anxious about learning a second language.  These affective filters (motivation, 

confidence, and low-anxiety) control how much comprehensible input gets through the 

learner.  The affective filter hypothesis helps explain why some students make different 

amounts of progress when presented with the same language exposure (Krashen, 1982).  

Lowering the affective filter allows learners to receive more comprehensive input and 

thus enables them to acquire more of the second language.  In essence, if an English-only 

speaker were to learn Chinese (or any other language) more effectively they would do so, 

if the second language was to be taught using English (comprehensible input) and if they 

were motivated, confident, and in a less anxious environment which would lower their 

affective filter and increase the rate at which the second language is acquired.  

Acquiring and becoming proficient in a second language is a process that been 

studied by many researchers.  Cummins (1979) developed a framework for understanding 

this process, he introduced the terms basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS) 

and cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP).  The BICS refers to a level of 

proficiency in the target language that enables communication on a social level.  It 

includes social and linguistic clues, gestures and voice variations.  The CALP refers to 

the academic language associated with literacy, technical vocabulary and abstract 

concepts.  The difference between these two levels of proficiency is that BICS can be 

acquired in very informal settings where conversational language is peer-appropriate, less 

formal, simple and accompanied by body language, whereas CALP, if fixed within the 

context of academics, requires students to engage in cognitively demanding and often 

abstract tasks (Cummins, 1979).  
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The amount of time it takes ELLs to attain proficiency in English has also been 

the subject of numerous studies.  Cummins (2006) argued that conversational fluency 

takes about one to two years for ELLs to develop, but that it takes five years or longer for 

ELLs to catch up to  native English speakers in academic English.  Hakuta, Buttler, and 

Witt (2000), in a study conducted at the University of California Linguistic Minority 

Research Institute, concluded that it may take ELLs three to five years to attain oral 

proficiency and between four to seven years to achieve academic English proficiency.   

Bilingual students in this study are native Spanish speakers.  This first language is 

most often acquired within the home language environment embedded in contextual clues 

from parents and other care givers.  Learning English as a second language is 

fundamentally different from first language acquisition in that it involves the conscious 

learning of grammatical rules and structures, often paired with the learning of academic 

content in a school setting (Crawford, & Krashen, 2007).  Bilingual students learn the 

English language while still learning abstract concepts in their native language.  Using 

the students’ native language to learn new academic concepts allows students to keep up 

with the same content acquisition as their non-ELL peers.  

Bilingual Education 

The basic foundation of most bilingual programs is to provide students quality 

instruction in their primary language so students can acquire knowledge and literacy.  

The knowledge and academic skills students learn in their native language helps them 

better understand the English they hear in the school setting (Echevarria et al., 2013).  

Therefore, literacy developed in the primary language transfers to the second language 

(Krashen, 1997).  Students who have developed content-area knowledge through their 
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native language do not need to relearn the same concepts in English.  They just need to 

learn the language necessary to demonstrate what they know. 

The Texas Administrative Code § 89.105 contends that in any Texas school 

district with a district wide enrollment of 20 or more students in any language 

classification, in the same grade level, must offer a bilingual education program which 

addresses the affective, linguistic, and cognitive needs of the bilingual learner.  While the 

state sets forth its goals to outline the bilingual program, individual districts are allowed 

the freedom to choose among several bilingual education programs.  The bilingual 

program utilized by the study district is a full-time transitional bilingual early-exit 

program.  Literacy is first developed in Spanish while the students are learning English.  

English language is developed without delaying the learning of core academic content 

(Brisk, 2006).  Teachers follow a pacing chart to increase the amount of English 

instruction each year as commensurate with the students’ level of English proficiency.  

Assessment data and level of student English proficiency in listening, speaking, reading, 

and writing are used to meet the educational needs of each English Language Learner so 

that the transition to an all English academic environment is successful. 

Statement of the Problem 

In Texas, adequate acquisition of English language skills by ELL students is 

determined by successfully meeting the state’s LEP program exit criteria.  Limited 

English Proficient students are able to exit the LEP program starting in first grade.  Upon 

LEP program exit, ELL students are placed in general education classes and are 

consequently monitored for two academic school years.  Unfortunately, the exit rates of 

bilingual students have not been examined to determine how elementary schools are 
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adequately helping ELLs demonstrate adequate acquisition a second language.  This 

situation is problematic for two main reasons.  First, elementary school administrators in 

the study district do not have a baseline or guideline that will allow them to understand 

what is an acceptable transitional bilingual student exit rate per grade level when the 

students they are serving have been classified as bilingual since prekindergarten or 

kindergarten and continuously served by the bilingual program in the study district.  

Although the entire study district faces a high mobility rate and a high number of students 

who qualify for free and reduced lunch status, these factors should not be used as an 

excuse for poor ELL performance, especially if a pattern of schools exists that 

demonstrate statistically higher levels of exited bilingual students per grade level.  

Second, administrators do not understand the reasons why students who have 

continuously been enrolled in a transitional bilingual program fail to meet exit criteria 

after completing the fifth grade.  This situation is also problematic because many ELLs 

are not properly identified as having a reading or learning disability in a timely manner, 

with their lack of achievement being blamed on a language barrier.  

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this research study is to identify the number of bilingual students 

served in the transitional bilingual program in the study district starting in 

prekindergarten or kindergarten and continuously served by the same school district until 

fifth grade, and to analyze the exit rate of bilingual students starting in first grade until 

fifth grade by school and compare it to the number of students served per school.  Also 

analyzed will be the number of bilingual students enrolled from kindergarten to fifth 

grade who were not able to meet exit criteria by the end of fifth grade by school.  
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Identifying schools that demonstrate a higher number of exited bilingual students per 

grade level will help school administrators to determine if they are effectively meeting 

the needs of bilingual students.  

Effectively meeting the needs of bilingual students is crucial in determining their 

future academic success, especially in the study district, where the number of ELLs has 

gradually increased over the years to surpass 20,000 students.  By identifying patterns of 

exited bilingual students per grade level and identifying schools that are showing a higher 

number of students exited, the researcher is attempting to find if a pattern of exited 

students exists per grade level so additional research can be conducted to determine best 

practices from those campuses that are demonstrating higher numbers of exited bilingual 

students.  

Research Questions 

The student data used in this study encompasses students who were identified as 

LEP in prekindergarten or kindergarten and were served in the study district’s bilingual 

program continuously from kindergarten until they met exit criteria and were not labeled 

as intellectually disabled or autistic.  The following questions will guide the study: 

Research Question One: What is the percent of bilingual students exited from the 

bilingual program for each elementary school in grades first through fourth for 

elementary schools and fifth grade for intermediate schools? 

Research Question Two: Are there schools that exhibit a higher number of 

bilingual students who met bilingual program exit criteria in grades first through fourth 

for elementary schools and fifth grade for intermediate schools?   
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Research Question Three: What is the percentage of bilingual students who failed 

to meet bilingual program exit requirements by grade fifth even though they were 

continuously enrolled in the bilingual program in the study district since prekindergarten 

or kindergarten? 

Research Question Four: Are there any patterns such as retention, attendance in a 

prekindergarten program, special education indicator, dyslexia indicator, or gender, 

among the students who did not meet exit criteria by fifth grade even though they were 

continuously enrolled in the study district since prekindergarten or kindergarten? 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are used throughout the study: 

 Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) is a system that pulls together a 

wide range of information on the performance of students in each school and 

district in Texas every year. This information is put into annual AEIS reports 

which are available every year in the fall.  These reports are created by the Texas 

Education Agency. 

 Bilingual education is a method of instruction where student’s native language is 

used to accelerate the acquisition of English, therefore incorporating the use of 

both languages for instructional purposes. 

 English Language Learner (ELL) is the most recent term used to describe 

students who are not able to communicate effectively in English because their 

primary/native language is not English.  This term is sometimes used 

interchangeably with LEP. 
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 Identified-Not served is a term used to label ELLs who qualify to receive 

services but are currently not receiving services in a bilingual or ESL classroom.  

Most of the identified-not served students in the study district are intellectually 

disabled students who are in self-contained special education classes.  

 Intellectually disabled is a term used to describe students who have global 

cognitive deficits.  This term is often used interchangeably with mental 

retardation.  

 Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) is a Texas state-mandated 

group of individuals responsible for making appropriate decisions regarding 

placement, instructional practices, assessment, and special programs that will 

impact English language learners. 

 Limited English Proficient (LEP) is a term used to describe students who are not 

able to communicate effectively in English because their primary/native 

language is not English.  Although the ELL term is preferred, LEP remains an 

official legal designation in federal and many states’ legislation.   

 No Child Left Behind (NCLB) is a federal act enacted on January 8, 2002 that 

requires states to create their own assessment and accountability system to 

ensure that all student groups reach a minimum level of academic achievement.  

It requires states to demonstrate progress each year with improving the 

percentage of student mastery in reading and math while narrowing the 

achievement gap between various student groups.   

 Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS) is the data system 

used to compile all data requested by the Texas Education Agency about public 
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education, including student demographics and academic performance, 

personnel, financial and organizational information.  

 Student Management System (SMS) is the computerized data collection system 

used in the study district that allows for the collection of student data used to 

meet state and federal requirements.  

 Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) is the standardized 

assessment used in Texas to measure student achievement in reading, writing, 

math, science, and social studies.  This assessment was used in Texas from 2003 

to 2011, and it was replaced by the State of Texas Assessment of Academic 

Readiness (STAAR) test. 

 Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS) is an 

assessment program for ELLs.  It assesses the English language proficiency of 

K-12 ELLs in four language domains: listening, speaking, reading, and writing.  

English language proficiency assessments in grades K-12 are federally required 

to evaluate the progress that ELLs make in becoming proficient in the use of 

academic English.   

 Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) are the state standards for Texas 

public schools.  They detail the curriculum requirements for every course and 

the state-mandated standardized assessments are created based on these specific 

learning standards.  

 Waiver Students are students who are labeled LEP and meet requirements for 

participating in a bilingual or ESL programs, but whose parents have denied 

these services.  



15 

 

 

 

Limitations 

This research study sought to find patterns of exited LEP students in a transitional 

bilingual program in all the elementary schools in a large suburban school district in the 

Houston area.  Therefore, LEP students being served in an ESL program or those ELLs 

labeled as waiver or as identified-not served were not included.  Data from students who 

continuously received instruction in the transitional bilingual program in the study district 

from prekindergarten or kindergarten through fifth grade or until exit criteria were met 

were analyzed.  According to Texas Compulsory Attendance Law and the Texas 

Education Code (TEC) §25.085 (b) and (c), prekindergarten and kindergarten students 

who are voluntarily enrolled by their parents are required to attend school every day that 

instruction is provided.  In the study district, over 95% of all first grade students across 

the district attended the all-day kindergarten program, and over 80% of all kindergarten 

students in the study district also attended an all-day transitional bilingual 

prekindergarten program.  

Another limitation of this study is that it did not include data from students who 

were originally labeled LEP in other school districts or students who were originally 

identified LEP in the study district and then left the district to enroll in another school 

district.  By limiting the data used to students who were only served in the study district 

the researcher was trying not to skew the study findings with data from students served in 

districts in which another bilingual program model was utilized to meet the needs of LEP 

students.  Due to the student population’s high mobility rate in the study district, all data 

from students continuously served in the district were included, regardless of how many 

schools they attended during their elementary schooling.  To minimize the negative 
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effects of high mobility, the study district has a created grading cycle academic 

calendars/timelines that address the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) to be 

taught by subject and grading period.  As students move from one school to another 

school within the study district, they will not miss out on specific TEKS taught, as all 

schools must teach assigned TEKS by grading period.  Also, the study district mandates 

that all schools within the district adhere to the early-exit transitional bilingual program.  

The district also provides a language transition pacing chart to help maintain continuity 

of the bilingual program in all schools.  

Data from students who are labeled identified-not served or who are labeled 

intellectually disabled were not included in the study.  However, the data from all other 

LEP students who are labeled dyslexic or learning disabled and are served in the 

transitional bilingual program were included.  It is important to note that most LEP 

students who are labeled identified-not served or who are labeled intellectually disabled 

have to meet a different LEP program exit criteria, which is jointly determined by the 

Admission, Review and Dismissal committee (ARD) and LPAC committee. 

Intellectually disabled students who are also labeled as LEP students who are 

identified not served are usually served in self-contained special education classrooms.  

Students who are labeled bilingual and are also labeled intellectually disabled have 

unique academic, cognitive, and linguistic needs, and their unique LEP program exit 

status is mutually agreed by both the ARD and LPAC committees.  However, most 

dyslexic and learning disabled students who are served in the inclusion setting are held 

accountable to the same exit criteria as their non-disabled peers regardless of their 

disability.   
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Although intermediate schools in the study district enroll students in fifth and 

sixth grade, only data from students who meet exit criteria by the end of fifth grade were 

included.  Careful consideration must be taken into account when analyzing data for 

students who have been receiving bilingual education services and failed to exit the 

bilingual program by fifth grade after being continuously served in the program since 

kindergarten.   English learners tend to be over- and under- represented in special 

education because districts struggle to distinguish between a delay in developing a second 

language proficiency and a learning disability (Echevarria et al., 2013). 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Chapter II  

Literature Review 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the literature associated with: the history 

of federal involvement in bilingual education; a description of the most commonly used 

bilingual program models; a review of the federal accountability system that measures the 

progress of ELLs in demonstrating mastery of the English language; and finally the 

effects of educational leadership on student achievement.   

Federal Involvement in School Education Policy 

This review starts by exploring how the influence of federal involvement in 

educational policy has transformed the local education system.  From the inception of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act in 1965 (ESEA) to the recently re-authorized 

NCLB Act, federal legislation has provided funding, guidelines, and ultimately sanctions 

to states and schools not meeting the needs of academically diverse students.   

Federal involvement in school education policy has transitioned from a supportive 

stance to a more directive stance in the last 70 years.  Although the United States 

constitution does not explicitly mention public education as a federal responsibility and 

each state has governance over how to run their public schools, an increased federal 

concern is present over how equitably and effectively each state has educated its youth in 

the last 70 years.  As a matter of fact, Congress officially established the Department of 

Education as a cabinet level agency in 1980 (Department of Education Organization Act, 

1979).   

Since the late 194 ’s, the federal government began to take a much broader and 

decisive role in developing policies that were aimed to meet the needs of underserved 
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students as well as those students with special educational needs (Mavrogordato, 2012).  

The enactment of the National School Lunch Act of 1946 is one of the first examples in 

which the federal government funded a program to ensure that children living in poverty 

and attending public schools did not suffer from malnourishment (Gunderson, 1971).  

Less than 10 years later, the 1954 ruling on Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 

marked a shift in federal involvement. 

In this landmark ruling, the U.S. Supreme Court unanimously ruled against 

segregated schooling.   hief Justice Warren ordered that students be “admitted to public 

schools on a racially nondiscriminatory basis with all deliberate speed” (Brown v. Board 

of Education, 1954). The Court’s decision and new interpretation of the Equal Protection 

Clause marked a previously unknown level of federal involvement in public education.  

This court ruling signaled a move from a supportive financial stance to a more 

pronounced role in which legislation is created to combat inequality in American schools.  

Despite the  ourt’s ruling, many states did not comply with the ruling and delayed 

desegregation in part by continued litigation at the local level. To enforce desegregation 

effectively, the federal government responded by passing the Civil Rights Act in 1964.  

Title VI of this legislation unequivocally states, “No person in the United States shall, on 

the ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied 

the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving 

Federal financial assistance” (Civil Rights Act, 1964).   

Although the initial role of the federal government in education was mostly 

supportive, it has evolved to ensure nondiscriminatory treatment of all public school 

students regardless of race by ensuring equal and equitable access to educational 
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resources, services, and facilities.  As new federal legislation is enacted, the U.S. 

education system continues to be shaped and heavily monitored by the federal 

government, therefore increasing its presence in how each State regulates and oversees 

the local public education system. 

The first piece of major federal legislation aimed solely at American schools was 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, which solidified federal 

involvement in educational policy.  This initiative was part of President Lyndon B. 

Johnson’s “war on poverty,” and its main goal was to support students from low-income 

families (Wright, 2010).  Through a special source of funding, called Title I, the law 

allocated large financial resources to meet the needs of educationally disadvantaged 

children.  Not only did the Civil Rights movement encourage legislators to prohibit 

discrimination on the basis of race, gender, or national origin but subsequent court 

interpretations extended the statue to include discrimination based on linguistic 

minorities.  

Bilingual Education Act.  Policymakers in the 196 ’s became more attuned to 

the needs of the rapidly growing Spanish speaking immigrant population in the United 

States.  In particular, Senator Ralph Yarborough of Texas introduced a bill to provide 

federal funding for school districts to support bilingual education programs.  Although 

this bill was limited to Spanish speaking students, it led to the introduction of 37 other 

bills which were merged into what is known as Title VII of the ESEA or the Bilingual 

Education Act (BEA), which was signed into law by President Lyndon B. Johnson on 

January, 2, 1968 (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).  The BEA was the first federal recognition 

that ELLs have special educational needs and provided financial assistance to local 
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educational agencies to meet the needs of these students.  The language used in the BEA 

did not specify the particular approach that local agencies should use to instruct ELLs, 

instead it encouraged states to seek innovative programs designed to teach low-income 

students English.  Oddly, the original version of the BEA did not include a definition of 

bilingual education (Wright, 2010).  Nonetheless, the name of the legislation implied that 

instruction can be delivered in two languages.  The mandates of the BEA have undergone 

five consecutive and explicit policy shifts (1974, 1978, 1984, 1988, 1994) aimed at 

providing ELLs equitable access to the curriculum as their native English-speaking 

counterparts and addressing the social, political, financial, and civil rights context of that 

particular time period (Mavrogordato, 2012).  

U.S. Supreme Court decisions founded on the rights of language-minority 

students have shaped policies outlined in the BEA and the Civil Rights Act.  In Diana v. 

State Board of Education of California (1970), the Court found that ELLs should not be 

designated as “mentally retarded” based on their inability to comprehend the material on 

the intelligence test that was administered to them.  The Court stipulated that minority 

children should be tested in their native language as well as English (Diana v. State Board 

of Education of California, 1970).  In Lau v Nichols (1974), it was argued that Chinese 

speaking students in San Francisco were denied “education on equal terms,” the Supreme 

 ourt’s standard in Brown v. Board of Education, because of their limited English skills.  

The Court ruled that Chinese speaking students were entitled to special assistance to 

enable them to participate equally in the school program.  It also stated that providing 

students who do not understand English effectively with the same facilities, textbooks, 

teachers, and curriculum as native English speakers does not provide educational 
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equality.  In 1975, the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) drafted the Lau Remedies, which 

specified proper approaches, methods and procedures for: identifying and evaluating 

ELLs; determining appropriate instructional treatments; deciding when ELLs were ready 

for mainstream classes; and determining professional standards for teachers of ELLs.  

The effects of the Lau Remedies were minimized by the fact that the Federal Registry 

never printed the plan; however, the OCR did make a greater effort to enforce and ensure 

compliance (Mavrogordato, 2012) 

Unlike the original mandate in which bilingual education was not clearly defined 

and school district participation was voluntary, the reauthorizations of the BEA in the 

197 ’s defined the goals of transitional bilingual education (TBE) and required school 

districts to have special programs for ELLs regardless of federal or state funding.  During 

this time, critics of bilingual education began to gain momentum.  The American Institute 

for Research found no evidence that bilingual programs had a positive impact on ELLs 

and that 86% of programs actually kept children in bilingual education longer than 

needed (Danoff, 1978).  Therefore, policymakers responded by clearly stating that the 

goal of TBE was to prepare ELLs to enter the regular/mainstream classrooms as quickly 

as possible and the students’ native language was to be used only to the extent necessary 

for students to become proficient in English. 

Criticism over the effectiveness of the bilingual program did not diminish during 

the following decade.  In 1985, Secretary of Education, William Bennett, declared 

bilingual education a failure and proposed English as a Second language as a better 

alternative (de Jong, 2005).  The BEA funding decreased from $167 million in 1980 to 
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$139.4 in 1984.  The last appropriation in 1989 only reached $152 million which was $15 

million less than the original 1980 appropriation.  

The two amendments to the BEA in the 198 ’s addressed the need for increased 

flexibility in the implementation of programs for ELLs by providing school districts with 

more autonomy and independence in deciding how these students should be taught. A 

three-year limit was placed on a student’s participation in a TBE program, as it was 

clearly stated that the goal for ELLs was the rapid acquisition of fluency in English 

(Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).  The amendments also stipulated that parents or guardians 

were to be informed why their child was selected to participate in the bilingual program 

and of their right to decline enrollment in such program and accept enrollment in 

mainstream classes (Stein, 1985).   

The debate over whether bilingual education was supported by the federal 

government was settled when President Bill Clinton reauthorized the fifth and final 

version of the BEA in 1994 (Mavrogordato, 2012).  The language used in this 

reauthorization specifically confirmed that preference is given to programs that develop 

bilingual proficiency in both English and another language for all participating students.  

The mandate goals were to: ensure that ELLs master English as they develop high levels 

of academic content/knowledge; use the students’ native language and culture to promote 

self-esteem and academic achievement; and finally to develop our nation’s language 

resources thus promoting our nation’s competitiveness in the global economy. (Law 

citation-Improving America’s School Act .  Unfortunately, for supporters of bilingual 

education the 199 ’s also brought a new wave of English-only educational initiatives, 

which clearly was the start of a new era in the case against bilingual education.   



24 

 

 

 

The pervasive criticism against bilingual education is best characterized by 

passage of three state level initiatives which aim at making bilingual education 

unconstitutional at the state level (Collier, 2009; De Jong, 2011; Wright, 2010).  In 1998, 

voters in the State of California passed Proposition 227 which requires all public school 

instruction to be in English as well as an initial short term placement for children not 

fluent in English in an intensive sheltered English immersion program not to exceed one 

year.  Two years later, in November of 2000, Proposition 203 in Arizona was signed into 

law.  This legislation resonated the same intent to abolish bilingual education as their 

California neighbors (De Jong, 2011).  Finally in 2002, Massachusetts voters 

overwhelming passed Question 2, which replaced TBE programs with a law requiring 

that all public school ELLs be taught in English by using structured English immersion 

programs.  Despite these initiatives which have severely limited bilingual education in 

three states and the weakening support of bilingual education at the federal level, 

bilingual education continues to be widely used in most states as it is an effective and 

research-based method for meeting the academic and linguistic needs of ELLs (Ong & 

Aguila, 2010).  

No Child Left Behind Act.  “To close the achievement gap with accountability, 

flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left behind”  PL 1 7-110) is the mantra of the 

NCLB Act of 2001.  Federal policy for educating and meeting the needs of ELLs 

changed dramatically since the inception of the NCLB Act, which is the current 

manifestation of the ESEA of 1965.  When Congress approved this law, they replaced the 

BEA (Title VII of ESEA) with Title III of N LB, which was entitled “Language 

Instruction for Limited English Proficient Students.”  The mandate does not recommend 
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nor disapprove of bilingual education; instead it guides states to implement programs that 

are created on scientifically based research on teaching LEP children.  The Office of 

Bilingual Education and Minority Language Affairs, which was responsible for 

administering Title VII grants, was changed to the Office of English Language 

Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement for Limited English 

Proficient Students.  Also, the National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education was 

changed to the National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition and Language 

Instruction Programs.  The removal of the word “bilingual” from legislation and support 

offices suggests policymakers are not emphasizing nor promoting such program (Brisk, 

2006; Wright, 2010). 

Regardless of lawmakers’ support for bilingual education, the federal government 

is more involved and concerned with the monitoring and evaluating of all students, 

especially the English language acquisition of ELLs.  Increased accountability through 

the use of standardized testing has become one of the main strategies used to accomplish 

this goal.  Schools and districts must demonstrate that various student groups which are 

identified as: All students, African-American, Hispanic, White, Economically 

Disadvantaged, Special Education, and LEP are making adequate yearly progress (AYP) 

toward the goal of 100% of all students being on grade level by 2014 (De Jong, 2011).  

The NCLB Act also requires all school districts receiving federal funding to annually 

submit reports indicating the progress ELLs have made in attaining English proficiency, 

the number and percentage of students who have exited ELL status, and a description of 

the school system’s English language instruction program.  
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The NCLB Act is attributed with a positive and negative impact on education 

(Dianda, 2008).  On the positive side, the education of ELLs is now part of school 

conversations as their language proficiency growth and academic achievement is closely 

monitored.  More schools analyze assessment data to determine student progress, adjust 

programs, and intervene in a timely manner.  The negative effects of the NCLB Act 

include penalties to schools that are labeled “not meeting AYP.”  Schools are labeled low 

performing or needs improvement if their ELLs do not attain testing achievement targets 

set for native English speakers on tests that have not been designed or normed for English 

learners (Abedi, 2008).  After three consecutive years of such labels, schools and local 

school districts may face corrective and/or punitive action.  

Measuring Students’ English Language Acquisition 

The simple fact that the academic achievement of ELLs is included as its own 

subgroup in the NCLB Act accountability computations has significantly increased the 

visibility of ELLs in schools and districts (Abedi, 2008).  Therefore, additional scrutiny 

and criticism have risen, questioning the validity of scores and achievement of ELLs due 

to the fact that ELLs are still learning English and achievement test developed for and 

normed on native English speakers become a language test rather than a reliable and valid 

measure of academic learning (Abedi, 2004; De Jong, 2011).  In addition to measuring 

students’ content knowledge in the areas of reading, math and science, each state has also 

been required by the NCLB Act to develop English language proficiency standards 

(ELPS), administer an English language proficiency test to all ELLs that is aligned to 

those standards, and formulate annual measurable achievement objectives (AMAOs) for 

ELLs.   
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A valid and reliable English language proficiency assessment is extremely 

important in determining ELLs second language acquisition and academic progress 

(Abedi, 2008).  In Texas, the ELPS are second language acquisition curriculum standards 

that support the ability of ELLs to learn the academic English they need for meaningful 

engagement in subject-area instruction.  Identified in the ELPS are four language 

proficiency levels (i.e., beginning, intermediate, advanced, advanced high) for each of the 

four language domains assessed (i.e., listening, speaking, reading, writing). The ELPS 

serve as the basis for the Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment System 

(TELPAS) which fulfills the federal requirement to evaluate the progress that ELLs must 

obtain in becoming proficient in the use of academic English. The TELPAS components 

for students in grades kindergarten and first include a holistically rated assessment based 

on ongoing classroom observations and student interactions.  Assessment for students in 

second grade through twelfth grade included a multiple-choice computer based test, 

holistically rated student writing collections, and holistically rated listening and speaking 

assessments based on ongoing classroom observations and interactions.   

Educational Programs Aimed at Meeting the Needs of ELLs  

Since the inception of the BEA, educators and legislators around the country have 

struggled to define the most effective program to meet the linguistic and academic needs 

of ELLs.  At the present time, the NCLB Act neither supports nor condemns bilingual 

education.  It does, however, give states the right and freedom to pursue and implement 

educational programs based on scientific research.  Several types of programs are 

designed to address the needs of ELL students, most of which vary based on the amount 

and duration of instruction students receive in their primary language (Saunders, 1999).  
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At one end of the spectrum students receive no instruction in their primary language and 

on the other end of the continuum, students receive true bilingual education, where 

students are taught in their primary language and English at all grade levels.  Transitional 

bilingual education programs fall in the middle of the continuum, using primary language 

instruction for a period of time and then gradually adding or transitioning students to all 

English instruction. 

In Texas, the Texas Administrative Code § 89.105 allows six types of ELLs 

education programs.  They are transitional-early exit, transitional-late exit, dual language 

immersion one-way, dual language immersion two-way, English as a second language 

content-based, and English as a second language-pull out.  Each of these programs are 

aimed at meeting the needs of ELLs, however they differ in the amount of native 

language support offered to the student.  In the study district, the transitional bilingual 

program is the program used to meet the needs of most Spanish speaking ELLs.  

Nevertheless, dual language programs will also be described and summarized in this 

section, as they are also a viable bilingual education model. 

Transitional Bilingual Program.  The TBE is the most common type of 

bilingual education currently found in the United States.  The primary goal of TBE is to 

ensure students’ mastery of grade appropriate academic concepts and skills, which will 

facilitate and expedite the acquisition of English and allow students “to assimilate to 

mainstream cultural norms” (Freeman, 1998, p. 3).  In this model students are provided 

instruction in literacy and content areas in the student’s native language  Spanish) along 

with oral instruction in the English language.  As students acquire proficiency in English, 

the language in which academic subjects are taught gradually shifts from the students’ 
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native language to English (Genesee, 1999, Slavin, Madden, Calderon, Chamberlain, & 

Hennessy, 2011, Tong, Lara-Alecio, Irby, Mathes, & Kwok, 2008).  The “hallmark of 

TBE is the teaching of reading in the native language” (Slavin et al., 2011, p. 49).  By 

teaching literacy and content knowledge in the student’s native language, students have 

the opportunity to: transfer literacy skills from Spanish to English; progress 

academically; internalize grade appropriate content; and not fall behind their peers due to 

their lack of understanding of abstract academic content (Genesee, 1999).   

Most TBE programs begin in prekindergarten or kindergarten, where initially 

students receive about 90% of their reading and core academic instruction in their native 

language and about 10% in the target language.  As students develop target language 

skills the percentages of native language decreases, hence the term transitional bilingual 

education.  This transition generally takes place in one to three years depending on the 

nature of the program and the exit criteria utilized.  Once the students meet exit criteria 

they are placed in mainstream English-only classrooms where they do not receive 

additional support in the students’ native language.  The combination of no continued 

support in the students’ native language and strong pressure to acquire English 

proficiency as quickly as possible are the reasons that characterize this program as 

subtractive bilingualism (Freeman, 1998).   
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Figure 1.  Transitional Bilingual Educational Model. Percentages of English and native 

language instruction in kindergarten through fifth grade.  

 

The TBE programs are described as a subtractive bilingual model due to their 

focus on “developing proficiency in the societal language with limited or no development 

of the students’ native language or languages” (De Jong, 2011, p. 115).  In other words, 

language is seen as a deficit.  On the other hand, in additive bilingual programs such as 

dual language, language is seen as a resource as these programs aim to develop both 

native and second language to promote bilingualism.  

Dual Language Immersion Bilingual Program.  Dual language immersion 

bilingual programs are also known as two-way bilingual programs and they are the most 

common type of additive bilingual education program in the U.S. (Freeman, 1998). The 

goals of this program are to develop literacy in both native and target language, to 

develop socialization among students from different ethnicities, and to teach students to 

value and each other’s cultures and backgrounds (Thomas & Collier, 2003, Varghese & 
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Park, 2010).  Typically students in this program are grouped so that the class is 

comprised of 50% native English speakers and 50% of ELLs.  These programs are most 

effective when a balanced number of students are present from each language 

background.  Unfortunately, this situation is not always possible as school districts may 

not open the program to all English monolingual students and/or restrict the number of 

spaces available in the program due to financial constraints (Christian, 1994).  In Texas, 

dual language programs may be one-way programs which are aimed at educating students 

of the same language whereas two-way programs educate students from Spanish and 

English language groups. 

Dual-language programs vary considerably in how they allocate the two 

languages for instructional purposes.  Language allocations may be distributed by content 

areas, time of day or week, and/or by teacher (one teacher only speaks and is spoken to in 

the students’ native language while the other teacher only utilizes the target language) 

(Freeman, 1998).  The two most common approaches to dual language either allocate 

50% of the time to native language and 50% of the time to the target language or use a 

90/10 approach.  In this latter approach, instruction begins with the native language 

which is then gradually decreased as the ELL progresses to the point where an equal 

amount of time is given to both native and target language (Gómez, Freeman, & 

Freeman, 2005). Although the allocation and approach used for each language differs, the 

ultimate goals of the dual language program remain.     
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Figure 2.  50/50 Dual Language Model. Percentages of English and native language 

instruction in kindergarten through fifth grade.  

 

 

Figure 3.  90/10 Dual Language Model. Percentages of English and native language 

instruction in kindergarten through fifth grade. 
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Importance of School Climate and Culture 

The notions of school climate and culture are very complex terms often used 

interchangeably in educational literature.  Theorists refer to organizational climate and 

culture as overlapping concepts.  Organizational climate is rooted in psychology whereas 

organizational culture has its root in anthropology and sociology (Hoy, 1990; Lunenburg 

& Ornstein, 1996).  Although climate and culture both refer to the general atmosphere or 

feel of the school, they evolve from different perspectives.  Climate is linked to 

perceptions of behavior whereas culture is linked to the shared values or ideologies of the 

school.  One of the major challenges faced by practitioners and researchers in studying 

school climate and culture has been the wide range of definitions used to describe each 

concept (Thapa, Cohen, Guffey, & Higgins-D’Alessandro,   13 .   

The concept of organizational climate was developed during the late 1950s, and it 

is described as the total environmental quality within an organization.  Numerous 

definitions exist of school climate.  An oversimplification of this multifaceted term would 

be to describe it as the personality of the school organization.  Rather than providing a 

general and basic description of the term in this study, school climate will be defined as 

the “teachers’ perceptions of their general work environment as it is influenced by the 

formal and informal organization, personalities of the school community, and the 

leadership of the school” (Hoy, 1990, p. 151). 

One of the most well-known measurements of organizational climate in schools is 

the pioneering study of elementary schools called the Organizational Climate Description 

Questionnaire (OCDQ).  The OCDQ asks school professional staff to describe the extent 

to which various statements characterize his or her school to identify critical aspects of 
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teacher-teacher and teacher-principal interactions.  From the questionnaire responses, 

eight dimensions of school climate were mapped: hindrance, intimacy, disengagement, 

espirit, production emphasis, aloofness, consideration, and trust.  These eight dimensions 

define climate types that are arrayed along a continuum from open to closed: open, 

autonomous, controlled, familiar, paternal, and closed (Halpin & Croft, 1963).  An open 

climate is one in which both the teachers and school administrators work well together 

and are committed to the school’s vision and mission.  The open school is not 

preoccupied with achievement or social needs satisfaction as they both emerge freely due 

to their authentic commitment.  In a closed climate school, teachers are disengaged and 

uncommitted to student growth and achievement while the principal is viewed as “formal 

and impersonal, guided by rules and eschewing face-to-face contact” (Anderson, 1982, p. 

377).  In essence, the closed climate is perhaps the exact opposite of the open climate.   

The OCDQ focused on the perceptions of only the adults in the school setting.  In 

the last 30 years, climate studies have become more inclusive of all stakeholders by 

including the input from students and parents along with the input from teachers and 

school administrators.  Researchers have also begun to look at the correlation between 

school climate and school effectiveness.  In 1987, the National Association of Secondary 

School Principals developed the School Climate Survey (SCS) which is used to collect 

and measure data about perceptions on the following subscales: teacher-student 

relationships; security and maintenance; administration; student academic orientation; 

student behavioral values; and student-peer relationships.  In a 6-year longitudinal study 

conducted by van Horn (2003), a modified version of the SCS was used and determined 

to be a valid and useful measure of school climate.  He also concluded that SCS ratings 
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within each school were strongly related to academic achievement “given the positive 

relationship of school climate to academic outcomes demonstrated in other research and 

the prominent role that these outcomes play in education” (van Horn, 2003, p. 1016).  

School climate matters.  The effects of a positive school climate have been well 

documented by multiple studies.  A positive school climate can: have powerful influence 

of the motivation to learn; mitigate the negative impact of the socioeconomic context on 

academic success; contribute to less aggressive and violent behaviors in schools; and 

enhance the students’ academic outcomes (Thapa et al., 2013).  Therefore, school 

administrators must consciously shape, maintain, and nurture a positive school climate. 

Lunenburg and Ornstein (1996) described the culture of an organization as all the 

beliefs, feelings, behaviors, and symbols that are characteristic of the organization and 

more specifically organizational culture as the shared philosophies, ideologies, beliefs, 

feelings, assumptions, expectations, attitudes, norms, and values.  Every educational 

entity has a culture that should give meaning to its educational program.  Whereas some 

school districts and schools have strong and cohesive cultures, others have weak and 

fragmented cultures.  However, “successful schools have strong and functional cultures 

aligned with a vision of quality schooling” (Sergiovanni, 2009, p. 140).   

Various dimensions of school culture are present which can be summarized into 

four levels. The first level, which is the most noticeable and observable, is manifested in 

what people say, behave, and how the environment looks.  The next level refers to the 

perspectives of people and how they react to situations they face as well as the 

boundaries of acceptable and unacceptable behavior.  The following level encompasses 

how people set priorities, evaluate situations, and value what is important at school.  The 
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last level deals with assumptions which are more abstract and typically implicit 

(Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2007).  These levels of culture provide a framework for 

analyzing important aspects of the culture of schools.  

The organizational culture of a school is a living phenomenon as it can be created, 

maintained, enhanced, and/or changed.  School leaders are often faced with the changing 

demands of our schools and increased accountability, therefore it is imperative they 

understand and take into consideration teacher and staff needs when attempting to change 

the school culture.  Frost (1991) proposed a systematic way to achieve change in 

organizational culture.  The cycle begins with external enabling conditions which prompt 

the change and the existence of internal permitting conditions which are the means for the 

change to happen. Precipitating pressures and triggering events serve as an external 

catalyst to expedite change; therefore the administrator leading change must have a clear 

vision of the enhanced and more effective school. At this time, a culture-change strategy 

and explicit action plan must be communicated and shared with all stakeholders and 

deployed.  Once the action plan has been implemented and successfully deployed the 

result will be the new reformulated culture (Frost, 1991).  This particular culture 

changing cycle is on-going and it never ceases.  

It is imperative for school principals to understand the importance of creating, 

developing, maintaining, and nurturing a strong school culture.  “Strong school cultures 

have better motivated teachers.  Highly motivated teachers have greater success in terms 

of student performance and student outcomes” (MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009, p. 77).  

School principals seeking to improve student performance must create, develop, maintain 

and nurture a strong school culture.  
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Importance of the Role of the Principal 

The role of the principal has evolved from bureaucratic administrator to 

instructional leader to the combination of educational leader, manager, politician and 

organizational culture expert over the last 150 years.  During the last 30 years, however, 

federal and school reform initiatives have dramatically transformed the role of the 

principal.  The ideal principal has been described as the “instructional leader who defined 

the school’s mission and set clear goals; coordinated and supervised curriculum and 

instruction; established an academic climate that set high academic expectations and 

standards; and fostered a healthy, safe school culture for both students and teachers” 

(Sergiovanni, Kelleher, McCarthy, & Wirt, 2003, p. 192).  The demands of the principal 

now include a more specific focus on school efficiency and effectiveness as 

accountability measures have increased and are based on student performance as 

measured by standardized assessments (Glasman, 1984; Ross & Gray, 2006).  The NCLB 

Act has increased the pressure of principals to improve student performance dramatically 

and to narrow the achievement gap separating White and minority students or face 

punitive local, state, or federal sanctions (Duke, 2004).   

The reality of today’s principals is based on a results-focused environment which 

is now more complex than it has ever been.  Leading a school is often a battle between 

meeting district demands, perceived school improvement needs, and principals’ own 

notions of school leadership (Terry Orr, Byrne-Jimenez, McFarlane, & Brown, 2005).  

Principals must be able to utilize different leadership approaches depending upon the 

challenge they are facing.  Principals of schools in need of improvement must utilize 

assertive leadership whereas principals of successful schools may deploy a more 
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participatory approach (Sergiovanni et al., 2003).  It should also be noted that the skill set 

of a principal who is ideal for opening a new school or improving an already high-

performing school may not necessarily be the same skill set needed to turn around a low-

performing school (Duke, 2004).  

The various situations principals face every day require different leadership 

strategies or approaches.  Sergiovanni (2009) suggested bartering, building, binding, and 

bonding as four stages of leadership strategies available to principals.  These strategies 

are appropriate at different times.  In leadership as bartering, which is also known as 

transactional leadership, the emphasis is on trading wants and needs for cooperation and 

compliance (Bass, 2006).  In other words, the wants and needs of followers and the wants 

and needs of leaders are traded; therefore some kind of bargain must be reached.  

Examples of these kinds of bargains may include a bonus for extra ordinary performance, 

positive reinforcement for good work, or a promotion for additional responsibilities.  This 

approach may be used when the principal and teachers do not share the same vision and 

goals or there is a competence concern.  

A sharp distinction is present between the first stage bartering and the next three 

stages which are building, binding and bonding which resemble elements of 

transformational leadership (Bass, 2006).  In leadership by building, the emphasis is 

placed on the principal providing a supportive environment and developing a school 

climate in which teachers will fulfill their own needs for achievement, responsibility, 

competence, and self-esteem.  In leadership by binding, both the principal and teachers 

collaboratively develop a set of shared ideas and values they will rely on to create a 

community of learners and leaders.  Finally, leadership by bonding is the ultimate stage 
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in which the community of learners and leaders display mutual respect and the 

interdependence which allows all parties to be mutually responsible for the obligations 

and success of the school.  When principals are dealing with competence issues, 

leadership as bartering is probably the most effective, however once competence is 

achieved the principal must look at the next three stages to “help transcend competence to 

inspire commitment and extraordinary performance” (Sergiovanni, 2009, p. 170). 

Authentic Leadership and Leaders 

In contrast to other industries, the school sector differs in the sense that its final 

product is the future workforce of America and the decisions school leaders make every 

day affect students.  The day-to-day dilemma an educational leader must face constantly 

challenges their notions of right and wrong.  To deal effectively with conflict and 

quandaries, school leaders should be “able to do a great deal of reflection and soul-

searching about his or her private and professional code and should be open-minded 

enough to revise either of them as self-awareness and growth occur” (Shapiro & 

Stefkovich, 2011, p. 9).  The need for ethical leadership calls for authentic leaders and 

leadership.   

No single accepted definition of authentic leadership exists.  One scholar defined 

authentic leadership was defined as a genuine kind of leadership which responds to social 

circumstances in a hopeful, open-ended, visionary and creative manner (Begley, 2001).  

Certain elements are present that most of the definitions include which characterize 

authentic leaders as possessing self-knowledge, self-awareness, and a personal point of 

view, which reflects clarity about their values and convictions (Shamir & Eilam, 2005). 

Authentic leaders have also been described as “leaders who have achieved high levels of 
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authenticity in that they know who they are, what they believe and value and they act 

upon those values and beliefs while transparently interacting with others” (Avolio, 

Gardner, Walumbwa, Luthans, & May, 2004, p. 802).  In other words, when enacting the 

leadership role, authentic leaders are being themselves as opposed to conforming to 

others’ expectations.  This type of leader does not engage in leadership for status, honor, 

or other rewards; they lead from conviction.  Authentic leaders are not in a given 

leadership position as a step to the next level; they hold that leadership position because 

they believe and know they are making a positive difference.  

The values of an authentic leader are constructed via their personal experiences.  

These values are true to them not because they are socially or politically appropriate, but 

because their lived experiences, knowledge, and active process of reflection shaped those 

values and convictions (Shamir & Eilam, 2005).  An educational leader who has 

experienced schooling as a second language learner and through reflection internalized 

the necessity and urgency to meet the needs of ELLs or a principal who has experienced 

teacher apathy in school based on students’ socioeconomic status and believes that all 

students can and will succeed regardless of their socioeconomic status are examples of 

authentic leaders who internalized their convictions on the basis of their own experiences.  

The leader’s personal history and key trigger events are the precursors for 

authentic leadership (Gardner, Avolio, Luthans, May, & Walumbwa, 2005).  The 

personal history of the leader may include early life challenges, educational experiences, 

family influences, role model aspirations, and work experiences.  Trigger events are the 

more dramatic experiences in a person’s life that enable personal growth and 

improvement.  These events challenge the leader’s ability and require the leader to 
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problem-solve by seeking innovative and outside the box solutions. Both personal history 

and key trigger events allow the leader to reach greater self-awareness (Gardner et al., 

2005). 

An authentic leader must achieve authenticity thorough self-awareness, self-

acceptance, and authentic actions and relationships.  This concept extends to the 

relationships between the leader and his or her followers.  These relationships are 

characterized by three different areas: transparency, openness, and trust; guidance toward 

worthy objectives; and emphasis on follower development (Gardner et al., 2005).  By 

being true to one’s core beliefs and values, authentic leaders lead by example as they 

communicate their beliefs.  Their actions positively foster the development of their 

followers until they become leaders themselves. As teachers and staff members 

internalize the values and beliefs their leaders adhere to, open, positive, and transparent 

exchanges will occur which will strengthen the shared vision and goals (Avolio & 

Gardner, 2005).  

Leadership does not only consist of leaders, as it does not occur in a vacuum.  

Leadership instead is the mutual relationship between the leader and followers, therefore 

authentic leadership cannot only consist of authentic leaders.  Shamir and Eilam (2005) 

suggested the following descriptors of authentic followership.  Authentic followers 

follow an authentic leader because they share the leader’s beliefs, values, and convictions 

and not because they seek to gain career advantage or because they are intimidated by 

their leader.  Followers exercise their independent judgment and have an accurate and 

realistic view of the leader’s strengths and flaws.  They do not follow a leader because of 

a distorted reality their leader gives them to help them obtain a false sense of grandeur, 
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gain, or safety.  Lastly, followers validate the leader by having consistent personal 

beliefs, values, and convictions as their leader and accepting their leader’s claim for 

leadership based on the leader’s personally held values and not the appointment of a 

leadership title.   

Although similarities are present between authentic leadership and 

transformational leadership, these two concepts are not the same and differ in several 

ways.  Charisma is a part of transformational leadership (Bass, 2006).  However, 

authentic leaders build enduring relationships, work hard, and lead with purpose, 

meaning and values; they may or may not be described as charismatic (Avolio & 

Gardner, 2005).  One of the characteristics of transformational leadership is called 

individualized consideration and which “transformational leaders pay special attention to 

each individual follower’s needs for achievement and growth by acting as a coach or 

mentor (Bass, 2006, p. 7).  In other words, transformational leaders consciously coach 

followers to become leaders.  Authentic leaders, on the other hand, may or may not be 

actively focused on developing followers into leaders, even though they model behaviors 

which have a positive impact in leadership development.    

Principal Leadership Makes a Difference 

The topic of school leadership has been the object of extensive study and 

research.  More recently, researchers and practitioners are focusing on research 

supporting the importance of effective principal leadership in creating the conditions for 

effective schools (Dufour & Marzano, 2011).  Some researchers, however, believe 

principal leadership does not influence student achievement (Ross & Gray, 2006).  In a 

meta-analysis of 37 studies from 1986 to 1996 conducted across a variety of countries 
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titled “Educational Leadership and Student Achievement: The Elusive Search for an 

Association,” the researchers “confirm earlier research finding on the limitations of the 

direct effects approach to linking leadership with student achievement” (Witziers, 

Bosker, & Krüger, 2003, p. 398). 

Since that study, however, other researchers have reached very different 

conclusions.  After close analysis of the Witziers study, Marzano, Waters, and McMulty 

(2005) noted that much of the data used in the study were from studies with different 

administrative structures from the traditional K-12 schools in the United States.  When 

only the studies on U.S. schools were considered from the Witziers synthesis, the 

correlation between principal leadership and student achievement was quite encouraging 

(Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). 

In their meta-analysis of 69 studies conducted from 1978 to 2001, Marzano et al. 

(2005) concluded that the average correlation in studies conducted in the United States 

reflected a significant and positive relationship of principal leadership with student 

achievement.  In other words, the more skilled the principal is, the more student growth 

and achievement can be expected from the students.  Today’s research now supports what 

“practitioners have known for decades: powerful school leadership on the part of the 

principal has a positive effect on student achievement” (Dufour & Marzano, 2011, p. 48). 

Although widely recognized in the U.S. that principal leadership has a significant 

relationship with student achievement, the relationship is indirect rather than direct 

(Dufour & Marzano, 2011; Marzano, 2003).  Principals do not usually provide instruction 

to students, therefore, their actions do not directly affect student learning.  Rather the 

effective principal engages in behaviors that are more indirect, meaning the principal 
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affects teachers who in turn have a direct influence on student achievement. For example, 

Hallinger, Bickman, and Davis (1996) determined that principals contributed to reading 

achievement through the creation of a positive instructional climate which included high 

teacher expectations, student opportunity to learn, clear mission, and grouping for 

instruction.  They suggested that elementary school principals “who are perceived by 

teachers as strong instructional leaders promote student achievement through their 

influence on features of the school-wide learning climate” (Hallinger et al., 1996, p. 543).  

Principals perceived as strong instructional leaders are also perceived as possessing 

effective leadership, which is crucial in sustaining the student growth and achievement of 

an effective school or promoting the instructional changes needed when a school is not 

meeting expected performance levels. 

Turnaround Schools and Needed Leadership  

The new emphasis on school effectiveness at the state and federal level has 

created accountability systems that are based on high-stakes tests, school performance 

report cards, accreditations standards, and punitive sanctions for school systems not 

meeting adequate yearly progress (AYP) (Duke, 2004; Fullan, 2005).  Now more than 

ever school districts across the state are finding an increased number of schools within 

their system not meeting AYP and are trying to reverse the downward spiral of low-

performing schools.  Probably one of the most devastating cases of school districts not 

being able to stop the downward spiral of low performance is the case of the North Forest 

Independent School District (NFISD).  In 2013, due to consistent low performance, the 

Texas Education Agency closed down the NFISD and mandated that those schools that 
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were part of the school system be transitioned into the Houston Independent School 

District.   

Rather than facing a district closure, district leaders across the state are engaging 

the talents of principals who have been able to turn a school around by raising the 

achievement of students in those schools.  Though the term “turnaround principal” is 

rather new, it has been used to describe “a pragmatic leader who can use a variety of 

strategies and approaches to reverse the downward spiral of a low-performing school” 

(Duke, 2004, p. 13).  A prescription or a boxed program aimed at turning a school around 

do not exist.  Instead, the turnaround principal must identify the starting point of the 

school, the final destination, and the various ways to reach that destination.  

Duke (2004) offered several simple wisdom concepts the turnaround principal 

must deploy in order to turn an at-risk school into a high achieving school. The 

turnaround principal must courageously confront teachers’ beliefs about teaching and 

learning.  In other words, what the teachers believe about themselves and the students 

they teach determines the effectiveness of their instruction.  Principal and teacher 

efficacy provide a crucial link between school conditions and student learning 

(Leithwood, Anderson, Mascall, Strauss, & Moore, 2010).  In essence, teacher feelings of 

self-efficacy are dependent on the principal’s ability to recogni e teacher and student 

growth and promote collaboration to improve instructional practices.  

Turnaround principals help teachers assess and refine their instructional skills.  To 

do so, principals assess teacher expertise by regularly monitoring student progress and 

monitoring instruction.  In many instances, effective staff development aimed at 

improving teachers’ instructional craft to help the students in most need is the key.  
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Increasing instructional time for struggling students will also yield positive outcomes.  

Marzano (2003) stated that opportunity to learn and time, have the strongest relationships 

with student achievement.  Turnaround leaders find additional instructional time by 

extending the day, week, and year as well as proving intervention to struggling students 

during the school day.  Effective and timely intervention provided to students when they 

are not growing academically will improve the school achievement one student at a time 

(Dufour & Marzano, 2011).  The use of multiple sources of data to identify teachers or 

students’ weaknesses and drive instructional decisions has also been proven to increase 

student achievement.  Turnaround principals expect teachers to use diagnostic and 

formative evaluations to assess for learning and summative evaluations to assess learning 

(Fullan, 2005). 

The Role of the Principal on the Academic Achievement of ELLs 

Principal leadership “could be considered the single most important aspect of 

effective schools” (Marzano, 2003, p. 172) as it influences the school, teacher, and 

student level aspects of school effectiveness.  An effective principal who seeks academic 

success for ELLs must: strengthen the school’s culture of academic achievement for 

ELLs; advocate and measure yearly student growth and achievement; strengthen the 

knowledge and understating second language acquisition; and build capacity within the 

school through quality staff development  Alford   Ni o,   11 .  Although the definition 

of effectiveness varies at the local, state, and federal level, Sergiovanni (2001) offered a 

more comprehensive explanation of effectiveness: “achieving higher levels of 

pedagogical thoughtfulness, developing relationships characterized by caring and civility, 
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and achieving increases in the quality of student performance on both conventional and 

alternative assessments”  p.   4 . 

School Culture of Academic Achievement for ELLs.  Defining organizational 

culture is a daunting task.  Although numerous definitions exist, most definitions contain 

the following characteristics: observed behavioral regularities, norms, dominant values, 

philosophy, rules and feelings.  The mentioned characteristics by itself do not represent 

the essence of organizational culture.  However, the integration of these characteristics 

reflect and give meaning to the concept of organizational culture (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 

1996).  In education, the culture of a school is also interrelated with most concepts in 

educational administration, including organization structures, motivation, decision 

making, communications, and change.  The process of creating, maintaining, and 

changing a school culture is complex.  An effective instructional leader “is a culture 

builder- an individual who communicates (talks) and models (walks) a strong and viable 

vision based on achievement, character, personal responsibility, and  accountability” 

(McEwan, 2003, p. 89).  Effectively managing and changing the culture of a school is 

likely have a positive influence on the overall effectiveness of a school. 

To enhance a school culture that promotes the academic achievement of ELLs, 

principals must positively influence the school community, the teachers, and the students.  

In other words, to create a positive culture the school’s leadership must ensure clear and 

comprehensible communication is present among all stakeholders.  According to 

McEwan     3 , principals must “communicate in an appropriate productive, 

meaningful, helpful, and healing ways with students, parents, colleagues, as well as a vast 

array of others, whether in small groups, or en masse”  p.   .  One of the most tangible 
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ways in which principals communicate with parents and guardians, is through the 

school’s letters, flyers, and reminders that are sent home to keep parents abreast of what 

is going on at the school.  Antunez (2000) suggested that all school written-

communications and meetings should be translated in the major language of the school’s 

linguistically diverse students.  However, communication between the school and parents 

is not just limited to the written word.  Having a process in place to ensure translators are 

easily and readily available to help parents communicate and obtain answers to their 

questions and obtain resolution to their concerns is another way to enhance 

communication.  Effective two-way communication increases understanding and 

cooperation between school and home (Epstein, 2009) and allows students to see that 

their parents and teachers are in contact to ensure and promote their academic success, 

which strengthens the school’s culture of academic achievement.   

Principals must understand parents and communities well enough to understand 

their expectations of the school system  Alford   Ni o,   11 .  Once the community’s 

expectations are acknowledged and understood by the principal, they can be used to 

better communicate with all stakeholders.  Communicating the scientifically based 

rationale for utilizing the bilingual program to best meet the needs of ELLs; the linguistic 

needs of ELLs; the process used to deliver instruction in two languages; and the ultimate 

goal of the bilingual program, empowers all stakeholders by helping them understand the 

school and program expectations.  The importance of implementing research-based 

programs that involve parents to help contribute to student achievement is also 

acknowledged by the federal government.  Empowering parents, teachers, and students 
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will create a strong educational partnership that focuses on establishing a culture of 

expected student achievement and growth today and later in life (Epstein, 2009).  

Advocate and Measure ELLs Yearly Growth and Achievement.  Before 

school leaders can advocate and measure the growth and achievement of ELLs, the 

school and district must clearly define student growth and student achievement.  In the 

study district, student growth is defined as individual students’ learning progress on 

assessments from one year to the next.  Student growth scores are calculated using 

quantile regression and are reported as a percentile from 1 to 99 with higher percentiles 

indicating greater growth.  The 50th growth percentile represents effective progress.  

Student achievement is defined as students’ actual score on any assessment at any given 

time (Aldine ISD, 2013).  An example of student achievement is the score a student 

earned on the TAKS test, which could be passing, failing, and/or meeting commended 

performance.  Principals must celebrate student growth while at the same time not 

undermine the importance of “student achievement which gives students options and 

opportunities for the future” (McEwan, 2003, p. 120).  

To advocate for student success, school leaders must courageously face and 

confront the brutal facts of their school (Collins, 2001; Gray & Streshly, 2010).  One way 

to understand the brutal facts is to analyze the abundant sources of data gathered by 

schools.  The NCLB Act currently requires student assessments based on standards, 

which lead communities, legislators, and school administrators to compare student 

performance.  Probably the biggest concern is the achievement gap between African-

American and Hispanic students, at the lower end of the performance scale, and their 

non-Hispanic White peers, and the similar academic disparity between students from 
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low-income families and those students who are not considered low-income (Education 

Week, 2004).  Understanding the brutal facts of the school will help the school 

community understand their unique challenge, seek ways to meet the needs of their 

unique ELLs, and articulate goals that are achievable yet challenging.   

A single measure of performance is not enough to measure the effectiveness in 

closing the achievement gap or to effectively measure student growth.  Current student 

achievement data in conjunction with yearly student growth data provide a more 

comprehensive picture of how effectively the school is currently meeting the needs of 

students and what the school’s goals are in terms of student achievement and growth.  

Alford and Ni o (2011) advised principals to also take into consideration and analyze 

students’ length of time in the United States, English proficiency, and educational 

experiences to create a better profile that will provide a better insight on student 

achievement and growth.  

Summative assessments provide a summary of what students know and can do.  

They are typically given at the end of the unit or at the end of the school year, while 

formative assessments are on-going and help identify students’ strengths and needs. At 

this time, a shortage of student data is not the concern (DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, & Many, 

2010), unfortunately data alone will not provide solutions to the problems it will only 

point out where deficiencies are located.  Rather than focusing on summative assessment 

data, schools should focus on data gathered from formative assessments which allows 

teachers to identify students’ deficits in a timely manner.  Disaggregating formative data 

in a timely manner and using that information to improve teaching and address students’ 

deficits provides teachers with the information needed to increase student achievement. 
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Strengthen Knowledge of Second Language Acquisition.  Language is defined 

as “the systematic, conventional use of sounds, signs, or written symbols in a human 

society for communication and self-expression” (Crystal, 2001, p. 184).  Effective 

teachers create a classroom environment where language is valued and constantly 

developed,  because they know “language is at the heart of teaching and learning” 

(Wright, 2010, p. 24).  According to Alford and Ni o (2011), to respond effectively to the 

specific needs of ELLs, the school community must understand the stages of second 

language acquisition, social language development versus academic language 

development, language acquisition versus language learning, and the role of the native 

language in second language development.  Teachers who have a solid understanding of 

these processes can recognize the various levels of language acquisition of their students 

and tailor their instruction to equitably respond their students’ needs.  It is unrealistic to 

expect that all students in a classroom will be at the same language proficiency level at 

any given time.  Therefore, it is counterproductive to provide the same level of language 

support to all ELLs in the classroom. 

Knowing and understanding the stages of second language acquisition enable 

teachers to effectively differentiate instruction for their ELLs.  Krashen and Terrell 

(1983) explored and identified five stages of second language acquisition.  The 

preproduction stage, also known as the silent period, is characterized by students who are 

beginning to understand English when they hear it but not yet able to use it verbally.  

During the early production stage, students have limited comprehension and may produce 

one or two word responses, often in response to direct simple questions.  Students at the 

speech emergence stage begin to initiate speech and produce questions, have good 
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comprehension but frequently misunderstand jokes and make grammar and pronunciation 

errors.  At the intermediate fluency stage students produce more complex sentence 

structures, are better able to transfer metacognitive skills to comprehend content, are 

making fewer grammatical errors but still may cognitively process in their native 

language.  Finally, at the advanced stage students have a near native level of English, but 

it can take from five to seven years to develop advanced academic fluency fully (Krashen 

& Terrell, 1988).  All students learning a second language will experience these stages at 

varying rates, therefore teachers must scaffold instruction to appropriately differentiate 

instruction for all ELLs. 

Social language, which is also known as basic interpersonal communication skills 

(BICS), includes survival English or playground English which can develop rapidly often 

in one to two years.  Students can appear to develop a deeper proficiency in English so it 

is imperative for teachers not to assess a student’s language proficiency in English based 

on the surface-level social language  Alford   Ni o,   11 .  Academic language 

development, which is similar to cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP), 

occurs at a deeper and more abstract level.  It consists of the English needed to think 

critically, understand and learn new concepts, process complex academic material, and 

interact and communicate in English academic settings (Chapter 74. English Language 

Proficiency Standards, 2012).   

In Texas and required by 19 Texas Administrative Code, Chapter 74, Subchapter 

A, §74.4, school districts are required to implement English Language Proficiency 

Standards (ELPS) as an integral part of each subject in the required curriculum.  This 

framework allows teachers to focus on the speaking, listening, reading and writing 



53 

 

 

 

domains which must be developed for ELLs to reach academic language.  To develop 

students’ academic language, teachers explicitly teach vocabulary and provide ample 

opportunities for students to use new vocabulary so it can be internalized and truly 

learned.  Attempting to provide easier language for ELLs is not always an appropriate 

scaffold as it does not challenge students to expand their current vocabulary (Ong & 

Aguila, 2010).   

A variety of ways are present to review academic vocabulary effectively with 

students during the instructional day.  Echevarria et al. (2013) suggested teachers can use: 

an analogy which is the process, of relating newly learned words to other works with the 

same structure or pattern; point out multiple meanings of words; review synonyms and 

antonyms related to new vocabulary; and to draw students’ attention to how words are 

used in various contexts.  Students must be encouraged to use new terms or words in their 

oral discourse as well as being accountable for using them in their writing.  Also, the use 

of cognates between English and Spanish, that is words from both languages that have 

similar sounds and meanings such as transportation/transportación, allows the teacher to 

use students’ known native vocabulary to transfer to the second language  Alford   

Ni o,   11; De Jong,   11 .  Teachers who explicitly teach and acknowledge the benefits 

of using cognates allow students to have pride in their native language and appreciate the 

similarities between languages.  

Teachers of ELLs must clearly understand the difference between language 

acquisition and language learning.  Krashen (1982) described language acquisition as 

picking up a language though an almost subconscious process of exposure and contextual 

use.  Language learning, on the other hand, is the explicit teaching of grammar and rules 
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of the language.  English Language Learners cannot learn language in isolation or just as 

a set of grammar and spelling rules.  The goal of language learning should not be 

memorize rules but to help students develop the ability to effectively comprehend and 

convey intended meanings when reading, making oral presentations, writing reports, or 

collaborating with peers (Wright, 2010).  Figurative language, which is abstract in nature, 

should also be explicitly taught in the classrooms so students can also have access to 

English social language.   

The role of native language in second language development is critical.  Language 

development of a student’s first language transfers to the development of a second 

language.  Therefore, students who possess strong native language skills will transfer 

those skills to the second language, which will make acquiring the second language much 

easier, and students who have a weak native language foundation will need to strengthen 

their native language skills before being able to transfer skills into the second language.  

Primary language support (PLS), also known as native language support, refers to the use 

of students’ first language to support second language development (Wright, 2010).  

When PLS is used properly, it can lower students’ affective filters and thus provide 

students with greater access to comprehensible input.  When teachers build students’ 

background knowledge and activate their prior knowledge through their first language, 

PLS activates their schema and students are better prepared to learn more about the topic 

in their second language (Ulanoff & Pucci, 1999).  Primary Language Support is 

ineffective when it prevents rather than supports the students’ effort to comprehend 

English.   Concurrent translation, also referred as direct translation, is an example of 

ineffective PLS.  When students hear a translation, they have no need to attend to the oral 
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English in the classroom and can become conditioned to expect translation, which does 

not contribute to their English language development  Alford   Ni o, 2011; Wright, 

2010).  Rather than conditioning students to expect an oral translation, teachers 

consciously pay attention to the language they are using when communicating with 

students so they are encouraging students to practice active listening and speaking in 

English and not just using their native language to communicate in the classroom. 

Build Capacity through Staff Development.  Strengthening instructional 

practices that will benefit all students is a principal responsibility.  The principal, as the 

instructional leader of the school, takes on the challenge of building capacity by seeking, 

engaging, providing, and monitoring quality staff development aimed at meeting the 

instructional needs of all students, especially ELLs.  A commitment to building teacher 

capacity requires school leaders to ensure the professional learning of their faculty and 

staff is: ongoing and sustained rather than sporadic; job-embedded rather than separate 

from the school setting; aligned with school and district goals; and viewed as collective 

and collaborative rather than in isolation (Dufour & Marzano, 2011).  Before engaging in 

a professional development endeavor, principals should be aware of their teachers’ 

instructional strengths and weaknesses, as well as the students’ academic strengths and 

challenges.  Lunenburg and Ornstein (1996) also noted that staff development for 

teachers must be ongoing, systematic, and supported by the school district. 

Effective leaders recognize that they cannot accomplish great things in a vacuum. 

They also acknowledge that school improvement means people improvement (Dufour & 

Marzano, 2011).  Therefore, building teacher capacity to improve student achievement 
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must be a collaborative effort in the school setting.  A professional learning community 

(PLC) is defined as: 

An ongoing process in which educators work collaboratively in recurring cycles 

of collective inquiry and action research to achieve better results for the students 

they serve.  Professional learning communities operate under the assumption that 

the key to improved learning for students is continuous job-embedded learning for 

educators. (DuFour et al., 2010, p. 11) 

Although the term PLC has become common vocabulary of educators, the underlying 

practices have not.  The PLC process is designed around three main concepts which are: 

to ensure all students learn at high levels; to use a collaborative and collective effort to 

help all students learn; and to assess effectiveness.  To assess effectiveness, the 

professional community of the school must focus on results which are commensurate 

with student learning and to use those result to improve professional practice and respond 

to students in need of intervention or enrichment (DuFour et al., 2010).  Adopting a 

process such as PLC to obtain teacher buy-in and commitment helps gain support for 

needed staff development.   Most teachers learn best by doing and reflecting on their own 

practices.  Once staff development has been provided, school leaders should ensure 

teachers have the needed materials, adequate time, and support to implement new and 

more effective instructional practices.    

 



 

 

 

 

Chapter III 

Methodology 

Purpose 

The purpose of this research study was to identify the number of bilingual 

students served in the transitional bilingual program in the study district starting in 

prekindergarten or kindergarten and continuously served by the same school district until 

fifth grade, to analyze the exit rate of bilingual students starting in first grade until fifth 

grade by school and compare it to the number of students served per school.  It also 

analyzed the number of bilingual students enrolled from kindergarten to fifth grade who 

were not able to meet exit criteria by the end of fifth grade.  Identifying schools that 

demonstrate a higher number of exited bilingual students per grade level provides 

information to school administrators to help determine if the language needs of bilingual 

students are being met.  

Effectively meeting the needs of the bilingual students is crucial in determining 

their future academic success, especially in the study district, where the number of ELLs 

has gradually increased over the years to surpass 20,000 students.  By identifying patterns 

of exited bilingual students per grade level and identifying schools that are showing a 

higher number of students exited the researcher attempted to find if a pattern is present of 

exited students per grade level so additional research can be conducted to determine best 

practices from those campuses that are demonstrating higher numbers of exited bilingual 

students.  
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Research Design 

This study is a quantitative research design with an exclusive focus on archival 

school district 2011 data.  Descriptive statistics is the statistical procedure that is used to 

describe the distributions of data and relationships between variables (Wiersma & Jurs, 

2009).  Student data abstracted from the study district’s Student Management System 

(SMS) were: student identification number; current grade; current attendance school; 

gender; year student was labeled ELL; year student met bilingual program exit criteria; 

schools attended in the district; dyslexia identifier; learning disability identifier; 

prekindergarten program attendance; and retention identifier.  These data were organized 

using an Excel spreadsheet, allowing for the application of filters to facilitate the 

examination of groups of students to organize the information. 

Questions 

Explored in this research study were four questions.  The first question was to 

identify the percent of bilingual students exited from the bilingual program for each 

elementary school in grades first through fourth for elementary schools and fifth grade 

for intermediate schools.  The second research question was to determine which schools 

exhibit a higher number of bilingual students who met bilingual program exit criteria in 

grades first through fourth for elementary schools and fifth grade for intermediate 

schools. The third question was to identify the percentage of bilingual students who failed 

to meet bilingual program exit requirements by grade fifth grade even though they were 

continuously enrolled in the bilingual program in the study district since prekindergarten 

or kindergarten.  The last question was to identify any patterns such as retention, 

attendance in a prekindergarten program, special education indicator, dyslexia indicator, 
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or gender, among the students who did not meet exit criteria by fifth grade even though 

they were continuously enrolled in the study district since prekindergarten or 

kindergarten.  

Setting 

The study district is a medium size suburban school district located in southeast 

Texas and covers 111 square miles.  The Academic Excellence Indicator System report 

for 2011 reported that the district’s enrollment is 62,945 students.  The student ethnic 

distribution is made up of: 69.1% Hispanic students; 26.2% African American students; 

2.2% White students; 1.4% Asian students; 0.1% American Indian students; 0.1% Pacific 

Islander students; and 0.9% other students.  Approximately 84.4% of the total student 

population is classified as economically disadvantaged and roughly 66.5% of the students 

are considered at-risk.  About 31.8% of the total student body is classified as ELL and 

more than 18,800 students are enrolled in the bilingual/ESL education program (Texas 

Education Agency, 2011).   

The district has offered bilingual education services since 1976 and currently all 

eight early childhood/prekindergarten campuses, 31 elementary campuses and 11 

intermediate campuses offer the transitional bilingual program.  The early 

childhood/prekindergarten campuses offer an all-day program.  Elementary campuses are 

made up of students in grades kindergarten to fourth grade, whereas intermediate 

campuses enroll students in grades fifth and sixth grade only.   

The study district’s bilingual education program is technically labeled an early-

exit transitional bilingual program.  Bilingual students are able to exit from the program 

at the end of first grade.  In most instances, students who exit the program at the end of 
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first grade qualified and were placed in the bilingual program in prekindergarten and 

were served in the bilingual program for three years.  Students are also able to participate 

in the program beyond the typical five years, as intermediate schools offer the bilingual 

program up to sixth grade.  Instruction for certain academic subjects is in the students’ 

native language.  As the students begin to demonstrate higher proficiency in English, 

additional subjects are taught in English.  Bilingual teachers spend a specific amount of 

time each day to develop their students’ English language proficiency.    

The goal of the transitional bilingual education it to ensure students have the 

necessary English language skills necessary to transition into an English-only classroom 

as quickly as possible.  Students are provided native-language instruction that will, in 

theory, give them access to the same content and academic skills as the non-ELL peers 

while also learning a second language (De Jong, 2011; Wright, 2010).  Once the 

transition is made to an English-only classroom and the student has met state exit criteria, 

the student has demonstrated the necessary English language skills and on-grade level 

content knowledge necessary to participate in the general education setting.   

Historically, the district’s bilingual program served native Spanish speakers who 

qualified for the program.  Although the study district began to offer the Vietnamese 

bilingual program in 2009, the Spanish Bilingual program is the sole focus of this 

research investigation.  The transitional bilingual program is offered to all qualifying 

students until the end of sixth grade.  Students who continue to qualify for the bilingual 

program in sixth grade are labeled bilingual, however because the state assessment is not 

offered in Spanish in sixth grade the instruction at this particular grade level is mostly in 

English with minimal Spanish support.  Starting in the seventh grade bilingual students 
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who failed to meet bilingual program exit criteria may only participate in the ESL 

program.   

Participants 

The data set was comprised of 6,254 students in the bilingual program during the 

2010-2011 school year who were continuously served in the study district’ Spanish 

transitional bilingual program since prekindergarten or kindergarten regardless of how 

many schools they have attended within the study district.  Out of the 6,254 students, 

1,886 were first grade students, 1,549 were second grade students, 1,243 were third grade 

students, 824 were fourth grade students, and 752 students were fifth grade students.  The 

only students excluded from the study were students labeled LEP and intellectually 

disabled or autistic. 

Procedures 

The archival 2010-2011 data for this study were collected by conducting a 

district-wide search in the student management system (SMS) database of all students 

who were labeled “ -Transitional Bilingual/Early Exit” and sorting it by grade level and 

campus attended at the end of the 2010-2011 school year.  This data set contained all the 

students who were enrolled in the study district’s bilingual program at the end of that 

particular school year.  To determine if those bilingual students have been continuously 

enrolled in the study district, another report was gathered that contained their attendance 

history in the study district.  These two separate reports were merged using an Excel 

spreadsheet to determine the number of students per grade level and school who were 

labeled bilingual and had been receiving bilingual education services since 
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prekindergarten or kindergarten.  Students not enrolled in the transitional bilingual 

program since prekindergarten or kindergarten were excluded from the data set.  

The list of students who met bilingual exit criteria was gathered by conducting 

another district-wide search in SMS of students who were coded “1-1st year Monitor.”  

This particular data set included all students who met exit criteria regardless of the actual 

program they were receiving services from; therefore, filters were utilized to pull out the 

files of students who met program exit criteria from programs other than the bilingual 

program.  These programs include students receiving services in the English-as-a-Second 

language program, special education students labeled “identified and not served,” and/or 

students who waived all LEP services.   

Instrumentation 

To determine which students met bilingual exit criteria, the district uses the 

standards set by the Texas Education Agency.  Students must meet set standards in the 

areas of oral language, reading, and writing.  For oral language, students must score 

fluent English speaker (FES) on a state-approved test.  The study district uses the 

nationally normed language proficient assessment IPT test developed by Ballard & Tighe 

to measure oral language proficiency.  In the area of reading, students in first and second 

grade must score above the 40th percentile in reading and language in a state approved 

norm-referenced assessment.  The Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) is the test utilized by 

the study district to measure reading proficiency for students in grades first and second.  

Starting with third grade, students must meet the set passing standard on the English 

version of the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test.  To demonstrate 

proficiency in writing, first grade students must score at an early writer level on the state 
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approved test.  The IPT Writing Assessment Instrument developed by Ballard and Tighe 

is the assessment selected from the list of state approved tests by the district.  Students in 

second, third, and fifth grade must score at an advanced high level on the writing section 

of the Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS).  Students in 

fourth grade must meet the set passing standard on the English state assessment in order 

to demonstrate English writing proficiency.  

Limitations  

This research study sought to find patterns of exited LEP students in a transitional 

bilingual program in all the elementary schools in a large suburban school district in the 

Houston area.  Therefore, LEP students being served in an ESL program or those ELLs 

labeled as waiver or as identified-not served were not included.  Data from students who 

continuously received instruction in the transitional bilingual program, in the study 

district from prekindergarten or kindergarten through fifth grade or until exit criteria were 

met were analyzed.  According to Texas Compulsory Attendance Law and the Texas 

Education Code (TEC) §25.085 (b) and (c) prekindergarten and kindergarten students 

who are voluntary enrolled by their parents are required to attend school every day that 

instruction is provided.  In the study district over 95% of all first grade students across 

the district attended the all-day kindergarten program and over 80% of all kindergarten 

students in the study district also attended an all-day transitional bilingual 

prekindergarten program. 

Another limitation of this study was that data from students who were originally 

labeled LEP in other school districts or students who were originally identified LEP in 

the study district and then left the district to enroll in another school district were not 
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analyzed.  By limiting the data used to students who were only served in the study district 

the researcher attempted not to skew the study findings with data from students served in 

districts in which another bilingual program model was utilized to meet the needs of LEP 

students.  Due to the student population’s high mobility rate in the study district, all data 

from students continuously served in the district were included, regardless of how many 

schools they attended during their elementary schooling.  To minimize the negative 

effects of high mobility, the study district has a created grading cycle academic calendars 

that address the TEKS to be taught by subject and grading period.  As students move 

from one school to another school within the study district, they will not miss out on 

specific TEKS taught as all schools must teach assigned TEKS by grading period.  Also 

the study district mandates that all schools within the district adhere to the transitional 

bilingual program.  The district also provides a language transition pacing chart to help 

maintain continuity of the bilingual program in all schools.  

Data from students who are labeled identified-not served or that are labeled 

intellectually disabled were not included in the study.  However, the data from all other 

LEP students who are labeled dyslexic or learning disabled and are served in the 

transitional bilingual program were included.  It is important to note that most LEP 

students who are labeled “identified-not served” or who are labeled “intellectually 

disabled” have to meet a different LEP program exit criteria, which is jointly determined 

by the Admission, Review and Dismissal committee (ARD) and LPAC committee.  

Intellectually disabled students, who are also labeled as LEP students, who are “identified 

not served” are usually served in self-contained special education classrooms.  Students 

who are labeled ELL and are also labeled intellectually disabled have unique academic, 
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cognitive, and linguistic needs and their unique LEP program exit status is mutually 

agreed by both the ARD and LPAC committees.  However, most dyslexic and learning 

disabled students who are served in the inclusion setting are held accountable to the same 

exit criteria as their non-disabled peers regardless of their disability.   

The study included data from students who meet exit criteria in the fifth grade, 

which is the last grade in which most elementary schools in the Houston area stop 

providing a bilingual program.  The study district continues to offer the bilingual program 

until the sixth grade.  However, due to a shortage of certified bilingual teachers and lack 

of a Spanish state assessment in sixth grade, most if not all of the instruction in sixth 

grade is in English regardless of the students’ language proficiency.  Careful 

consideration must be taken into account when analyzing data for students who have 

been receiving bilingual education services and failed to exit the bilingual program by 

fifth grade after being continuously served in the program since prekindergarten or 

kindergarten.  English Language learners tend to be over- and under- represented in 

special education because districts struggle to distinguish between a delay in developing a 

second language proficiency and a learning disability (Echevarria et al., 2013). 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Chapter IV 

Results 

Introduction 

This purpose of this research investigation was to examine the percentage of 

bilingual students who exited the transitional bilingual program in grades first through 

fifth grade.  The investigation will allow school administrators determine if their schools 

are effectively meeting the needs of bilingual students by ensuring students acquire the 

essential English language skills needed to transition successfully into the general 

education program.  Adequate acquisition of English language skills by ELL/bilingual 

students is determined by successfully meeting the state’s LEP program exit criteria. The 

data analyzed in the study only included students who were enrolled in the bilingual 

program from prekindergarten or kindergarten.  To answer the research questions, an 

analysis of exit rates in the study district was conducted.   

Research Questions 

The following research questions were addressed in this study: 

Research Question One:  What is the percent of bilingual students exited from the 

bilingual program for each elementary school in grades first through fourth for 

elementary schools and fifth grade for intermediate schools? 

Research Question Two:  Are there schools that exhibit a higher number of 

bilingual students who met bilingual program exit criteria in grades first through fourth 

for elementary schools and fifth grade for intermediate schools?   

Research Question Three:  What is the percentage of bilingual students who failed 

to meet bilingual program exit requirements by fifth grade even though they were 
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continuously enrolled in the bilingual program in the study district since prekindergarten 

or kindergarten? 

Research Question Four:  Are there any patterns such as retention, attendance in a 

prekindergarten program, special education indicator, dyslexia indicator, or gender, 

among the students who did not meet exit criteria by sixth grade even though they were 

continuously enrolled in the study district since prekindergarten or kindergarten? 

Results 

Descriptive Result for Research Question One.  As noted previously, the first 

research question involved finding the percentage of students who were continuously 

enrolled in the study district from prekindergarten or kindergarten and met bilingual 

program exit criteria for each elementary school in grades first through fourth and fifth 

grade for intermediate schools.  The elementary schools in the study district enroll 

students in grades kindergarten to fourth grade.  Kindergarten students attend an all-day 

kindergarten program.  Two elementary schools were present that did not follow the 

kindergarten through fourth grade pattern. 

In order to meet exit criteria students in first grade must: score fluent English 

speaker on the IPT oral language proficiency test; score above the 40th percentile in the 

reading and language sections of the ITBS exam; and score Early Writer on the IPT 

writing test.  The exit criteria for second grade students is almost the same as the first 

grade exit criteria.  The only difference is that second grade students must score 

Advanced High on the Texas English Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS) instead 

of Early Writer on the IPT writing test.  Third grade students must score fluent English 

speaker on the IPT oral language test, pass the English version of the reading Texas 
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Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test, and score Advanced High on the 

writing portion of TELPAS.  In fourth grade, students must pass the English version of 

the TAKS test in reading and writing and score fluent English speaker on the IPT oral 

language exam.  The Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) for each 

school is responsible for meeting at the end of the school year to analyze the data from 

each ELL student and determine if they indeed meet exit criteria.  Once the LPAC, that 

determination has been made, it is the LPA ’s responsibility to update the student’s files 

and make placement recommendations for each ELL student.   

The exit rates of students enrolled in elementary schools were: first grade 0.05%; 

second grade 0.38%; third grade 7.08%; and fourth grade 40.17%.  The intermediate 

school exit rate for fifth grade students was 49.18%.  Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5 display the 

percentages of bilingual students in grades first through fourth who met exit criteria by 

individual school at the end of the 2010-2011 school year. 
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Table 2   

Percentages of First Grade Bilingual Students Who Met Exit Criteria by the End of the 

2010-2011 School Year. 

 

School 

First Grade Students 

Total 

(n = 1886) 

Exited 

(n= 1) 

Percentage 

A 116 0 0.00% 

B 106 0 0.00% 

C 112 0 0.00% 

D 89 0 0.00% 

E 94 0 0.00% 

F 96 0 0.00% 

G 83 0 0.00% 

H 68 0 0.00% 

I 66 0 0.00% 

J 71 0 0.00% 

K 74 0 0.00% 

L 51 0 0.00% 

M 77 0 0.00% 

N 56 0 0.00% 

O 67 0 0.00% 

P 66 0 0.00% 

Q 59 0 0.00% 

R 54 0 0.00% 

S 54 0 0.00% 

T 48 0 0.00% 

U 66 0 0.00% 

V 43 0 0.00% 

W 47 0 0.00% 

X 55 0 0.00% 

Y 36 0 0.00% 

Z 39 1 2.56% 

AA 33 0 0.00% 

AB 29 0 0.00% 

AC 17 0 0.00% 

AD - - - 

AE 15 0 0.00% 

Note. – School AD does not enroll first grade students    
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Table 3 

Percentages of Second Grade Bilingual Students Who Met Exit Criteria by the End of the 

2010-2011 School Year. 

 

School 

Second Grade Students 

Total 

(n = 1549) 

Exited 

(n = 6) 

Percentage 

A 100 1 1.00% 

B 113 0 0.00% 

C 90 0 0.00% 

D 64 3 4.69% 

E 49 1 2.04% 

F 76 0 0.00% 

G 66 0 0.00% 

H 56 0 0.00% 

I 49 0 0.00% 

J 47 0 0.00% 

K 72 0 0.00% 

L 55 0 0.00% 

M 57 0 0.00% 

N 52 0 0.00% 

O 53 0 0.00% 

P 57 0 0.00% 

Q 50 0 0.00% 

R 42 0 0.00% 

S 55 0 0.00% 

T 54 0 0.00% 

U 44 0 0.00% 

V 44 0 0.00% 

W 37 0 0.00% 

X 27 0 0.00% 

Y 31 0 0.00% 

Z 38 1 2.56% 

AA 26 0 0.00% 

AB 13 0 0.00% 

AC 19 0 0.00% 

AD - - - 

AE 13 0 0.00% 

Note. – School AD does not enroll second grade students    
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Table 4 

Percentages of Third Grade Bilingual Students Who Met Exit Criteria by the End of the 

2010-2011 School Year. 

 

School 

Third Grade Students 

Total 

 (n = 1243) 

Exited  

(n = 88) 

Percentage 

A 99 31 31.31% 

B 96 11 11.46% 

C 75 0 0.00% 

D 62 9 14.52% 

E 58 1 1.72% 

F 54 0 0.00% 

G 59 0 0.00% 

H 49 3 6.12% 

I 53 6 11.32% 

J 49 0 0.00% 

K 47 0 0.00% 

L 45 2 4.44% 

M 31 0 0.00% 

N 49 6 12.24% 

O 43 3 6.98% 

P 33 0 0.00% 

Q 39 0 0.00% 

R 47 7 14.89% 

S 34 0 0.00% 

T 34 0 0.00% 

U 23 0 0.00% 

V 30 0 0.00% 

W 20 0 0.00% 

X 9 0 0.00% 

Y 23 0 0.00% 

Z 16 7 43.75% 

AA 21 0 0.00% 

AB 13 0 0.00% 

AC 10 0 0.00% 

AD 16 2 12.50% 

AE 6 0 0.00% 
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Table 5 

Percentages of Fourth Grade Bilingual Students Who Met Exit Criteria by the End of the 

2010-2011 School Year.  

 

School 

Fourth Grade Students 

Total 

 (n = 824) 

Exited  

(n = 331) 

Percentage 

A 81 47 58.02% 

B 64 32 50.00% 

C 36 6 16.67% 

D 48 20 41.67% 

E 54 32 59.26% 

F 13 0 0.00% 

G 25 10 40.00% 

H 38 14 36.84% 

I 37 29 78.38% 

J 32 21 65.53% 

K 6 3 50.00% 

L 47 10 21.28% 

M 30 0 0.00% 

N 37 21 56.76% 

O 30 9 30.00% 

P 22 0 0.00% 

Q 24 12 50.00% 

R 27 20 74.07% 

S 13 2 15.38% 

T 19 0 0.00% 

U 15 0 0.00% 

V 16 0 0.00% 

W 15 10 66.67% 

X 16 7 43.75% 

Y 7 0 0.00% 

Z - - - 

AA 9 3 33.33% 

AB 12 0 0.00% 

AC 13 0 0.00% 

AD 31 19 61.29% 

AE 7 4 57.14% 

Note. – School Z does not enroll fourth grade students     
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Most elementary schools in Texas enroll students in grades prekindergarten 

through fifth grade; therefore, the bilingual program in most Texas schools is a 

prekindergarten through fifth grade only program.  The study district does have a unique 

set up for their elementary and intermediate schools, which differs from most Texas 

schools.  Although the bilingual program in most Texas schools ends in fifth grade, the 

study district continues to offer the bilingual program until sixth grade.  Usually, students 

enrolled in the bilingual program in sixth grade are ELLs who are recent immigrants to 

the United States from Spanish speaking backgrounds.  Due to the fact that a Spanish 

state assessment is not offered in the sixth grade, these recent immigrant bilingual 

students are assessed in English even though they lack comparable English language 

skills to be assessed appropriately.   

To provide a better assessment of the bilingual exit rates in intermediate schools, 

only fifth grade student data of students continuously enrolled in the bilingual program 

from prekindergarten or kindergarten were analyzed.  To meet exit criteria in fifth grade, 

students must: score fluent English speaker on the IPT test; pass the English version of 

the reading TAKS test; and score Advanced High on the writing portion of TELPAS.  

Listed in Table 4-2 are the percentages of bilingual students in fifth grade who met exit 

criteria at the end of the 2010-2011 school year. 
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Table 6 

Percentages of Fifth Grade Bilingual Students Who Met Exit Criteria by the End of the 

2010-2011 School Year. 

 

School 

Fifth Grade Students 

Total 

 (n = 736) 

Exited  

(n = 362) 

Percentage 

IA 107 74 69.16% 

IB 99 57 57.58% 

IC 94 38 40.43% 

ID 80 49 61.25% 

IE 69 46 66.67% 

IF 68 28 41.18% 

IG 55 18 32.73% 

IH 53 31 58.49% 

II 47 17 36.17% 

IJ 45 1 2.22% 

IK 19 3 15.79% 

 

Descriptive Results for Research Question Two.  The second question sought 

to identify schools that exhibit a higher number of bilingual students who met bilingual 

program exit criteria in grades first through fourth for elementary schools and fifth grade 

for intermediate schools.  School Z exited 2.56% of their first grade bilingual students, 

while the remaining 29 schools reported a 0.00% exit rates.   
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Table 7 

Frequencies and Number of First Grade Students Who Met Exit Criteria. 

Number of Exited Students Frequency Percentage of Schools 

0 29 96.66% 

1 1 3.33% 

 

In second grade, 26 out of 30 or 86.66% of schools reported exit rates of 0.00%.   

The exit percentage rates for the remaining schools are: School A 1.00%, School E 

2.04%, School Z 2.56%, and the school with the highest exit percentage rate is School D 

reporting an exit rate of 4.69%.  All of the schools reported exit rates greater than the 

overall district second grade exit rate.  The highest number of second grade students 

exited by a school was three students.  Table 8 depicts the frequencies and number of 

second grade exited students by school.   

Table 8 

Frequencies and Number of Second Grade Students Who Met Exit Criteria. 

Number of Exited Students Frequency Percentage of Schools 

0 26 86.66% 

1 3 10.00% 

3 1 3.33% 

 

There were 19 out of 31 or 61.29% of schools that exhibited 0.00% of students 

exiting the bilingual program at the end of third grade.  School Z had the highest exit rate 

of 43.75, followed by School A with an exit rate of 31.31%.  Five schools demonstrated 
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exit rates between 11.32% and 14.89%: they were School R, 14.89%; School D, 14.52%; 

School N, 12.24%; School B, 11.46%; and School I, 11.32%.  The four remaining 

schools achieved exit rates of less than 7.00%.  They are: School O, 6.98%; School H, 

6.12%, School L, 4.44%; and School E with 1.72%.  Although 11 schools reported exit 

rates greater than zero percent, only 7 schools exhibited exit rates greater than the 

district’s third grade exit rate of 7. 8%.  Table 9 illustrates the actual number of exited 

third grade students by school and the frequencies for each. 

Table 9 

Frequencies and Number of Third Grade Students Who Met Exit Criteria. 

Number of Exited Students Frequency Percentage of Schools 

0 19 61.29% 

1 1 3.22% 

2 2 6.45% 

3 2 6.45% 

6 2 6.45% 

7 2 6.45% 

9 1 3.22% 

11 1 3.22% 

31 1 3.22% 

 

Fourth grade exit rates were represented by 9 out of 30 schools reporting 0.00% 

exit rates.  Fourteen schools had exit rates higher than the district exit rate of 40.17%.  

The two schools with the highest exit rates were School I with 78.38% and School R with 
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74.07% third grade exit rates.  Three schools had exit rates between 61.29% and 66.67%, 

they were School J, W, and AD.  Nine schools exhibited exit rates greater than the district 

average and less than 59.26%.  These schools were: A, B, D, E, K, N, Q, X, and AE.  

Table 10 summarizes the actual number of exited students. 

Table 10 

Frequencies and Number of Fourth Grade Students Who Met Exit Criteria. 

Number of Exited Students  Frequency Percentage of Schools 

0 9 30.00% 

2 1 3.33% 

3 2 6.66% 

4 1 3.33% 

6 1 3.33% 

7 1 3.33% 

9 1 3.33% 

10 3 10.00% 

12 1 3.33% 

14 1 3.33% 

19 1 3.33% 

20 2 6.66% 

21 2 6.66% 

29 1 3.33% 

32 2 6.66% 

47 1 3.33% 
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Five intermediate schools had exit rates greater than the district rate of 49.18%.  

These intermediate schools were IA 69.16%, IE 66.67%, ID 61.25%, IH 58.49% and IB 

57.58%.  The intermediate school with the highest number of students exited was IA and 

they exited 74 fifth grade students (69.16%) at the end of the 2010-11 school year.   

Descriptive Results for Research Question Three.  Addressed in this research 

question was the percentage of bilingual students who failed to meet bilingual program 

exit requirements by fifth grade even though they were continuously enrolled in the 

bilingual program in the study district since prekindergarten or kindergarten.  There were 

362 students out of a total of 736 who met exit criteria, 49.18% of the sample group.  On 

the other hand, 374 students out of a total of 736 students did not meet exit criteria, 

50.83% of the total sample group.  Table 11 summarized the information.  

Table 11 

Percentages of Exited and Not-Exited Fifth Grade Study Participants  

LEP Status Frequency Percentage 

Exited 362 49.18% 

Not-Exited 374 50.82% 

Total 736 100% 

 

Descriptive Results for Research Question Four.  Addressed in the fourth 

research question was whether any patterns were present for students who did not meet 

exit criteria by the end of fifth grade even though they were continuously enrolled in the 

study district’s transitional bilingual education program since prekindergarten or 

kindergarten.  To determine the presence of any patterns among the not-exited students, 
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data were disaggregated by gender, special education indicator, dyslexia indicator, 

prekindergarten attendance, and previous retention indicator.  The data tables were 

organized by indicator and then into two groups.  One group was made up of the students 

who met exit criteria and the other group comprised the students who did not meet exit 

criteria.   

Based on gender, a 9.27% difference was present between male and female 

students who did not meet exit criteria.  A higher percentage of male students (55.52%) 

did not meet exit criteria than female students (46.26%).  Table 12 outlines the 

breakdown of fifth grade exited and not-exited students by gender.   

Table 12 

Frequencies and Percentages of Fifth Grade Exited and Not-Exited Students by Gender  

Gender LEP Status Frequency Percentage 

Female    

 Exited 201 53.74% 

 Not-Exited 173 46.26% 

Male    

 Exited 161 44.48% 

 Not-Exited 201 55.52% 

 

English language learners may receive services from both the bilingual and 

special education program.  This group of students is also referred to as dually served 

students, as they receive language support and services from the LEP program and 

academic support and services from the special education program.  The only dually 
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served students who were excluded from this study were ELL students who were also 

labeled autistic or intellectually disabled because these students have to meet an 

individualized LEP program exit criteria which may greatly differ from the state exit 

criteria.  All other dually served students were included in the data set.  The three main 

disabilities listed were: speech impaired, specific learning disability, and/or other health 

impaired.  There were 17 students in the sample study who were dually served and 6 out 

of 17 or 35.29% met exit criteria, while 11 out of 16 or 64.70% of dually served students 

failed to meet exit criteria by the end of fifth grade.  Table 13 displays the number of 

exited and not-exited fifth grade students and the special education indicator by each 

group.  

Table 13 

Frequencies and Percentages of Fifth Grade Exited and Not-Exited Students by Special 

Education Indicator  

 

Special Education 

Indicator 

LEP Status Frequency Percentage 

Yes    

 Exited 6 35.29% 

 Not-Exited 11 64.71% 

No    

 Exited 356 49.52% 

 Not-Exited 363 50.48% 

 

The study district provides a dyslexia intervention program to students who 

exhibit characteristics associated with dyslexia.  Dyslexia is defined as a “disorder of 
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constitutional origin manifested by difficulty in learning to read, write, or spell, despite 

conventional instruction, adequate intelligence or sociocultural opportunity” (Texas 

Education Agency, 2014, p. 8).  The characteristics of the dyslexic student, as described 

by the State Board of Education and dyslexia guidelines from the Texas Education 

Agency, form the basis for the screening, assessment, and identification procedures 

developed by the study district.  There were 66 identified dyslexic students and 56 

dyslexic students or 84.85% of the dyslexic study sample failed to meet exit criteria while 

ten dyslexic students or 15.15% met exit criteria.  Table 14 reports the number of 

identified dyslexic students who met and did not meet exit criteria by the end of fifth 

grade.  

Table 14 

Frequencies and Percentages of Fifth Grade Exited and Not-Exited Students by Dyslexia 

Indicator 

 

Dyslexia Indicator LEP Status Frequency Percentage 

Yes    

 Exited 10 15.15% 

 Not-Exited 56 84.85% 

No    

 Exited 352 52.54% 

 Not-Exited 318 47.46% 

 

The prekindergarten program in the study district is available to those students 

who qualify based on limited English proficiency and/or low socioeconomic status.  The 

prekindergarten program is an all-day program offered at eight prekindergarten centers 
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throughout the district.  Data indicated 516 students attended prekindergarten, out of that 

sample 272 students or 52.71% met exit criteria while the remaining 244 students or 

47.29% did not meet exit criteria.  Table 15 reports the percentages of students who 

attended prekindergarten in two groups: those students who met exit criteria and those 

students who did not met exit criteria.   

Table 15 

Frequencies and Percentages of Fifth Grade Exited and Not-Exited Students by 

Prekindergarten Attendance 

 

Prekindergarten 

Indicator 

LEP Status Frequency Percentage 

Yes    

 Exited 272 52.71% 

 Not-Exited 244 47.29% 

No    

 Exited 90 40.91% 

 Not-Exited 130 59.09% 

 

Data gathered allowed for the examination of a previous retention indicator 

between the exited and not-exited students.  There were 185 students who had a previous 

retention, which could have occurred at any grade level between kindergarten through 

fifth grade.  About 34.05% or 63 students who exited the program had a previous 

retention and that number almost doubled to 65.95% or 122 students who had a previous 

retention and failed to meet exit criteria by the end of fifth grade.  Table 16 lists the 

frequencies and percentages of students by previous retention indicator.   
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Table 16 

Frequencies and Percentages of Fifth Grade Exited and Not-Exited Students by Previous 

Retention Indicator 

 

Retention Indicator LEP Status Frequency Percentage 

Yes    

 Exited 63 34.05% 

 Not-Exited 122 65.95% 

No    

 Exited 299 54.26% 

 Not-Exited 252 45.74% 

 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this research study was to examine the percentages of bilingual 

students who exited the transitional bilingual program in grades first through fifth by the 

end of the 2010-11 school year to determine if schools are effectively meeting the 

language needs of students so they can successfully exit the bilingual program and 

transition into the general education program.  A summary of the data collected was 

outlined in the descriptive data tables.  The data set was comprised of students (n = 

6,238) who were continuously enrolled in the study district’s bilingual program since 

their ELL identification in grades prekindergarten or kindergarten.   

The study district’s bilingual program is technically labeled as an early-exit 

transitional bilingual program.  This early-exit categorization implies that bilingual 

students are expected to exit the bilingual program by first, second or third grade.  Late-

exit bilingual programs are characterized by students meeting exit criteria by the end of 

fourth or fifth grade.  The exit rates of students enrolled in elementary schools were: first 
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grade 0.05%; second grade 0.38%; third grade 7.08%; and fourth grade 40.17%.  The 

intermediate school exit rate for fifth grade students was 49.18%.  The data indicated that 

less than one percent (0.05%) of the first grade study participants met exit criteria 

whereas almost half (49.18%) of the study group participants met exit criteria by the end 

of fifth grade.  These results provided the information needed to answer the first question 

of this research study.  

To answer the second question of this research study, it was necessary to identify 

schools that exhibit a higher number of bilingual students who met bilingual program exit 

criteria in grades first through fourth for elementary schools and fifth grade for 

intermediate schools.  School Z was the only school that exited students starting in first 

grade and consistently until third grade.  The exit rates in first and second grade were less 

than 0.50%; therefore, there were no particular schools that demonstrated an exit rate 

where more than 3 students were exited per school.  Although 8 schools demonstrated 

third grade exit rates higher than the district average of 7.08%, only 2 schools 

demonstrated exit rates greater than 30.00%.  These schools were Z (43.75%) and A 

(31.31%).  The schools with the highest percentage of students meeting exit criteria by 

the end of fourth grade are School I 78.38% and School R 74.07%.  The highest fifth 

grade exit rates are produced by intermediate IA, ID, and ID, these 3 schools exit rates 

ranged from 60% to 70%. 

To answer the third question of this research study, it was necessary to examine 

the entire fifth grade data set.  Data gathered indicated that 374 students out of 736 study 

participants did not meet exit criteria by the end of fifth grade even though they were 

continuously enrolled in the district’s bilingual program since prekindergarten or 
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kindergarten. In essence, 50.82% of fifth grade students were not ready to exit the 

bilingual program after having been enrolled in the study district for at least six 

consecutive years. 

Certain patterns were revealed for the fifth grade students who failed to meet exit 

criteria by the end of the 2010-11 school year.  Based on gender, a 9.27% difference was 

present between male and female students who did not meet exit criteria.  A higher 

percentage of male students (55.52%) did not meet exit criteria than female students 

(46.26%).  There were 17 students in the fifth grade sample study who were dually 

served by the bilingual program and special education program.  The only dually served 

students who were excluded from the data set were students who were also labeled 

intellectually disabled or autistic; as these students may have to meet a LEP program exit 

criteria which may greatly differ from the state exit criteria.  All other dually served 

students were included in the sample.  When compared to the exited group, 6 out of 17 or 

35.29% of dually served students met exit criteria, while 11 out of 17 or 67.40% of dually 

served students failed to meet exit criteria by the end of fifth grade.  Similarly, the 

dyslexia indicator for exited students escalated from 15.15% for exited students to 

84.85% for not-exited students.  Attendance in a prekindergarten program data indicated 

516 students attended prekindergarten, out of that sample 272 students or 52.71% met 

exit criteria while the remaining 244 students or 47.29% did not meet exit criteria.  The 

percentage of students who had previously been retained increased from 34.05% of 

exited students to 65.95% of students not exiting the LEP program.  A more detailed 

summary of the data, as well as study implications and recommendations, are included in 

the following chapter.  



 

 

 

 

Chapter V 

Discussion, Implications, and Recommendations 

Introduction 

According to the U.S. Department of Education, the states with the highest 

percentage of ELL students are: California, Texas, Colorado, Florida, and Illinois (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2012).  The growing population of ELL students in the U.S. 

poses the challenging dilemma of how to best educate and meet the unique academic and 

linguistic needs of this particular group of students.  English Language Learner students 

face daunting challenges.  Not only must they acquire English language proficiency 

levels comparable to native speakers of English of the same age and grade level, but they 

must also demonstrate achievement and mastery of on-grade level curriculum in order to 

meet graduation requirements.  In addition, the ELL population is more likely to have a 

higher percentage of immigrant and/or migrant background, and be economically 

disadvantaged (Ong & Aguila, 2010).  All of these factors place this unique population 

at-risk and force school systems to find better ways to differentiate instruction to meet 

their academic and linguistic needs effectively.  

The controversy over how to differentiate and provide instruction to ELL students 

continues to be the subject of significant educational and political debate.  At one end of 

the continuum, supporters of English-only instruction argue that immersion programs 

best meet the needs of ELL students whereas at the other end of the continuum, 

supporters of dual language bilingual programs advocate that advanced levels of bilingual 

competence are associated with significant cognitive advantages (Bialystok, 2001, 2008). 

Legislation at both federal and state levels has also been shaped due to this dilemma.  
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Federal legislation morphed from the Bilingual Education Act (BEA), Title VII of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) to Title III of the No Child Left 

Behind Act Language Instruction for Limited Proficient Students.  The removal of the 

word “bilingual” from legislation and support offices suggests policymakers are not 

emphasizing nor promoting such program (Brisk, 2006; Wright, 2010).   

Regardless of lawmakers’ support for bilingual education, the federal government 

is more involved and concerned with the monitoring and evaluating of all students, 

especially the English language acquisition of ELLs.  Schools and districts must 

demonstrate that various student groups including LEP students are making adequate 

yearly progress (AYP) toward the goal of 100% of all students being on-grade level by 

2014 (De Jong, 2011).  The NCLB Act also requires all school districts receiving federal 

funding to annually submit reports indicating the progress ELLs have made in attaining 

English proficiency, the number and percentage of students who have exited ELL status, 

and a description of the school system’s English language instruction program (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2002).   

In Texas, the Texas Administrative Code § 89.105 allows six types of ELL 

education programs.  These programs are aimed at meeting the needs of ELLs, however 

they differ in the amount of native language support offered to the student.  In the study 

district, the transitional bilingual program (TBE) is the program used to meet the needs of 

most Spanish speaking ELLs.  Also referred to as early-exit bilingual education, the 

transitional bilingual program uses the students’ home language to ensure grade-level 

mastery of academic content but only until the students have acquired sufficient English 

language skills to make a full transition to all-English instruction, typically by third grade 
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(Genesee, 1999).  Once students have transitioned to English instruction they must meet 

state exit guidelines and requirements to exit the bilingual program and no longer be 

labeled as a LEP student.  In essence, bilingual students must be able to demonstrate 

proficiency in speaking, reading and writing in English by performing satisfactory on 

various exams from an approved list of assessments from the Texas Education Agency 

(TEA). 

Acquiring and becoming proficient in a second language is a process that been 

studied by many researchers.  Cummins (1979) developed a framework for understanding 

this process, he introduced the terms basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS) 

and cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP).  The BICS refers to a level of 

proficiency in the target language that enables communication on a social level and 

includes social and linguistic clues, gestures, and voice variations.  The CALP refers to 

the academic language associated with literacy, technical vocabulary, and abstract 

concepts.  

The amount of time it takes ELLs to attain proficiency in English has also been 

the subject of numerous studies.  Cummins (2006) argued that conversational fluency 

takes about one to two years for ELLs to develop, but that it takes five years or longer for 

ELLs to catch up to  native English speakers in academic English.  Hakuta, Buttler, and 

Witt (2000), in a study conducted at the University of California Linguistic Minority 

Research Institute, concluded that it may take ELLs three to five years to attain oral 

proficiency and between four to seven years to achieve academic English proficiency. 

The purpose of this research study was to examine the percentages of bilingual 

students who exited the transitional bilingual program in grades first through fifth by the 
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end of the 2010-11 school year to determine if schools are effectively meeting the 

language needs of students so they can successfully exit the bilingual program and 

transition into the general education program.  A summary of the data collected was 

outlined in the descriptive data tables.  The data set was comprised of students (n = 

6,238) who were continuously enrolled in the study district’s bilingual program since 

their ELL identification in grades prekindergarten or kindergarten 

Discussion of the Results 

This quantitative study was designed to examine the percentages of bilingual 

students who exited the transitional bilingual program in grades first through fifth by the 

end of the 2010-11 school year to determine if schools are effectively meeting the 

language needs of students so they can successfully exit the bilingual program and 

transition into the general education program.  Student data abstracted from the study 

district’s Student Management System  SMS  were: student identification number; 

current grade; current attendance school; gender; year student was labeled ELL; year 

student met bilingual program exit criteria; schools attended in the district; dyslexia 

identifier; learning disability identifier; prekindergarten program attendance; and 

retention identifier.  These data were organized using an Excel spreadsheet, allowing for 

the application of filters to facilitate the examination of groups of students to organize the 

information.  Results of the study are summarized below: 

The exit rates of students enrolled in elementary schools were: first grade 0.05%; 

second grade 0.38%; third grade 7.08%; and fourth grade 40.17%.  The intermediate 

school exit rate for fifth grade students was 49.18%.  The data indicated that less than one 

percent (0.05%) of the first grade study participants met exit criteria whereas almost half 
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(49.18%) of the study group participants met exit criteria by the end of fifth grade.  

Although the study district’s bilingual program is technically labeled an early-exit 

transitional bilingual program, the exit rate data indicate that the bilingual program 

adheres more to the late-exit program model.  These results provided the information 

needed to answer the first question of this research study.  

To answer the second question of this research study, it was necessary to identify 

schools that exhibit a higher number of bilingual students who met bilingual program exit 

criteria in grades first through fourth for elementary schools and fifth grade for 

intermediate schools.  School Z was the only school that exited students starting in first 

grade and consistently until third grade.  The exit rates in first and second grade were less 

than 0.50%; therefore, there were no particular schools that demonstrated an exit rate 

where more than three students were exited per school.  Although eight schools 

demonstrated third grade exit rates higher than the district average of 7.08%, only 2 

schools demonstrated exit rates greater than 30.00%.  These schools were Z (43.75%) and 

A (31.31%).  The schools with the highest percentage of students meeting exit criteria by 

the end of fourth grade are School I 78.38% and School R 74.07%.  The highest fifth 

grade exit rates are produced by intermediate IA, ID, and ID, these 3 schools exit rates 

were greater than 60% and less than 70%. 

To answer the third question of this research study, it was necessary to examine 

the entire fifth grade data set.  Data gathered indicated that 374 students out of 736 study 

participants did not meet exit criteria by the end of fifth grade even though they were 

continuously enrolled in the district’s bilingual program since prekindergarten or 

kindergarten. In essence, 50.82% of fifth grade students were not ready to exit the 
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bilingual program after having been enrolled in the study district for at least six 

consecutive years. 

Certain patterns were revealed for the fifth grade students who failed to meet exit 

criteria by the end of the 2010-11 school year.  Based on gender, a 9.27% difference was 

present between male and female students who did not meet exit criteria.  A higher 

percentage of male students (55.52%) did not meet exit criteria than female students 

(46.26%).  There were 17 students in the fifth grade sample study who were dually 

served by the bilingual program and special education program.  The only dually served 

students who were excluded from the data set were students who were also labeled 

intellectually disabled or autistic; as these students may have to meet a LEP program exit 

criteria which may greatly differ from the state exit criteria.  All other dually served 

students were included in the sample.  When compared to the exited group, 6 out of 17 or 

35.29% of dually served students met exit criteria, while 11 out of 17 or 67.40% of dually 

served students failed to meet exit criteria by the end of fifth grade.  Similarly, the 

dyslexia indicator for exited students escalated from 15.15% for exited students to 

84.85% for not-exited students.  It is critical for school administrators to analyze data 

carefully regarding the special education and dyslexia identified students as their inability 

to meet exit criteria may not just be contributed to a language issue but it may also be 

compounded by the academic concerns dyslexic and special education students’ possess. 

The prekindergarten program in the study district is an all-day program available 

to students who qualify based on limited English language proficiency and/or low 

socioeconomic status.  Regardless of program exit, about 70.11% of the entire fifth grade 

sample attended a prekindergarten program in the study district.  Data indicated 516 



92 

 

 

 

students attended prekindergarten, out of that sample 272 students or 52.71% met exit 

criteria while the remaining 244 students or 47.29% did not meet exit criteria, which is 

only a 5.42 difference.  There were 185 students who had a previous retention, which 

could have occurred at any grade level between kindergarten through fifth grade.  About 

34.05% or 63 students who exited the program had a previous retention and that number 

almost doubled to 65.95% or 122 students who had a previous retention and failed to 

meet exit criteria by the end of fifth grade.  Student retention data deserves additional 

scrutiny, students may be retained due to lack of comprehensible input which hinders on-

grade level content and language acquisition.   

Implications for School Leaders  

Numerous studies and compelling theories are present regarding how primary 

language is learned, which serve as the foundation of how a second language is learned or 

acquired.  Hakuta et al. (2000) concluded that it may take ELLs three to five years to 

attain oral language proficiency and between four to seven to achieve academic English 

proficiency.  Study participants were selected by ensuring they had been enrolled in the 

study district’s bilingual program since prekindergarten or kindergarten.  The rationale 

for this selection was to ensure they had received substantial educational opportunity, 

which in most cases consisted of six to seven years of instruction.  Study participants had 

educational opportunity that may have exceeded six to seven years.  The implication for 

school leaders is to understand how long it may take ELLs to demonstrate English 

language proficiency and analyze the implementation of the bilingual program at their 

school to ensure ELL students are indeed acquiring the necessary English language skills 

needed to demonstrate adequate English language proficiency as well as on-grade level 
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content knowledge.  Data gathered revealed that in fourth grade, 9 out of 30 or 30% of 

elementary schools reported 0% of students not meeting exit criteria, which indicates 

these students may not have been given the opportunity to be assessed in a manner in 

which they can demonstrate their English proficiency and exit the bilingual program. 

Due to mandates of the NCLB Act of 2002, local school systems are held 

accountable to develop standards and put systems in place so that enrolled ELL students 

are able to meet or exceed educational standards (U.S. Department of Education, 2002).  

In addition to measuring students’ content knowledge in the areas of reading, math and 

science, each state has also been required by the NCLB Act to develop English language 

proficiency standards (ELPS), administer an English language proficiency test to all 

ELLs that is aligned to those standards, and formulate annual measurable achievement 

objectives (AMAOs) for ELLs.  English Language Learners must also demonstrate 

English language and development growth on an annual basis.  In Texas ELL students 

are rated yearly as beginner, intermediate, advanced, or advanced high on the four 

language domains which are: listening, speaking, reading, and writing.  Although, not 

explicitly stated, it is implied that students should attain advanced high English language 

performance by the end of fourth grade.  However, the exit rates of schools by grade 

levels and years in attendance in a bilingual program are not analyzed by our state 

accountability system.  The implication for school leaders is to monitor students’ 

attainment of English language skills and guarantee teachers, students, and parents 

understand the importance of yearly measurable achievement of English language skills.  

English Language Learners who meet exit criteria are able to demonstrate 

satisfactory performance on standardized test in their second language.  This satisfactory 
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performance implies they have acquired the necessary English language skills, as well as, 

the necessary on-grade level content to be able to demonstrate proficiency on the state 

standardized assessments.  Through an analysis of the 2010 fifth and eighth grade math 

and reading TAKS results of exited bilingual students, it was determined that an 

“overwhelming 94%-100% of the students in question did continue to succeed 

academically, as measured by standardi ed test scores, in the general education setting” 

(Guerrero, 2012, pp. 79-80).  In essence, bilingual students who met exit criteria 

continued to demonstrate patterns of high academic achievement after bilingual program 

exit, which demonstrates a positive student academic effect of a bilingual program. 

The main concern with the study findings is that about half (49.18%) of bilingual 

students are meeting exit criteria at the end of fifth grade even though they were 

continuously enrolled in the study district’s bilingual program since prekindergarten or 

kindergarten.  Many concerns may arise when students are not successfully meeting exit 

criteria and continue to be classified as ELL past the point when bilingual education is no 

longer a viable option for them.  The question becomes why are bilingual students who 

are continuously enrolled in the bilingual program not meeting exit criteria after being 

enrolled in the program since prekindergarten or kindergarten.   

School administrators and teachers need to clearly understand the state’s exit 

criteria at each level to ensure they are aligning their language instruction to state 

expectations, so students are taught the skills necessary to continue their acquisition of a 

second language.  The implications for school leaders are to ensure the leadership team 

and teaching staff understand the academic and linguistic needs of ELL students and to 

provide an environment where ELL students will be empowered with the necessary skills 
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to demonstrate successful English language acquisition.  The rationale and goals of the 

adopted bilingual program model are to be clearly understood by all stakeholders and the 

exit rate data must align to the bilingual program goals.  Alfred and Ni o (2011) 

suggested school leaders must strengthen the school’s culture of academic achievement 

for ELLs; advocate and measure yearly student growth and achievement; strengthen the 

knowledge and understating second language acquisition; and build capacity within the 

school through quality staff development.   

Implications for Further Research 

The purpose of this study was to examine the percentage of bilingual students 

who exited the bilingual program after being continuously enrolled in the study district 

since prekindergarten or kindergarten  to determine if schools are effectively meeting 

their linguistic and academic needs  The data obtained and analyzed accomplished this 

intent and provided answers to the four research questions investigated.  However, 

supplementary studies on the same topic that incorporate additional variables would 

provide added clarification to school administrators and further this body of knowledge.  

The following are specific recommendations for further research: 

1. Using the same research method analyze exit rate data from districts that have 

similar demographics, ELL student population, and socioeconomic status as the 

study district to compare the rates at which ELL students are meeting exit criteria. 

2. Analysis of the reasons why fourth and fifth grade bilingual students are not 

meeting program exit criteria after being enrolled in the bilingual program since 

prekindergarten or kindergarten. 
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3. Bilingual program evaluation to determine the language transition model that 

enables students to master the necessary language skills in order to successfully 

meet exit criteria by fourth or fifth grade.  

4. Longitudinal research study of exited bilingual students, for at least three years 

after program exit, documenting academic performance in all content areas to 

document if students are sustaining adequate academic performance. 
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