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Abstract 

 

Principals today are expected to lead and create a learning environment that is 

conducive for all learners. Many educational leaders, however, lack the minimum 

foundational skills necessary regarding second language acquisition to be able to 

implement the appropriate bilingual program that will allow English Language 

Learners (ELLs) to learn English at a level comparable to their native English 

speaking peers (Brookings Institution & Woodrow Wilson School of Public and 

International Affairs, 2012). A plethora of research literature exists regarding positive 

and negative aspects of bilingual programs. The intent of this study was to provide 

guidance to elementary school leaders when implementing a bilingual program at 

their school campus. In this quantitative study, reading results from the current state-

mandated assessment, the State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness 

(STAAR), were analyzed to compare 30 transitional early exit program elementary 

schools with 30 dual language one-way program elementary schools in two Texas 

large urban school districts. Also analyzed were the Texas English Language 

Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS) Reading scores between early exit 

program elementary schools with dual language one-way program elementary schools 

across the State of Texas. Data were requested and obtained from the Texas 

Education Agency Public Education Information Management System for the 2013-

2014 and the 2014-2015 school years for Grade 3 students. Statistical analyses on the 



 x 

STAAR Reading test scores yielded mixed results. In the 2013-2014 school year, 

ELLs had better STAAR Reading test scores in the early exit transitional program 

than in the one-way bilingual education program; however, higher percentages of 

English Language Learners in the one-way dual language program met the 

performance standards. In the 2014-2015 school year, the STAAR Reading test 

scores and performance standard percentages were higher for ELLs in the one-way 

bilingual education program. Results on the TELPAS exam were consistent for both 

school years in that ELLs who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program had higher TELPAS ratings and higher TELPAS scores than their 

counterparts who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education 

program. Based upon the results of the STAAR and the TELPAS statistical analyses, 

information is provided to school leaders regarding a comparison of ELL student 

performance in transitional early exit programs with dual language one-way bilingual 

education programs. 
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Chapter 1  

Introduction 

Effective elementary schools are those schools in which the education of all 

students is prioritized and in which a positive conducive learning environment is 

provided to all learners. Elementary educational institutions must focus on making 

learning the utmost priority for its students (Zepeda, 2003). English Language Learners 

(ELLs) comprise 9.2% of the student population in the United States or about 4.4 million 

students (Digest of Education Statistics, 2014). Within the past decade, a consistent 

increase in the number of students enrolled in some type of bilingual program has 

occurred. Texas state law allows for local education agencies to decide which approach to 

special language programs each district and campus can implement for ELLs. Two of the 

most recognized approaches are Transitional Early Exit and Dual Language One-way. In 

Texas, there are approximately 840,702 students enrolled in a bilingual or ESL program 

accounting for 16.6% of the overall Texas student population (Digest of Education 

Statistics, 2014). It is necessary that educational leaders ensure they implement the best 

program at their schools to meet both academic and linguistic needs of this growing 

population (Horsford & Sampson, 2013). School leaders are understanding what it takes 

to implement and carry out effective instructional programs that not only teach grade 

level content, but also meet the linguistic needs of ELLs as the diversity of students 

continues to increase (Horsford & Sampson, 2013). It is imperative schools implement 

the programs that yield successful overall results for ELLs to ensure success of not only 

ELL students, but also reach the high accountability standards set forth by the state.   
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Schools must be in a position to provide knowledge to students in all aspects of 

instructional programs devoted to the success of all learners (Zepeda, 2003). Schools 

must implement best practices that will help all students in all content areas with all 

different backgrounds be successful. This is important particularly in regard to instruction 

pertaining to the educational advancement of ELLs. In Texas, approximately 740,000 

ELLs of the 4.4 million students are enrolled in bilingual programs (Snyder & Dillow, 

2012). This number is increasing at a rapid rate and schools are faced with the 

instrumental decision to ensure students continue to meet academic standards (Porter, 

2000). Schools must also ensure that ELLs learn proficient English while being held to 

accountability standards that continue to rise each year making it more difficult to show 

student growth (Porter, 2000). Schools must make instruction a priority for students who 

are ELLs at their campus. Schools must also respond to the needs of culturally and 

linguistically diverse stakeholders with practical research based decisions that will create 

an impact on student learning promoting positive results in today’s high stake testing 

educational environment (Porter, 2000). Helping schools originate results that warrant 

success of learners regardless of economic status and linguistic challenges due to 

acquiring a new language is the focus of this particular study. 

Schools need to take into account the variety of second language programs that 

provide an extensive approach to comprehensible input, content area teaching and second 

language acquisition strategies that help promoting a bi-literate student. This may foster 

significant literacy gains in all academic subjects in the long run. As Hamayan (2012) 

stated “Acquiring English is the primary goal of all programs for English language 

learners” (p. 25). Curriculum and strategies that lend themselves to scaffolding 
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instructional concepts in aiding the conceptual understanding of the subject area 

presented to students are critical components that a successful special language program, 

such as bilingual education, must have. Bilingual education has always been a topic of 

discussion between educational leaders and much debate still arises when implementing a 

certain bilingual program that should help students meet content area expectations at the 

current grade level and also make the necessary gains in English to be successful 

(Bilingual and ESL classrooms teaching in multicultural contexts, 2007). Proper research 

and prior knowledge is needed to ensure the best academic setting and implementation 

process for a program that will yield academic results in the targeted ELLs student 

population. 

Statement of the Problem 

Principals today are hired to lead and create a learning environment that is 

conducive for all learners. Minimal foundational skills from educational leaders are 

necessary to implement the appropriate program that will allow ELLs to learn English at 

a level comparable to their native English speaking peers (Brookings Institution & 

Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, 2012). Educational leaders’ 

knowledge of how a second language is acquired and what methodologies and strategies 

best fit the needs of the current campus demographics is part of meeting the linguistic 

needs of ELLs (Brookings Institution & Woodrow Wilson School of Public and 

International Affairs, 2012). This study will aid leaders and schools in making that 

fundamental decision regarding which approach to special language support best meets 

the academic needs of ELLs, Transitional Early Exit or Dual Language One-way. 

Fundamentally, school leaders are charged with aiding students to be successful and 
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make gains in their content and language learning journey. Schools need guidance in all 

aspects of bilingual programs regarding ELLs; therefore, it is imperative that decisions 

regarding ELLs are made with the best possible research background that indicates how 

they learn and acquire a second language.  It is important for schools and instructional 

leaders to know the dynamics of solid instructional best practices for ELLs to internalize 

and conceptualize what is being taught at a deeper level of understanding. In essence, 

school leaders can help create true bi-literate individuals who are able to function in a 

global society expanding much farther than just the United States (Samway, 2007).  

Numerous studies are present in the research literature regarding positive and 

negative aspects of bilingual programs. A recent comparative study of schools 

implementing these programs within the same state has not been sufficiently addressed or 

developed. Those study results could aid in making the proper decisions by school 

leaders in which ELLs would realize or attain meaningful results. The intent of this study 

is to provide guidance to elementary school leaders when implementing a certain 

bilingual program based on results of state academic testing standards.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study is to provide a comprehensive analysis of student 

outcomes for 30 transitional early exit program elementary schools with high ELL 

student populations compared with 30 dual language one-way program elementary 

schools also with high ELL student populations to determine outcomes on state tests. 

Specifically analyzed will be data collected by the Texas Education Agency’s mandated 

reading test from two large urban school districts with high percentages of ELL student 

enrollment. With respect to the sample, data will be obtained on 30 elementary school 
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campuses that have implemented an early exit transitional program and on 30 elementary 

school campuses that have implemented a dual language one-way program for the 2013-

2014 and 2014-2015 school years. 

Texas launched a new assessment program in the Spring of 2012 to test students 

at specific grade levels with a focus on specific content areas related to the Texas 

Essential Knowledge and Skills.  The State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness 

(STAAR) assessment attempts to measure whether a student has mastered specific 

knowledge of a core subject at a certain grade level. Reading in English will be used for 

the purpose of the study to measure academic and linguistic gains of schools with a 

transitional bilingual program or a dual language program. The STAAR Reading 

assessment will be used to measure academic achievement of students during the 2013-

2014 and 2014-2015 school years. The Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment 

System (TELPAS), which measures student’s English acquisition from year to year in the 

domains of listening, speaking, reading and writing, will also be used. These assessment 

outcomes will provide principals and educational leaders insight regarding the best 

program to implement at their campus or district for ELLs. Principals will be able to 

determine which program will meet the needs of their campus or district based on the 

outcomes of this study. Principals will have a solid knowledge background of each 

program allowing them to make an ELLs as well as reading content gains of these same 

students at their campus or district.  

Research Questions  

1. What are the statistically significant differences in reading achievement (i.e., 

STAAR Reading test scores) for English Language Learners at elementary school 
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campuses that implemented an early exit transitional bilingual program compared 

to elementary school campuses that implemented a dual language one-way  

program? 

2. What are the statistically significant differences in reading performance (i.e., 

TELPAS Reading test scores) for ELLs at elementary school campuses that 

implemented an early exit transitional bilingual program compared to elementary 

school campuses that implemented a dual language one-way program? 

Definition of Terms 

Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) - The Academic Excellence 

Indicator System pulls together a wide range of information on the performance of 

students in each school and district in Texas every year. This information is placed into 

annual AEIS reports which are released each fall. 

Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAO) - Annual Measurable 

Achievement Objectives are used in holding Title III-funded local education agencies 

accountable for their English language learners’ development and attainment of English 

proficiency while meeting state academic content and achievement standards (Texas 

Education Agency - Glossary, n.d.).  

English Language Learner is the most recent term used to describe students who 

are unable to communicate effectively in English because their primary language is not 

English, and they have not developed fluency in the English language. This acronym is 

sometimes used interchangeably with Limited English Proficient (Guerrero, 2012). 

Limited English Proficient (LEP) Student Success Initiative This Student Success 

Initiative provides intensive programs of instruction for students with limited English 



 

 

7 

proficiency. It also provides training materials and other resources to assist teachers in 

developing the expertise required to enable Limited English Proficient students to meet 

state performance standards (Texas Education Agency - Glossary, n.d.).  

No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) – This act, passed by Congress in 2001, 

supports standards-based education reform. The Act requires states to develop 

assessments in basic skills to be given to all students in specific grades, if those states are 

to receive federal funding for schools. The Act does not assert a national achievement 

standard; standards are set by each individual state (Texas Education Agency - Glossary, 

n.d.).   

Performance Based Monitoring Analysis System (PBMAS) - The Performance 

Based Monitoring Analysis System is an automated data system that reports annually on 

the performance of school districts and charter schools in selected program areas (e.g., 

bilingual education/English as a second language, career and technical education, special 

education, and certain Title programs under the No Child Left Behind Act) (Texas 

Education Agency - Glossary, n.d.). 

State of Texas Academic Assessment of Readiness (STAAR) - The assessments are 

based on the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills, which are the state curriculum 

standards. Beginning in grade 3 through high school graduation, students will be tested in 

the core subject areas of reading, writing, mathematics, science and social studies (Texas 

Education Agency - Glossary, n.d.) 

Texas Administrative Code (TAC) - The Texas Administrative Code (TAC) is a 

compilation of all state agency rules in Texas. These rules are collected and published by 

the Office of the Secretary of State. There are 16 titles in the TAC. Each title represents a 
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subject category, and related agencies are assigned to the appropriate title. State Board of 

Education and commissioner of education rules are codified in the TAC under Title 19, 

Education, Part 2, Texas Education Agency. State Board for Educator Certification rules 

are codified in the TAC under Title 19, Education, Part 7, State Board for Educator 

Certification (Texas Education Agency - Glossary, n.d.). 

Texas Education Agency (TEA) - The Texas Education Agency provides 

leadership, guidance, and resources to help schools meet the educational needs of all 

students. Located in Austin, Texas, the TEA is the administrative unit for primary and 

secondary public education. Under the leadership of the commissioner of education, the 

agency manages the textbook adoption process, oversees development of the statewide 

curriculum, administers the statewide assessment program, administers a data collection 

system on public school students, staff and finances, rates school districts under the 

statewide accountability system, operates research and information programs, monitors 

for compliance with federal guidelines, and serves as a fiscal agent for the distribution of 

state and federal funds (Texas Education Agency - Glossary, n.d.). 

Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) -  These are state educational 

standards for what students should know and be able to do from prekindergarten through 

high school (Texas Education Agency - Glossary, n.d.).  

Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS) – The 

TELPAS assesses the progress that Limited English Proficient students make in learning 

the English language (Texas Education Agency - Glossary, n.d.).  
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Limitations 

The design of the study requires data from two districts within the same state that 

utilizes both programs mentioned. The limitation of findings throughout the research may 

depend upon the fidelity of implementation of each program. Each program selected has 

specific and detailed guidelines to follow such as subject area language instruction, 

minutes for each core subject area, and also the amount of time of English reading 

instruction to cultivate students’ English proficiency level. Each student’s level of 

English proficiency will not be taken into account when determining the academic 

achievement of students enrolled in either program. The number of years that students 

have been enrolled in each program will also not be taken into account in this study. The 

years that the school has had the program implemented will also not be taken into 

account in this study.  

Data analyzed in this investigation came from a state-mandated standardized test 

used for students in Texas and measured the subject area of English reading only.  

English reading content was chosen for this study because it is one of the criteria used to 

determine exiting of the bilingual program for ELLs in Texas.  Furthermore, it is used to 

measure the academic knowledge of students in that specific grade level.  In Texas a 

student may exit the bilingual program by passing an oral, written, and reading 

examination based on the grade level of that student. The study is limited to Texas and to 

the STAAR reading test that is currently mandated for third, fourth and fifth grade 

students to satisfy state accountability system requirements. The study is also limited to 

the TELPAS. The TELPAS encompasses the domains of listening, speaking, reading, and 
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writing when determining growth of English language proficiency. For purposes of this 

investigation, only the TELPAS reading test scores were analyzed. 

Summary 

In Chapter 2 the researcher will provide a literature review that encompasses the 

needs of ELLs, the history of bilingual educations, second language acquisition, program 

descriptions, why these programs are needed in public schools, Effective leadership in 

Bilingual and Dual Language programs to make an informed decision about 

implementation of such programs at their schools or districts and the importance of 

leading teachers by exploring adult learning theory in relation to accomplishment of the 

goals of each program. In Chapter 3 the researcher will provide a detailed description of 

the methods used to gather and analyze data in this study. In Chapter 4 the researcher will 

provide a comprehensive report of the findings of this quantitative data. The study 

concludes in Chapter 5 with a summary of the study, implications for practice, and 

recommendations for future research.  

 

 



Chapter 2  

Literature Review 

Introduction 

The researcher’s purpose in Chapter II is to provide a thorough discussion of the 

literature surrounding bilingual education and English Language Learners (ELLs). This 

discussion will include a history of bilingual education, significant legislation and court 

cases surrounding bilingual education, second language acquisition theory, bilingual 

education programs, and effective leadership in Bilingual and Dual Language programs 

to help leaders make an informed decision about implementation of such programs at 

their schools or districts and the importance of leading teachers by exploring adult 

learning theory in relation to accomplishment of the goals of each program. 

History of Bilingual Education 

Before the early settlers, the United States was a land that included a plethora of 

cultures and languages that flourished throughout (Ovando, 2003). Immigration has 

paved the way towards the education of children whose first language is not English. 

Legislation and court cases have evolved through time determining best practices for 

children learning English. Policy regarding these issues has uniformly created 

educational programs that instinctively assume the role of how to instruct children of 

language minority (Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). The governance of English only laws 

increased after World War I in the early 1900s (Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). The 

evidence of anti-English sentiment increased which allowed states to invoke laws 

echoing English only instruction (Ovando, 2003). Through these historical events 

bilingual education as we know it today began to take shape.  
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Early Beginnings. In the 1600s people traveled to the new world for freedom of 

religion and freedom from oppression (Brown, 1992). Many communities and schools 

were formed fostering that particular community’s native language with English taught as 

a second language (Brown, 1992). Throughout this early time period different 

communities where languages freely coexisted were accepted within the United States as 

a strength for a growing and developing the country (Brown, 1992). During the 1700s 

through the 1880s, states provided laws that authorized bilingual instruction, or 

instruction that allowed the incorporation of many languages other than English in their 

schools (Ovando, 2003). The languages included Swedish, Norwegian, Danish, Dutch, 

Polish, Italian, German, and Spanish (Ovando, 2003). In this time period, public and 

private bilingual schools developed in areas with students whose first language was not 

English (Thomas, 2012). During this time period tolerance was exemplified in regard to 

bilingualism and bilingual education (Ovando, 2003).  

Anti-Bilingual Movement. In the 1880s change began to occur regarding 

bilingual education policy and restriction. Anti-German sentiment, along with Indian 

cultural assimilation, fostered the anti-bilingualism movement (Ovando, 2003). The 

dominance of English during this time period grew, and restrictions were placed in the 

use of languages other than English (Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). Through this 

restrictive time period, no special instructional strategies or programs were introduced or 

used for students in campuses where English was the only language of instruction 

(Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). Up until the 1960s, a submersion type model for second 

language learners was the norm, and the expectation of learning and cognitive 
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development of academic language was up to the student not necessarily the 

responsibility of the educational institution or school (Ovando, 2003).  

A New Era in the 1960’s. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 engaged educational 

institutions to support students whose first language was not English by providing the 

necessary academic instructional support needed for students to be academically 

successful (Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). “In 1968 the passage of the Title VII of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act entitled the Bilingual Education Act” 

recognized the need to provide financial assistance to educational institutions (Hamayan 

& Freeman, 2012, p. 67). The Bilingual Education Act (1968) aided in the funding to 

educational institutions to foster the teaching and learning of language minority students 

by funding the programs such as bilingual education and English as a Second Language 

(Hamayan & Freeman, 2012).  Implementation of such programs did not take place until 

the Lau vs. Nichols case of 1974. 

Significant Legislation 

Lau v. Nichols (1974) set a new course in special language programs as Chinese 

parents argued their children were not receiving the academic content necessary to 

succeed in school due to his “limited language” of English (Mavrogordato, 2012). The 

Lau remedies evolved from this court case allowing for proper identification of language 

minority students where school districts were expected to implement bilingual education 

programs that specifically taught and closed the gap between the content taught and 

primary languages of students (Mavrogordato, 2012).  

After the Lau remedies, problems arose based on the implementation of bilingual 

programs and funding needed to maintain those programs (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988). 
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The times during this period were tough due to recession and other factors that involved 

school and federal budgets to remain sound (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).  This in turn 

caused for changes in bilingual education and some revisions being made in the 1978 

education amendments to the Lau remedies (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).   

The amendments made in 1978 specified eligibility for bilingual students and also 

included a description of students that were able to benefit from these programs 

(Stewner-Manzanares, 1988). Reading and writing were added to the provisions as well 

as the specified use of the native language for limited English speakers (Stewner-

Manzanares, 1988).  

Castaneda v. Pickard in 1981 introduced more specific guidelines establishing a 

three step test focusing on sound practices and results for not only language but content, 

research based programs focusing on educational theory, and having proper personnel 

and resources to carry out the program (Ovando, 2003).  

In 1984, The Bilingual Education Act concentrated and included the need for 

increased flexibility and implementation of programs for ELLs by allowing local school 

districts to influence or interconnect the decision making process of bilingual education 

programs (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).  Funding was a factor that also was taken into 

account at this time that made it a more doable factor for districts nationwide (Brown, 

1992). Methods of instruction of language and time allotments were also incorporated in 

this act to ensure proper academic education of ELLs (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988).  

Court decisions were and remain the drive for educational implementation of 

solid instructional programs that are able to meet the needs of ELLs. Bilingual education 

continues to be a political subject that affects the learning of many students in the United 
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States. Pedagogy and research regarding second language acquisition continue to be 

discussed by politicians, educators, and policy makers (Ovando, 2003). The debate of 

effective programs promoting success continues now more than in the past creating and 

fostering continued turmoil regarding the instruction of ELLs and the belief of continuing 

instruction in their first language so that they assimilate appropriately to the norm of the 

United States (Ovando, 2003). Simply stated, this discussion has implications beyond the 

public school system. 

The No Child Left Behind Act 

School Systems Responsibilities. An outlined specification in the act included 

that schools or academic institutions must provide ELLs with instruction that is research 

based that fosters English language development and content area learning through 

bilingual instruction or sheltered instruction for students learning a new language such as 

English (Short, Vogt, & Echevarría, 2008). The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) also 

stated that schools or academic institutions must offer language instruction programs that 

help provide language effectiveness and fluency along with content achievement of ELL 

students (Abedi, 2004). Specialized programs that foster language instruction and support 

language learning without a specified time limit was also out lined in the NCLB to give 

school districts flexibility in language and content instruction and support(D. Short et al., 

2008). The NCLB Act does, however, but a time limit on how long a student should 

remain in such language program that provides support for second language acquisition 

(Abedi, 2004). States were able to set their benchmarks or standardized regulations or 

rules for moving students out of language programs usually outlined by certain state 

standardized test scores that demonstrated language and content proficiency(Short et al., 
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2008). Students sometimes still needed language support even if they had met criteria set 

by the state to exit language programs that were designed to help support their academic 

content and language development gains throughout their schooling (Wolf et al., 2008).  

Certification of Teachers.  According to the NCLB Act, fluency in English is the 

only requirement for teachers of ELLs (Menken, 2010). Some states require ESL 

certification, but that is strictly up to the different states based on need and demographics 

of the state (Short et al., 2008). The NCLB Act only requires that or calls for highly 

qualified teachers in core content academic areas, it does not require implementation 

plans of second language acquisition, ESL methodology, or certification based on the 

identified programs of their students that they teach (Menken, 2010). In Texas, teachers 

must be ESL certified to service ELL students and give those linguistic accommodations 

that yields to academic and language development throughout the instruction of the 

teacher (“19 TAC Chapter 89, Subchapter BB,” n.d.). Those students identified as 

bilingual students must also be served but a bilingual certified teacher fluent in both 

English and Spanish to help aid in the development of the first language and also make 

clarification in English for students at the different levels of language proficiency (“19 

TAC Chapter 89,” n.d.). States are given flexibility of second language development 

theory that will fit their demographic needs and student population allowing for gains in 

language and content within that state (Short et al., 2008).  

Second Language Acquisition 

Social versus Formal Language. The vast majority of English language learners 

come to schools with an overwhelming oral proficiency in their home language 

(Cummins, 2000). It is up to the educational facility or school to determine how and 
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when to introduce English by using research based educational and linguistic patterns to 

promote the development of the language being learned (Cummins, 2008). The 

development of language constructs, syntax, and prosody require an overwhelming 

understanding regarding basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS) and cognitive 

academic language proficiency (CALP, Cummins, 2011). The BICS are acquired through 

everyday constructs of social interactions and experience of language in an informal 

setting through students’ overall familiarities and exposure to everyday language usage 

(Cummins, 2008). In laymen’s terms, BICS are the social interactions necessary in 

everyday nonacademic language settings. CALP is associated with the specific schooling 

of academic vocabulary context students’ must master to be ready for the next grade level 

(Cummins, 2000). Cognitive academic language proficiency is basically the academic 

vocabulary necessary for students to internalize and understand to be cognitively 

proficient in that subject area context.  

The distinction between BICS and CALP in relation to language acquisition can 

be a barrier to assessing the student’s language appropriately interpreted as a form of 

awareness to educators to ensure the misconceptions of language proficiency regarding 

ELLs (Baker, 2011). Many educators at times mistake the BICS or oral social language 

proficiency of students with them being fully or nearly as linguistically skilled as their 

native English speaking counter parts. This distinction continues to be a critical 

awareness piece for ELL educators to ensure proper language development. This 

misconception or facet facing ELLs may cause for them to be misclassified as fluent 

English speakers at times making it difficult for educators to truly analyze and meet their 

linguistic needs along with their academic capability.  
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Classification Error. Baker (2011) stated that students who are moved from 

being classified as ELL too soon often perform poorly on academic assessments or 

overall academic grade level expectations based on the insufficient development of their 

home language or the ability to develop cognitive linguistic language necessary to be 

successful (p. 175).  Reclassification of students too soon may cause the linguistic 

inability to fully develop the cognitive capacity to retain content as well as language 

(Baker, 2011). As an example, many educators may mistake the oral language of ELLs as 

being fully proficient in English as their conversations may be close to that of their native 

English speaking peers (Short et al., 2008). This in turn creates a student with educational 

content gaps and linguistic gaps that teachers need to address before students can be 

successful in their academic grade level settings (Baker, 2011).  The lack of exposure to 

the English language sometimes may also contribute to this classification error or lack of 

performance in English based on the part of the student. Explicit identification of students 

and classification is critical by educators in order to ensure students acquire grade level 

appropriate content and language (Nguyen, Shin, & Krashen, 2001).  Schools are 

expected to provide a quality education for all children, therefore it is imperative for 

teachers and administrators to implement sound instructional practices and programs that 

will support the linguistic and academic needs of ELLs (Short et al., 2008). Each program 

identified within this study, when implemented with fidelity, takes into account the 

various characteristics of the before mentioned linguistic phenomenon to ensure that 

students either are fluent in English, or are truly bilingual and bi-literate.  

Schooling and Language Acquisition. Several processes occur during schooling 

that must be taken into account when acquiring language and maintaining or also 
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developing the first language (V. Collier, 1995).  The development of a multifaceted oral 

language scheme from birth to age five is general, given no external disability factors are 

evident in the child (V. Collier, 1995). Children from ages 6 to 12 continue to obtain 

indirect phonological differences, language, semantics, grammar, formal speech patterns, 

and multipart facets of pragmatics in the oral scheme of their first language (Berko 

Gleason, 1993). Students increase their language and cognitive ability as they enter each 

grade level and are exposed to more cognitive demanding content and language structures 

that help develop their academic language (V. Collier, 1995). As students continue to 

grow and develop the language structures also grow and morph into more complex 

linguistic structures creating a more cognitive understanding of the first language (V. 

Collier, 1995). Language acquisition is a continuous procedure during the duration of 

development of students and adults (Berko Gleason, 1993; Collier, 1992). Second 

language acquisition uses similar complex structures of development but in schools 

teachers must explicitly teach those language structures that are not supported or 

transferred by the first language to the second language (Nguyen et al., 2001). 

Proficiency level of second language acquisition is more in depth as academic content 

and language structures must be mastered in order to be successful in school and continue 

to flourish in the second language without losing or diminishing the overall acquisition of 

the second language as well as academic content presented by the teacher that students 

are expected to master in order to be successful in school (Young-Scholten, 1999).  

Bilingual Education Programs 

Language and Content Development. English Language Learners face the task 

of learning and becoming fluent in a new language that is not their native tongue but to 



 

 

20 

also learn specific content related to the subject matter being taught (Hamayan & 

Freeman, 2012). Several programs exist that administrators may use to help them make 

the appropriate decision for their educational institution to fit the needs of the students 

enrolled at their campus. Several factors and specific guidelines required by such 

program implementation may be necessary for a successful outcome of student language 

development and academic content retention (Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). Programs 

must also distinguish or address the academic and linguistic implications necessary to 

incorporate second language learning along with specific academic content to ensure 

maximum proficiency of both language and substance being learned (Cummins, 1999). It 

is important to note that most programs implemented in schools today must take into 

account the proficiency necessary in acquiring a second language as well as determining 

the importance of implementing content related subject matter (Cummins, 2008). It is 

important for a program to take into account the social development of language to 

ensure proper placement regarding language development (Cummins, 1999). Most 

programs try to incorporate a level of language development along with content teaching 

to ensure ELLs are making gains both academically and linguistically (Reese, 

Goldenberg, & Saunders, 2006). In essence, literacy development without content 

knowledge is ineffective.  

Program Content and Design.  According to the Commissioner’s Rules 

(Chapter 89) about Adaptations for Special Populations; Subchapter BB Concerning State 

Plan for Educating English Language Learners, school districts are required to provide 

ELLs to be enrolled in some type of bilingual education program at their particular grade 

level (“19 TAC Chapter 89, Subchapter BB,” n.d.). The student’s level of English 
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proficiency is to be determined by the Language Proficiency Assessment Committee 

(LPAC) to help determine appropriate linguistic placement of the student in each 

particular grade level when enrolled in a school district (“19 TAC Chapter 89, Subchapter 

BB,” n.d.). It is also the responsibility of the school districts to modify and or adapt the 

curriculum to help meet the needs of the ELLs as they learn the language and content in 

order to be successful (“19 TAC Chapter 89, Subchapter BB,” n.d.). Students 

participating in a bilingual education program may demonstrate their mastery of the 

essential knowledge and skills for that particular grade level in either their home 

language or in English for each content area dependent upon their language proficiency 

as determined by entrance linguistic assessments (“19 TAC Chapter 89, Subchapter BB,” 

n.d.). 

Chapter 89 also identifies or describes that a bilingual education program must be 

a full-time program of linguistic and content instruction in which both the students' home 

language and English be used (“19 TAC Chapter 89, Subchapter BB,” n.d.). The amount 

of instructional time or timeframe within the bilingual program is to be determined by the 

level of linguistic proficiency of students enrolled in that program and determined by the 

LPAC committee (“19 TAC Chapter 89, Subchapter BB,” n.d.). 

Each school district’s bilingual education program must also include the affective, 

linguistic, and cognitive needs of English language learners (“19 TAC Chapter 89, 

Subchapter BB,” n.d.). 

(1)  Affective needs include English language learners to be provided instruction 

in their home language to introduce basic concepts of the school environment, and 

instruction in their home language and in English, which helps to instill 
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confidence, self-assurance, and a positive identity with their cultural heritages. 

The program must also continue to promote or involve the history and cultural 

heritage associated with both the students' home language and the United States. 

(2)  Linguistic needs include English language learners to be provided instruction 

in the four domains of listening, speaking, reading, and writing both in their home 

language and in English. The instruction in both languages shall be structured to 

ensure that the students master the required essential knowledge and skills and 

higher-order thinking skills in all academic content areas and subjects. 

(3)  Cognitive needs include English language learners to be provided instruction 

in language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies both in their home 

language and in English. The content area instruction in both languages shall be 

structured to ensure that the students master the required essential knowledge and 

skills and higher-order thinking skills in all subjects. 

In other words, districts are able to choose the appropriate linguistic and cognitive 

based program that will allow ELLs to be challenged linguistically and with knowledge 

and skills that are required for the particular grade level from which each student is 

enrolled. We must also take into account the identity of the child as a whole and be 

mindful of the cultural background and diversity from which they come from to help 

educate them in content and language.   

Program Goals. According to Chapter 89, ELL programs hold a distinct and 

fluid role in determining the competence of the English language in the four domains of 

listening, speaking, reading, and writing (“19 TAC Chapter 89, Subchapter BB,” n.d.).  

The programs must also at the same time ensure that ELLs are academically successful 
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and participate equitably in academic settings along with their monolingual counterparts 

(Seidlitz, Base, & Lara, 2013).  In addition to these goals, the dual language program 

models share additional goals that include the development of fluency and literacy not 

only in English but in another language promoting and developing bilingualism, 

biliteracy, cross culture awareness, and targeted academic achievement (Seidlitz et al., 

2013).  

Types of Bilingual Programs. Programs include the English Immersion Program 

in which the use of the students’ home language is not used as part of the filtration 

process of learning and connecting developmental content related criteria presented 

(Ovando, 2003). This program, often referred to as the sink or swim model, fully 

immerses English language learners in English without strategies or native language 

support (Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). The Transitional Bilingual Program provides a 

foundation in the students’ native language of content specific skills related to the subject 

matter while introducing language skills necessary for transition into the all-English 

instructed classroom (Ovando, 2003). The length of time dedicated to the transition of 

English varies dependent upon the program specific guidelines and goals for reaching 

program exit criteria requirements (Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). 

Two distinct variations of this program are usually implemented in educational 

institutions across the United States. One is the early-exit transitional bilingual program, 

which consists of exiting students as soon as they are able to meet state and federal 

requirements to be included into the mainstream classroom (Bilingual and ESL 

classrooms teaching in multicultural contexts, 2007).  The late exit model of the 

transitional bilingual program allows students to develop their primary language further, 
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usually taking about five to seven years to exit the program (Ovando, 2003). The Two-

way Immersion or Dual Language Program includes students that are fluent in English 

and the native language while learning academic content in either language for a specific 

subject area and at the same time learning the language of the other students. For 

example, monolingual English language students learn Spanish while monolingual 

Spanish speaking students learn English (Ovando, 2003). The goals of this program are 

that high levels of second language proficiency and academic content language are 

learned and attained by student participants (Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). The end result 

of this program ensures that students enrolled become truly fluent in both languages 

therefore, fostering a bilingual bi-literate celebration of language and content (Baker, 

2011). The length of time dedicated to such a program requires commitment from parents 

and educational institutions to aid students in becoming fully fluent bilinguals (Alanís & 

Rodríguez, 2008). The dual language program is one that creates an environment of 

collaboration more than just between students and teachers, but as a community as a 

whole (V. P. Collier & Thomas, 2004). This particular program may start at the 

elementary grades and continue through the 12th grade (Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). 

The Dual Language One-way Program encompasses identified students who are 

limited English proficient or English language learners who are learning English. This 

program includes all the aforementioned characteristics of the dual language program, 

with the only difference being that only English language learners are part of the program 

without monolingual students. The English as a Second Language program requires 

students to be in monolingual English instruction classroom and focuses on the use of 

English language learner instructional strategies to help deliver content area academic 
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skills as well as develop proficiency in English (Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). 

Participation in the English as a Second Language program ranges from one to five years 

depending upon the level of English proficiency and progress of content area learning 

(Hamayan & Freeman, 2012).  

The focus of this investigation will be the two bilingual programs that are the 

most common bilingual education programs in Texas school districts (Cloud, Genesee, & 

Hamayan, 2000). These two programs have both positive and negative characteristics 

when it comes to teaching ELLs and ensuring second language acquisition and grade 

level content retention. The academic achievement of students who are learning English 

has been a focal point for much debate in the schools addressing academic prosperity for 

all learners (Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). A program that is consistent, implemented with 

fidelity, incorporates challenging curriculum, emphasized language development, and 

assess progress ensures academic success for ELLs (Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). For the 

purpose of this study, the two second language programs that will be examined are 

outlined below. 

The Transitional Bilingual Program 

The transitional bilingual program emphasizes the use of the student’s primary 

language to introduce or produce English acquisition within the contextual academic 

content being taught (Honigsfeld, 2009). The goal of the transitional bilingual program is 

for students eventually to become fluent English speakers, listeners, readers, and writers 

(Baker, 2011). The Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS) 

is the instrument used to assess the English language growth of these students through a 

yearly assessment targeting English language development (Texas Education Agency - 
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Glossary, n.d.). Dependent upon the outcomes and criteria set by the state of Texas, 

students are able to exit the transitional bilingual program into the mainstream 

monolingual education classroom. The TEA requires that ELLs be fluent speakers, fluent 

readers, and fluent writers before exiting any bilingual program (19 TAC Chapter 89, 

n.d.). These determinations are made on the basis of state approved assessments school 

districts have to include in their exit criteria for ELLs. ELLs are taught content and 

allowed to further their first language development while adding some context from the 

English language (Baker, 2011). Transitional bilingual programs include instruction in 

the first language and in the mainstream language. As students become more proficient in 

English, sheltered instruction is used to help bridge the gaps between the two languages 

(Krashen, 1997). Sheltered instruction encompasses second language support throughout 

instruction to help ensure ELLs retain the cognitive levels of content being taught but 

also the language structures of the English language needed to become fluent English 

speakers and writers (Short, Fidelman, & Louguit, 2012). Transitional bilingual education 

through this program may be brief with the goal to move students to the mainstream 

language of English as soon as proficiency levels are strong enough to receive content 

related material in English (Baker, 2011). Through this program students are expected to 

join the general monolingual English students within a few years of participating in the 

program. Two models of implementation are usually the norm with this program: Late 

Exit emphasizing four to six years in the program and Early Exit emphasizing two to 

three years in the program (Thomas, 2012).  

The transitional bilingual education program, whether it is early exit or late exit, 

must encompass some key features or characteristics to enhance learning and promote 
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language acquisition (McIntyre, 2008). Activating prior knowledge is a key component in 

deriving the content and language learning of ELLs (McIntyre, 2008).  Building upon the 

prior knowledge of students enhances and aids in the adaptation of vocabulary and skills 

being introduced during subject area content (McIntyre, 2008). Connecting content to 

prior experiences and or culture allows for students to make connections and help retain 

information being taught (Samway, 2007). English Language Learners must be able to 

make connections to certain material to continue to retain and implement necessary 

content when learning (Feinberg, 2002). Extending content to writing and discussions 

enable the learner to further make connections and exercise the language as well as the 

content being presented throughout a lesson (Nunez & Karr-Kidwell, n.d.). Through the 

writing process, an ELL may be able to enhance the comprehensible input being provided 

by the teacher at the time of instruction during that particular subject area, and in turn 

transition into the last stage of language acquisition (Nguyen et al., 2001).  These 

instructional strategies are necessary to aid ELLs in the language acquisition of English, 

but also the comprehensible content knowledge needed to be successful in English 

(Nguyen et al., 2001).   

Many time allotments exist for transitional bilingual education programs. Figure 

2.1 illustrates a sample time allotment chart for the transitional bilingual program 

implemented in a Texas school district. 
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Figure 0.1  

Time Allotments for Transitional Bilingual Program 

 

Figure 2.1 is a sample of the transitional bilingual timeline that the a Texas school 

district uses as time allotments of language regarding the transitional bilingual program 

(Multilingual Programs/Guidelines, 2014). The figure explains the gradual decrease of 

Spanish instruction as the students move up from one grade level to the next 

(Multilingual Programs/Guidelines,” n.d.).  When the transitional bilingual education 

begins at the kindergarten level, it embraces or becomes a subtractive-type of model that 

focuses solely on the acquisition of English and in the long run or as the student 

progresses through the primary grades this type of bilingual program may promote the 

loss of the first language by the overall dominance of the second language that is being 

acquired (V. Collier, 1995). Many students may then begin to lose not only their 

language but their ability to communicate, and articulate their heritage culture and 

awareness of language from which they first were exposed (Krashen, 1997).  
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An additive type model of a bilingual program usually supports the long term 

retention of the second language by allowing students to become fully bilingual or 

biliterate, meaning able to speak, read, and write fluently in both languages (Nguyen et 

al., 2001). When is a student is able to retain their language a paradigm shift may occur 

within the individual to continue to enrich him or herself with the two different cultures 

attitudes and languages that enhances the individual as a whole(Bilingual and ESL 

classrooms teaching in multicultural contexts, 2007). 

The Dual Language Program 

The two-way immersion or dual language program includes students who are 

fluent in English and the native language while learning academic content in either 

language for a specific subject area and at the same time learning the language of the 

other students. For example, monolingual English language students learn Spanish while 

monolingual Spanish speaking students learn English (Ovando, 2003). The goals of this 

program are that high levels of second language proficiency and academic content 

language are learned and attained by student participants (Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). 

This program also must have a high level of commitment from parents in order for it to 

be beneficial for their students both academically and linguistically (Baker, 2011). The 

reason for this is that students enrolled in dual language program must continue to 

linguistically and academically conquer language constructs while learning academic 

content from year to year (V. P. Collier & Thomas, 2004). The length of time dedicated 

to such a program requires commitment from parents and educational institutions to aid 

students in becoming fully fluent bilinguals (Alanís & Rodríguez, 2008). The dual 

language program is one that creates an environment of collaboration more than just 
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between students and teachers, but as a community as a whole (V. P. Collier & Thomas, 

2004). This particular program may start at the elementary grades and continue through 

the 12th grade (Hamayan & Freeman, 2012). The end result of this program ensures that 

students enrolled throughout the specified time frame of the program become truly fluent 

in both languages therefore, fostering a bilingual bi-literate celebration of language and 

content (Baker, 2011). 

The dual language one-way program encompasses identified students who are 

limited English proficient or English language learners who are learning English. This 

program includes all the aforementioned characteristics of the dual language program, 

with the only difference being that only identified English language learners are part of 

the program without monolingual students.  The dual language program one way or two 

way promotes bilingualism, bi-literacy, and academic achievement of ELLs (Lindholm-

Leary & Hernández, 2011). A common goal, regardless of the type of dual language 

program or implementation by schools and districts, is that all students become proficient 

in both languages (Gómez, Freeman, & Freeman, 2005). Students enrolled in this type of 

bilingual program for the most part are proficient in both languages, meaning that they 

are able to listen, speak, read, and write fluently in both languages studied or presented 

(Lindholm-Leary & Hernández, 2011). 

The dual language program is comprised of two models, one-way and two-way, 

that basically differentiate between demographic student groups, language time, and 

commitment to continue in the program by students and parents (Thomas, 2012). For the 

purpose of this study, the dual language one-way model is addressed in all aspects of the 

investigation. 
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Within the one-way dual language program, student groups are comprised of only 

English language learners while instruction is focused on both languages being presented. 

The two-way model variation of this program encompasses English language learners 

and English language monolingual students while the two languages are learned through 

subject area content instruction. Time allotment variations within each mode of the 

particular program may differ in how much English and the non-English languages are 

used instructionally, a 90-10 type model or a 50–50 type model or the most common 

models used in a dual language one-way bilingual program where the companion 

language is used during instruction of content material required during that specific grade 

level (Lindholm-Leary, 2012).  

The 90–10 model is usually determined by the particular grade level that students 

are currently in.  As such, a commitment is needed from parents to allow students to 

remain in the program.  This commitment is essential in the one way dual language 

variation of the program (Lindholm-Leary, 2012).  In Kindergarten and first grade, 90% 

of content instruction is presented in the partner language, typically Spanish or a 

language other than English, while 10% of literacy skills, mainly oral language, are 

presented in English. By the time students are in fourth and fifth grade, the time 

allotments for each language are equal or 50% of the time with the partner language and 

50% of the time with the English language (Lindholm-Leary, 2012). In this model, all 

other content is taught in the partner language or the language such as Spanish, with 

English focusing on oral language skills devoted to the development of the language 

(Lindholm-Leary, 2012). Reading instruction begins in the partner language for both 
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groups of students with this model and instructional time percentages continue to increase 

as the students move up from grade level to grade level (Lindholm-Leary, 2012).  

The 50-50 model introduces both languages at the same time, each for 50% of the 

instructional day during different content areas (Lindholm-Leary, 2012). This process 

continues throughout the elementary years where the introduction of literacy varies by 

grade level from school to school. Some schools may introduce literacy or reading in the 

first language and add the second language in second and third grade while other schools 

maybe begin reading in both languages at the same time (Lindholm-Leary, 2012).  

Challenges facing this model or variation of the dual language program include or 

are related to the program design at each campus or district.  One such challenge is the 

constant pressure that principals and administrators face to ensure that English is being 

presented and mastered throughout the ELL curriculum. Accordingly, the emphasis is 

placed on English language instruction and diminishes the fidelity of the program and its 

intent (Lindholm-Leary, 2012). Another challenge facing this program includes the over 

exposure to the English language and the difficulty of mastering the linguistic capabilities 

regarding content area instruction and expectations within each of the program 

instructional and linguistic goals (Lindholm-Leary, 2012). 
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Figure 0.2 

Time Allotments for 90/10 DL Programs  

 

 

Figure 2.2 shows a graphic representation of how 90% of instruction is in the non-

English language starting in kindergarten and 10% is in English. Instruction in English 

increases gradually until reaching 50% in both languages by the higher elementary years 

(Lindholm-Leary & Hernández, 2011).  
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Figure 0.3  

Time Allotments for 50/50 DL Programs 

  

Figure 2.3 shows a graphic representation of how the 50-50 model where this 

percentage of language is maintained throughout the elementary grade levels (Lindholm-

Leary, 2012). Through the 50-50 model students are taught in the target language and 

English for 50% of the school day. The content areas taught are determined by each 

district or campus that may best fit the needs of each educational institution.  
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With either model, students have displayed high levels of bilingualism, exhibiting 

competence and high levels of understanding in both languages presented while enrolled 

in each particular program variation of the dual language model (Lindholm-Leary, 2012).  

Though various characteristics exist in the different components of and implementation 

of the dual language programs, schools and school districts planning to implement such 

programs should take into account the model that fits the needs of their targeted 

population and is supported by the community as a whole (Gómez et al., 2005).  

Effective Leadership in ELL Instruction and Programs 

When a leader recognizes and embraces diversity and utilizes the strength of 

collaboration with the community the educational facility becomes an essential asset in 

the achievement of all students (Aguirre-Baeza, 2001). Students must be taught to 

continue to nurture and expand upon not only their language, but continue to develop 

their cultural heritage so that they are able to become a resource of knowledge and 

culture within their own development (Aguirre-Baeza, 2001). A leader on a campus or in 

a district must be knowledgeable and able to determine, based on demographics and 

school or district needs assessments, what the bilingual program will be able to achieve 

when considering the overarching goal of student achievement and to aid in the creation 

of true bilingual students ready to embrace the global economy in which they will play a 

part (Aguirre-Baeza, 2001).  The definition of a true bilingual student is an individual 

who is fluent in both languages, meaning, be able to speak, read, and write in two 

languages (Kecskes, 2010).  Through this, an ELL must be advanced in all domains of 

TELPAS which are listening, speaking, reading and writing as well as proficient in these 

same domains in their home language.  
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In the Spring of 2014 the total number of ELL students was 900,476, an increase 

of almost 36,000 of the year before (Kecskes, 2010). The numbers of ELLs are increasing 

in the Texas school system. This growing population of children are in need of teachers 

and staff who are academically able to meet their needs culturally, linguistically, and 

academically (Aguirre-Baeza, 2001).  To meet this need, educational leaders and 

principals are required to secure a mentality that fosters caring and acceptance of 

multiculturalism and multilingualism for their students (Aguirre-Baeza, 2001).  

Administrators need to understand and know the goals of each program and also 

how the goals of each program will enhance their academic achievement in their student 

population at their particular campus (Seidlitz et al., 2013).  The selection process of 

what program model to follow regarding schools and districts is one of much 

consideration and research to embark upon given the output that will foster the goals of 

the leader and the community form which the leader serves (Aguirre-Baeza, 2001).  

Educational leaders must also understand the complexities of language and how 

students will learn language and academic content (Seidlitz et al., 2013).  Educational 

leaders must be able to help teachers execute the program that fits their campus or district 

with fidelity and with ensure that teachers are using instructional techniques that foster 

both academic content learning and language learning (Aguirre-Baeza, 2001). One such 

protocol or instructional technique that allows for teachers to be mindful of language 

instruction while teaching content is Sheltered Instruction (Seidlitz et al., 2013).   

Sheltered Instruction. Sheltered Instruction for academic achievement is one 

way administrators can improve ELL content learning and English proficiency in 

classrooms (Short et al., 2008).  To help close the linguistic and academic gap of ELLs, 
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administrators and teachers must provide students with the tools, knowledge and skills 

necessary to close certain linguistic gaps within the structures of language and content 

learning (Goldenberg, 2008). To help close this linguistic and academic gap between 

teachers and ELLs a scaffold instructional framework that fully supports academic 

instruction and language education incorporating reading, writing, speaking, and listening 

is needed to support such needs of all ELLs (Short & Echevarria, 2004). Researchers who 

have analyzed the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) model have 

documented that teachers and students in classrooms implementing the SIOP model 

understand what is being taught and have experienced success in learning grade-level 

content while developing students ability in the English language domains of listening, 

speaking and writing as aforementioned (Short et al., 2008). The SIOP model was 

initially designed as a research observation instrument to determine if teachers of ELLs 

were including effective sheltered instruction strategies in their daily content lessons 

(Goldenberg, 2008). Sheltered instruction means that students receive strategies or help 

in developing academic English while they are learning grade-level academic content in a 

specific grade level (Short et al., 2012). Through or with the SIOP model, students are 

provided extra support by including instructional techniques that make learning 

understandable and meaningful to students in the four domains of listening speaking 

reading and writing (Goldenberg, 2008).  

The SIOP model includes eight components and 30 features that allow ELLs to 

attain linguistic features necessary to attain academic grade level content appropriate with 

their current native monolingual peers (Short et al., 2008).  The eight components of the 

SIOP model include lesson preparation, building background, comprehensible input, 
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strategies, interaction, practice and application, lesson delivery, and review and 

assessment (D. Short et al., 2008). Within the component of lesson preparation, teachers 

pay close attention to planning lessons that include linguistic opportunities for students to 

engage in meaningful activities that foster content learning and language development 

(Short et al., 2012). The component of building background, provide teachers to make 

explicit links to ELLs experiences to help develop and foster key vocabulary necessary to 

develop their linguistic capabilities (Short et al., 2008). The comprehensible input 

component provides teachers with the instructional strategies necessary for ELLs to 

internalize and comprehend content being taught with the use of visuals, hands-on 

activities, demonstrations, gestures and body language (Short et al., 2008). The strategies 

component allows for teachers to scaffold instruction while promoting higher order 

thinking skills for academic content attainment (Short et al., 2008). The interaction 

component of SIOP provides opportunities for lesson to have frequent discussions among 

students and teacher group students to help clarify and promote the language objective 

for that particular lesson (Short et al., 2008). The practice and application component of 

allow for lessons to include manipulatives that allow for students to practice their 

language skills in the four domains of listening, speaking, reading, and writing (Short et 

al., 2008). The lesson delivery component ensures that teachers allow for student 

engagement throughout the lesson while pacing the lesson to meet the needs of ELL 

students (Short et al., 2008). The last component of the eight, review and assessment is 

where teachers consistently take the pulse of the class by reviewing key concepts, 

vocabulary, and provide academic vocabulary to students that aide in the internalization 

of academic content with regards to linguistic development (Short et al., 2008).  Sheltered 
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instruction or the SIOP model utilizes these components so that ELL students receive 

strategies or help in developing academic English while they are learning grade-level 

academic content in a specific grade level (Short et al., 2012).  

Adult Learning Theory and ELLs. Adult learning theory has been at the 

forefront of many administrators as staff developers to ensure quality instruction not only 

for ELLs, but also for all students (Palmer, Shackelford, Miller, & Leclere, 2006). It is 

not only necessary to include how ELLs learn, but how teachers themselves will take 

ownership within their own learning and take it back to their classroom to benefit all 

students but particularly ELLs (McGrath, 2009). Administrators must model and 

implement modalities that will allow for teachers to create lessons that foster academic 

achievement within the classroom along with language learning by them (the teachers) 

understanding the complex facets of language growth, structures and development in 

students (Wagner, 2012). This will not only help them, but aide in the learning and 

instructional practice created within their learning environment or classroom setting at all 

degrees of implementation yielding to student success and language acquisition (Palmer 

et al., 2006). The next section outlines the importance of the learning theory in relation to 

ELL students’ content development, and second language attainment. This section is 

important in that it provides leaders with implementation practices and knowledge of 

staff development provided to teachers for whichever program should they decide to use 

regarding ELL students.  

Learning Theory in Relation to English Language Learners 

Andragogy and pedagogy are two different aspects under the learning theory 

umbrella (McGrath, 2009). If a breakdown of each word is to be conducted by its roots, 
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the definition of each emerges simply from the prefixes that each word exhibits such as 

andra-, in andragogy for adult learning, and peda, meaning children or child learning in 

the word pedagogy (Taylor & Kroth, 2009). In essence, andragogy is defined as helping 

adults to learn and pedagogy is the science of teaching children (Chan, 2010).  

Andragogy is described as a set of learning for individual adult learners who are 

more self-directed rather than teacher-directed (Knowles, 2011). Pedagogy is described 

as teacher-directed learning in which students or learners must learn the content presented 

(Chan, 2010). Andragogy is the system or exertion to aid adult individuals to improve 

their capacity as a self–directed learner (Taylor & Kroth, 2009). Knowles (2011) further 

included what defined a person as an adult and a child indicating that an adult was one 

that considered him or herself to be self-directed or a person that is no longer a student 

and has come to the new role of parent or spouse. Accordingly, adults and children 

should be taught differently because of the cognitive needs within each to purposefully 

take into consideration the processing of information established within each specific 

type of individual, either child or adult (McGrath, 2009). Several practices or molds 

begin to take shape in the description of andragogy and what that looks like in the 

presentation of content to adult learners (Taylor & Kroth, 2009). 

The foundation of andragogy or adult learning encompasses six instrumental 

molds, which generate the foundation of this adult learning theory (Taylor & Kroth, 

2009). The first, self-concept, is where adults tend to repel circumstances in which they 

feel others are levying their own personal agendas on them (Taylor & Kroth, 2009). 

Adults must feel that their learning will be enhanced to improve their own personal ideas 

or beliefs from whatever concept or idea being presented (McGrath, 2009). The second, 
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experience, is important in that adults are occupied with experiences that may be able to 

enrich them as a vital source in the content for which is being presented (Taylor & Kroth, 

2009). Adults tend to be more involved in content once they feel that they are able to 

contribute to the learning by utilizing their own experiences (McGrath, 2009). The third, 

readiness to learn, is manifested by the adult if and only when the topic or content is 

relevant to their own person or self as an individual to exemplify growth or development 

for one self (Taylor & Kroth, 2009). This includes the realization of a certain benefit 

from the material or content being presented to adults in any given learning situation 

(Finn, 2011). The fourth idea that continues to generate the foundation of andragogy, 

orientation to learn, is the idea that adults are moved to learn and explore new ideas that 

will increase their ability to better perform or unravel a task that they may be confronting 

in actuality (Taylor & Kroth, 2009). If adults feel that the content they are learning will 

help increase productivity within their targeted organization or job performance, they are 

more apt to increase interest in the task or content of the presentation at hand (Finn, 

2011). The fifth, motivation, describes how adults are inspired to attain certain goals and 

get motivated by the idea of achieving that goal (Taylor & Kroth, 2009). When content is 

presented in a way that helps inspire knowledge towards a belief or goal of an adult the 

tendency to buy-in to the presentation of content increases (Finn, 2011). The final 

concept that makes the theory of andragogy is the need to know. Adults are individuals 

who are moved to learn by something that they perceive is valuable and will enhance 

their own cognitive state or ability to better achieve and perform at their own job or 

career (Taylor & Kroth, 2009). The need to know in essence promotes curiosity and 

connects experience, knowledge, and self-perception of success to ensure content 
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retention within the conceptual realm of knowledge being presented (Finn, 2011). These 

instrumental styles encompass the complexity of adults and the focus staff development 

presenters must take when creating, implementing and carrying out such training for 

adult learners (McGrath, 2009).  

The definition of both andragogy and pedagogy have intertwined meaning within 

each to include specific practices for each type of learner being targeted (Chan, 2010). 

Several recommendations have been erected to help increase the scope and perception of 

adult learning and the importance of considerations within the andragogy mindset that 

influences learning (Chan, 2010). Adult learners crave more than unreceptive 

transmission of comprehension from one person to the other (Chan, 2010). To promote 

successful learning teachers, as well as educational institutions, must provide learners the 

opportunity to be actively engaged in the content, provide learner centered activities that 

foster understanding, and more active meaningful learning experiences (Chan, 2010).  

Some criticism follows andragogy questioning whether it is a theory of adult 

learning, or not (Merriam, 2001). Debate exists that andragogy simply encompasses best 

practices for adult learning (Merriam, 2001). Some individuals criticize that it is a model 

of, or framework of, learning in which describes what adult learners should be or look 

like when conceptualizing a new idea (Merriam, 2001). In a sense the criticism stems 

from the perception that adult learners have a certain way of acquiring knowledge and 

learning should be tailored to them for success (Houde, 2006).  Another area of criticism 

stems from the specific characteristics of andragogy that are not specific to adults, several 

of these ideas are attributed to children and may in some situations not apply to adults 

(Merriam, 2001). Because individuals are different, just as in children, learning styles of 
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adults must be taken into consideration when providing new content within any 

educational session (Houde, 2006). This, in turn, morphed the idea of andragogy vs. 

pedagogy to a more of a continuum based model ranging from teacher-directed approach 

to a student-directed approach (Merriam, 2001). This idea shaped andragogy as being a 

theory of the learning situation rather than by the learner (Merriam, 2001). Supporters of 

andragogy argued that it is based on experience and rather than empirical research 

indicating further scrutiny by non-supporters (Houde, 2006). Skeptics also argue that 

andragogy is related to or has similarities to social psychology discrediting it from an 

adult only learning theory or practice (Houde, 2006).  

In any case, the focus of this synthesis is on the practices of adult learning related 

to the theory of andragogy necessary to ensure adult learning is taking place while 

utilizing the different modes available as best practices to ensure and honor adults and 

their applied learning when presented with a new concept, idea or perception of learning 

related to the two bilingual programs of transitional bilingual and the dual language 

program with the goal of cultivating or mastering second language acquisition and aiding 

students in becoming true bilinguals and biliterate (Butvilofsky & Sparrow, 2012). 

Teachers should be presented content related to second language acquisition in a way that 

promotes or includes the theory of andragogy even though they are in essence going to 

teach children (Deveci, 2007).  

When taking into account the acquisition of a second language, the assumption 

that all learners are andragogy inclined should be investigated with those participants as 

part of the learning process before moving forward with any type of learning (Deveci, 

2007).  To provide supportive educational opportunities that will foster learning 
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retention, teachers must devote time to investigate how they will be able to reach more 

learners and in fact utilize learners’ different andragogy modes of knowledge orientation 

(Deveci, 2007). In view of the modes of andragogy such as self-concept, experience, 

readiness to learn, orientation to learn, motivation, and what learners need to know, will 

help build realistic expectations regarding teaching and learning of different concepts 

regarding adults (Houde, 2006). 

To continue to allow for the importance of andragogy and the way adults must 

teach a second language, it is important for them to be able to create lessons. 

Furthermore, teachers need to understand the struggles of being a language minority 

student who is expected to prosper academically in a language that has not fully been 

mastered (Finn, 2011). Linguistic comprehension has been studied to formulate the 

conceptual complexities of language learning throughout second language acquisition 

and usage (Kecskes, 2010). Grammatical structures, linguistic paradigms, and other 

language usage must be conceptualized internally to represent and carry out learning 

properly (Kecskes, 2010). Language structures, when writing or learning to write a 

second language, are important facets to include in training for the success and promotion 

of true biliterate individuals (Butvilofsky & Sparrow, 2012).  

Language understanding in the way people view their world is important in that it 

causes a conceptual base that unites both linguistic and conceptual foundation (Kecskes, 

2010). It is also important to formalize the way multi-linguals and monolinguals use 

language to conceptualize comprehension related to learning and experience within 

second language use (Kecskes, 2010). Reflection on the part of teachers to promote 

learning and to encourage student application of knowledge is imperative (Nam & 
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Oxford, 1998).  Socialism of language structures and usage is also an integral part of 

learning and teaching that needs to be taken into consideration when describing the 

process of understanding and using a particular language in such a way that promotes the 

cultural and social structural entities necessary to be successful in either language 

(Kecskes, 2010).  

The way the content is presented is also very important and may determine the 

overall learning that is able to be implemented by the instructor in any given context 

(Bishop, 2006). The teacher’s ultimate goal to foster genuine learning should be of a 

facilitator mastering the effect of providing independent learning to all students within 

the context of educational delivery (Bishop, 2006). When this role is assumed by the 

teacher or instructor, it promotes positive content learning and gives confidence to 

students(Bishop, 2006). Being flexible in the delivery on content also allows learners to 

take ownership and makes learning their own motivational tool when presented with the 

material and the overall design of the study or learning taking place (Bishop, 2006). This 

in a sense creates the necessary buy-in by learners to continue to internalize and 

conceptualize content provided for their own benefit (Finn, 2011). Asking adult learners 

how the content relates to their workplace and how they may incorporate or use it will 

give meaning to the content and extend the internalization of the presentation (McGrath, 

2009).  Making these connections between their own life experiences and learning 

content will enable learners to make internal connections and justify why they are being 

taught that particular area of context or information (McGrath, 2009). Equally important, 

teachers of adult learners must promote conversation or dialog about content allowing all 

participants equal equity in expectation of participation and learning within the course or 
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learning session (McGrath, 2009). Creating an environment of continued promotion of 

positive self-esteem by encouraging the adult learner and creating a climate of positive 

learning where all opinions, experiences, and sharing is encouraged or invigorated creates 

a learning environment conducive to powerful structures that ultimately promote student 

contributions of learning and experience (McGrath, 2009).   

As an adult learner, professional development must take into account not only the 

pedagogical practice for students, but the presentation involved for adult learners in order 

to synthesize the structure and course of learning to benefit all involved (West, 2013). 

When teaching adults, one should incorporate pedagogical practices that will foster 

conceptual learning concepts and understandings to drive and shape the overall 

presentation of content (West, 2013). When providing teachers with tools or strategies 

that will constitute student success, it is important to provide them with not only the tools 

necessary to understand how children learn, but present content in a way that creates a 

firm theoretical foundation of learning for them as well (West, 2013). In essence, a 

balance of both theories, pedagogy and andragogy is needed to sustain, nurture, and grow 

conceptual learning within adults to enhance teaching of children in any context 

(McGrath, 2009).   

Once these strategies or modes of teaching and learning are addressed or 

cultivated in a way that promotes learning, teachers of learners of a second language must 

understand the importance of celebrating, growing, and expanding the learning of two 

languages (Butvilofsky & Sparrow, 2012). Teachers in bilingual education settings must 

be able to be given the opportunity to foster and create a celebration of language that 

encourages bi-literacy and promotes true bilingualism (Butvilofsky & Sparrow, 2012). 
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True bilingualism is the conceptual and successful use of two languages when speaking, 

listening, reading and writing (Butvilofsky & Sparrow, 2012). As students enter schools 

with knowledge of two languages, teachers must be prepared to evaluate them in a fair 

manner that does not hinder their linguistic abilities and continues to promote 

development of both languages (Butvilofsky & Sparrow, 2012). By utilizing adult 

learning strategies or andragogy when presenting information that promotes bilingualism 

teachers will be more apt to become advocates and promoters of biliteracy and 

bilingualism (Nam & Oxford, 1998).    

In the analysis of data from the two bilingual programs discussed in this paper, it 

is imperative that teachers are armed with the tools necessary to be able to create true 

linguistic, academic bilinguals within any given context of learning (Feinberg, 2002). In 

order to achieve this, they must first be taught in a way that is cognately relevant to them 

as adults to continue learning appropriately and mastering pedagogy necessary to 

establish true biliterate and bilingual students who are able to listen, speak, read, and 

write fluently in two languages (Ovando, 2003). 

 



Chapter 3  

Methods 

Research Design 

This study will be a nonexperimental quantitative study (Creswell, 2009) where 

preexisting data from two different bilingual education programs implemented in two 

different Texas school districts will be obtained and analyzed. A nonexperimental 

quantitative research design was present because of the use of preexisting archival data 

from two different school districts. The specific data that will be obtained and analyzed 

will be English Language Learner scores on the STAAR Reading test and scores on the 

TELPAS Reading test. English Language Learners in these two Texas school districts 

have been enrolled in either the dual language program or in the early exit bilingual 

education program.  Moreover, these English Language Learners have already taken the 

STAAR Reading and the TELPAS Reading measures. As such, both the independent 

variable of bilingual education program and the dependent variables of reading test scores 

have already occurred.  

The Texas Education Agency, in response to a Public Information Request, 

provided STAAR data for two school districts and provided TELPAS data on all Texas 

school districts.  Accordingly, research questions involving analysis of STAAR Reading 

data were restricted to only two Texas school districts whereas the research questions 

involving analysis of TELPAS data used all Texas school districts. 

Research Questions  

1. What are the statistically significant differences in reading achievement (i.e., 

STAAR Reading test scores) for English Language Learners at elementary school 
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campuses that implemented a transitional bilingual program compared to 

elementary school campuses that implemented a dual language program? 

2. What are the statistically significant differences in reading performance (i.e., 

TELPAS Reading test scores) for English Language Learners at elementary 

school campuses that implemented a transitional bilingual program compared to 

elementary school campuses that implemented a dual language program? 

Setting 

Data that were obtained and analyzed in this empirical investigation were archival 

data requested from the Texas Education Agency Public Education Information 

Management System. Student STAAR Reading test scores and TELPAS Reading test 

scores from English Language Learners who are enrolled in two selected Texas urban 

school districts were analyzed. The two Texas urban school districts were purposefully 

selected because of their implementation of either a dual language program or an early 

exit transitional bilingual education program. 

Participants and Procedures 

Participant data were requested from the Texas Education Agency Public 

Education Information Management System through a Public Information Request form 

that is available at the Texas Education Agency. Requested data were: (a) type of 

bilingual education program in which the English Language Learner is enrolled; (b) 

English Language Learner status; (c) STAAR Reading test scores; and (d) TELPAS 

Reading test scores. These data were requested for the 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 school 

years.  
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Instruments 

Two state-mandated assessments, the STAAR and the TELPAS, provided data 

that were analyzed in this investigation. As noted in Chapter 1, the State of Texas 

Assessment of Academic Readiness assessment attempts to measure whether a student 

has mastered specific knowledge of a core subject at a certain grade level. Reading in 

English will be used for the purpose of the study to measure academic and linguistic 

gains of schools with a transitional bilingual program or a dual language program. The 

STAAR assessments are based on the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills, which are 

the state curriculum standards. Beginning in Grade 3 through high school graduation, 

students will be tested in the core subject areas of reading, writing, mathematics, science 

and social studies (Texas Education Agency - Glossary, n.d.). The Texas English 

Language Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS), which measures student’s English 

acquisition from year to year in the domains of listening, speaking, reading and writing, 

will also be used. For purposes of this investigation, only the TELPAS Reading scores 

will be analyzed. The Texas Education Agency, in conjunction with testing companies, 

has analyzed the score reliabilities and score validities of the STAAR and of the 

TELPAS. Readers are directed to the Texas Education Agency for detailed information 

regarding these two state-mandated assessments. 

STAAR 

Several outcomes are present from the STAAR Reading test in which student 

mastery of three reporting categories is assessed. The STAAR Reading Reporting 

Category 1 is a measure of a student’s ability to understand and analyze a variety of texts 

across reading genres and contains six multiple choice items (Texas Education Agency 
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Student Assessment Division, 2011, p. 2). The STAAR Reading Reporting Category 2 is 

a measure of a student’s ability to understand and analyze literary texts and contains 18 

multiple choice items (Texas Education Agency Student Assessment Division, 2011, p. 

3). The final STAAR Reading Reporting Category 3 is a measure of a student’s ability to 

understand and analyze informational texts and contains 16 multiple choice items (Texas 

Education Agency Student Assessment Division, 2011, p. 4).  

Within each of the STAAR Reading Reporting categories are Readiness 

Standards and Supporting Standards in which grade level content as defined by the Texas 

Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) is measured. Reading Readiness Standards differ 

by grade level but are characterized in the student’s current grade level as “essential for 

success” and for the student’s next grade level as “important for preparedness” (Texas 

Education Agency STAAR Performance Standards, 2013, p. 26). Reading Supporting 

Standards are “more narrowly defined” content and concepts that are introduced in the 

current grade level but are not critical to master in the student’s current grade level. 

Rather the purpose of the Reading Supporting Standards is to prepare students for the 

next grade level (Texas Education Agency STAAR Performance Standards, 2013, p. 26).   

Prior to conducting the inferential statistical procedure to answer the first research 

question involving the three STAAR Reading Objectives, the underlying assumptions of 

the multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) procedure were checked. Specifically 

examined were data normality, Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance and the Levene’s 

Test of Equality of Error Variances.  According to Field (2009), even if these 

assumptions were not met, the MANOVA procedure is sufficiently robust that it may be 

used. 
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Statistical analyses were conducted first on all English Language Learners who 

were enrolled in either an early exit transitional bilingual education program or a dual 

language one-way bilingual education program. Following these analyses, separate 

statistical procedures were calculated for English Language Learner boys and girls and 

then for English Language Learners by their economic status. These statistical analyses 

by gender and by economic status permitted a more nuanced analysis of the effects of 

bilingual education program type on student reading performance. 

To answer the second research question, independent samples t-tests were 

conducted. The two dependent variables, the STAAR Reading test raw and scale scores, 

are interval level data and the independent variable of bilingual education program type 

consists of two groups. Thus, an independent samples t-test was an appropriate statistical 

procedure to calculate.   

With respect to the third research question, the percentage of English Language 

Learners who met three standards (i.e., Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard; Level 

II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended standard; and Level III, Advanced/Accomplished 

Academic Performance) were compared between the two bilingual education program 

types. Analyzing the performance standards are important because public schools in 

Texas are held accountable for their students meeting performance standards, rather than 

on student raw or scale score performance. To ascertain whether a difference was present 

between the two bilingual education program types in the three Grade 3 STAAR Level II 

performance standards, Pearson chi-square procedures were calculated. This statistical 

procedure is the appropriate statistical method because frequency data were present for 

the Level II performance standards and for bilingual education program type. 
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Accordingly, Pearson chi-square procedures are appropriately used when both the 

independent variable and the dependent variable constitute categorical variables (Field, 

2013).  

TELPAS 

Several outcomes are present from the TELPAS assessment.  For this research 

investigation, three reading variables were analyzed.  The Reading Proficiency Rating is 

one variable that was analyzed herein.  Four scores are possible on this measure: 

Beginning, Intermediate, Advanced, and Advanced High.  According to the Texas 

Education Agency TELPAS Interpretive Guide (2016), students are assigned a Beginning 

rating when they are “in the early stages of learning English. These students have a small 

vocabulary of very common words and little ability to use English in academic settings” 

(p. 5.2). A rating of Intermediate is assigned as follows, “Students who receive this rating 

are able to use common, basic English in routine academic activities but need 

considerable English language support to make learning understandable” (TELPAS 

Interpretive Guide, 2016, p. 5.2). A rating of Advanced is given to students who “are able 

to understand and use academic English in classroom activities when given some English 

language support” (TELPAS Interpretive Guide, 2016, p. 5.3). The final rating, 

Advanced High, is assigned to students who “are able to use academic English in 

classroom activities with little English language support from others, even when learning 

about unfamiliar material. Students at this level have a large enough vocabulary in 

English to communicate clearly and fluently in most situations” (TELPAS Interpretive 

Guide, 2016, p. 5.3). 
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The second TELPAS reading variable that was analyzed was student TELPAS 

Reading raw scores.  As per the TELPAS Interpretive Guide, the “TELPAS reading raw 

score is the number of items answered correctly on an assessment” (2016, p. 5.1).  The 

third TELPAS reading variable that will be analyzed in this investigation are student 

TELPAS Reading Vertical Scale scores. “The TELPAS Reading Vertical Scale score is a 

statistic that can be used for evaluating a student’s annual growth and pinpointing how 

high or low a student performs within a proficiency level” (TELPAS Interpretive Guide, 

2016, p 5.2). 

Because the TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating consists of four categories, a 

Pearson chi-square procedure was used to determine whether student performance 

differed between the early exit transitional bilingual education program and the one-way 

dual language program.  Given the large sample size and that each student’s scores will 

be present in the TELPAS dataset only one time; the underlying assumptions of the 

Pearson chi-square procedure were met. For the TELPAS Reading raw scores and the 

Reading Vertical Scale scores, independent samples t-tests were calculated to ascertain 

whether student performance differed between the early exit transitional bilingual 

education program and the one-way dual language program.  An independent samples t-

test is an appropriate statistical procedure to use because the independent variable 

consisted of two groups of students and the dependent variables were comprised of 

interval/ratio level data. 

Statistical analyses were conducted first on all English Language Learners who 

were enrolled in either an early exit transitional bilingual education program or a dual 

language one-way bilingual education program.  Following these analyses, separate 
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statistical procedures were then calculated for English Language Learner boys and girls 

and then for English Language Learners by their economic status.  These statistical 

analyses by gender and by economic status allowed for a more nuanced analysis of the 

effects of bilingual education program type on student reading performance as measured 

by the TELPAS. 

Data Analysis 

In this quantitative investigation, the independent variable consisted of two 

groups of school campuses: one in which a dual language program was used and one in 

which an early exit transitional bilingual education program was used.  The dependent 

variables were test scores on the STAAR Reading exam and test scores on the TELPAS 

Reading measure.  Both of these test scores constituted continuous, interval-level data. 

Accordingly, the most appropriate inferential statistical procedure to use in answering the 

research questions previously discussed was an independent samples t-test (Field, 2013). 

Separate independent samples t-tests were used to answer the two research questions for 

the 2013-2014 and the 2014-2015 school years. Thus, a total of four independent samples 

t-tests were calculated in this study.  

The level of statistical significance that will be needed for a result to be regarded 

as being statistically significant will be .05, the conventional level in education research 

(Field, 2013). For any result that is determined to be statistically significant at the .05 

level, then the effect size or practical relevance will be calculated. For independent 

samples t-test, the effect size metric that is most commonly used is Cohen’s d (Cohen, 

1988). Cohen’s d is essentially a z-score that reflects the difference between the means of 

two groups. In this investigation, Cohen’s d would refer to the difference in reading test 
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scores between English Language Learners enrolled in a dual language program and 

English Language Learners enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program. 



Chapter 4  

Introduction 

In this quantitative, multiyear investigation, the STAAR Reading and the 

TELPAS Reading test scores were analyzed to determine whether the performance of 

English Language Learners differed by the type of bilingual education program in which 

they were enrolled. Data on the STAAR Reading test were obtained from the Texas 

Education Agency Public Education Information Management System for two school 

districts. Data on the TELPAS Reading test, however, were obtained from the same 

source on all English Language Learners in the State of Texas. These two datasets 

consisted of English Language Learner performance for the latest two school years. 

Listed below are the two primary research questions and the sub-questions under 

each. The first research question was focused on the STAAR Reading results which 

consisted of eight scores: three reading objectives, raw score, scale score, and three 

performance standards. The emphasis of the second research question was on the 

TELPAS Reading test results, which was comprised of three scores: proficiency standard, 

raw score, and vertical scale score. The sub-questions were specifically focused on each 

of the 11 test results. These research questions were analyzed for English Language 

Learners as a group; then separately for English Language Learner boys and girls; and 

then separately for English Language Learners by their economic status (i.e., not 

economically disadvantaged, economically disadvantaged).   

Research Questions  

1. What are the statistically significant differences in reading achievement (i.e., 

STAAR Reading test scores) for English Language Learners at elementary school 
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campuses that implemented an early exit transitional bilingual program compared 

to elementary school campuses that implemented a dual language one-way 

program? 

2. What are the statistically significant differences in reading performance (i.e., 

TELPAS Reading test scores) for ELLs at elementary school campuses that 

implemented an early exit transitional bilingual program compared to elementary 

school campuses that implemented a dual language one-way program? 

Research Sub-Questions 

1. What are the statistically significant differences in reading achievement (i.e., 

STAAR Reading test scores) for English Language Learners at elementary school 

campuses that implemented an early exit transitional bilingual program compared 

to elementary school campuses that implemented a dual language one-way 

program? 

a. What is the difference between an early exit transitional bilingual program 

and a dual language one-way program in Grade 3 students on the three 

STAAR Reading Objectives? 

b. What is the difference between an early exit transitional bilingual program 

and a dual language one-way program in Grade 3 students on the STAAR 

Reading test raw and scale scores? 

c. What is the difference between an early exit transitional bilingual program 

and a dual language one-way program in Grade 3 students on the three 

STAAR Reading Standards? 
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2. What are the statistically significant differences in reading performance (i.e., 

TELPAS Reading test scores) for ELLs at elementary school campuses that 

implemented an early exit transitional bilingual program compared to elementary 

school campuses that implemented a dual language one-way program? 

a. What are the statistically significant differences in reading performance (i.e., 

TELPAS Reading Proficiency) for ELLs at elementary school campuses that 

implemented an early exit transitional bilingual program compared to 

elementary school campuses that implemented a dual language one-way 

program? 

b. What are the statistically significant differences in reading performance (i.e., 

TELPAS Reading raw and vertical scale test scores) for ELLs at elementary 

school campuses that implemented an early exit transitional bilingual program 

compared to elementary school campuses that implemented a dual language 

one-way program? 

These research questions were answered first for all English Language Learners 

whose test scores were available from the Dallas ISD and the Aldine ISD school districts. 

Next, these research questions were answered separately for English Language Learner 

boys and girls. Then, these research questions were answered separately by the economic 

status (i.e., economically disadvantaged, not economically disadvantaged) of English 

Language Learners. Finally, these research questions were answered separately for the 

2013-2014 and the 2014-2015 school years. 
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Results 

Scores from the STAAR Reading assessment for students in Grade 3 were 

analyzed. Several outcomes are present from the STAAR Reading test in which student 

mastery of three reporting categories is assessed. The STAAR Reading Reporting 

Category 1 is a measure of a student’s ability to understand and analyze a variety of texts 

across reading genres and contains six multiple choice items (Texas Education Agency 

Student Assessment Division, 2011). The STAAR Reading Reporting Category 2 is a 

measure of a student’s ability to understand and analyze literary texts and contains 18 

multiple choice items (Texas Education Agency Student Assessment Division, 2011). 

The final STAAR Reading Reporting Category 3 is a measure of a student’s ability to 

understand and analyze informational texts and contains 16 multiple choice items (Texas 

Education Agency Student Assessment Division, 2011).  

Within each of the STAAR Reading Reporting categories are Readiness 

Standards and Supporting Standards in which grade level content as defined by the Texas 

Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) is measured. Reading Readiness Standards differ 

by grade level but are characterized in the student’s current grade level as “essential for 

success” and for the student’s next grade level as “important for preparedness” (Texas 

Education Agency STAAR Performance Standards, 2013, p. 26). Reading Supporting 

Standards are “more narrowly defined” content and concepts that are introduced in the 

current grade level but are not critical to master in the student’s current grade level. 

Rather, the purpose of the Reading Supporting Standards is to prepare students for the 

next grade level (Texas Education Agency STAAR Performance Standards, 2013).   
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Prior to conducting the inferential statistical procedure to answer the first research 

question involving the three STAAR Reading Objectives, the underlying assumptions of 

the multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) procedure were checked. Specifically 

examined were data normality, Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance, and the Levene’s 

Test of Equality of Error Variances. Although the majority of these assumptions were not 

met, the robustness of a MANOVA procedure made it appropriate to use on the data in 

this study (Field, 2009). 

Statistical analyses were conducted first on all English Language Learners who 

were enrolled in either an early exit transitional bilingual education program or a dual 

language one-way bilingual education program. Following these analyses, separate 

statistical procedures were calculated for English Language Learner boys and girls and 

then for English Language Learners by their economic status. These statistical analyses 

by gender and by economic status permitted a more nuanced analysis of the effects of 

bilingual education program type on student reading performance. 

Results for English Language Learners for the 2013-2014 School Year 

With respect to the 2013-2014 school year, the MANOVA revealed a statistically 

significant overall difference, Wilks’ Λ = .98, p < .001, partial η2 = .023, in reading 

performance between the two bilingual education programs. Using Cohen’s (1988) 

criteria, the effect size was small. To determine whether a statistically significant 

difference was present for each of the three STAAR Reading Objectives, univariate 

follow-up ANOVA procedures were calculated. On the STAAR Reading Reporting 

Category 1, a statistically significant difference was not revealed, F(1, 6789) = 0.003, p = 

.95. On the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 2, a statistically significant difference 
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was present, F(1, 6789) = 81.39, p < .001, partial η2 = .012, a small effect size (Cohen, 

1988). On the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 3, a statistically significant 

difference was yielded, F(1, 6789) = 5.15, p = .023, partial η2 = .001, a below small effect 

size (Cohen, 1988). Statistically significant differences with a small and a below small 

effect size were present on two of the three STAAR Reading Reporting Categories. 

As revealed in Table 4.1, English Language Learners, in both the early exit 

transitional bilingual education program and the one-way dual language program had 

similar average scores on the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 1, 3.89. On the 

Reading Reporting Category 2 and the Reading Reporting Category 3 scores, English 

Language Learners who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education 

program had higher average scores than did their peers who were enrolled in a dual 

language one-way bilingual education program. The averages reported in Table 4.1 

indicate the average number of test items that were answered correctly by students. As 

such, English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional program 

answered 0.96 and 0.24 more items correctly on the STAAR Reading Reporting 

Categories 2 and 3, respectively. Readers are directed to Table 4.1 for the descriptive 

statistics for this analysis. 
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Table 4.1  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reporting Category 1, 2, and 3 Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School Year 

Reporting Category by Program Type n  M SD 

Category 1    

Early Exit Transitional 
1,967 3.89 1.52 

Dual Language One-way 
4,824 3.89 1.67 

Category 2 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
1,967 11.13 3.49 

Dual Language One-way 
4,824 10.17 4.15 

Category 3 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
1,967 9.49 2.99 

Dual Language One-way 
4,824 9.28 3.56 

 
To answer the second research question, an independent samples t-test was 

conducted. The two dependent variables, the STAAR Reading test raw and scale scores, 

are interval level data and the independent variable of bilingual education program type 

consisted of two groups. Thus, an independent samples t-test was the appropriate 

statistical procedure to calculate.   

With respect to the 2013-2014 STAAR Reading raw scores, the independent 

samples t-test revealed the presence of a statistically significant difference between the 

two bilingual education program types, t(4384.17) = 5.83, p < .001. A statistically 

significant difference was also present in the 2013-2014 STAAR Reading scale scores 

between the two bilingual education program types, t(4921.93) = 2.77, p < .001. As 
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delineated in Table 4.2, English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit 

transitional bilingual education program had higher average STAAR Reading raw scores, 

1.16 points higher, than did their peers who were enrolled in a one-way bilingual 

education program. The STAAR Reading scale scores were higher, 19.69 points higher, 

for English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program than their peers who were enrolled in a dual language one-way 

bilingual education program. Table 4.2 contains the descriptive statistics for this analysis. 

 
Table 4.2  

Description Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reading Raw and Scale Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School Year 

Score by Program Type n  M SD 

Raw Score    

Early Exit Transitional 
1,967 24.50 6.99 

Dual Language One-way 
4,824 23.34 8.46 

Scale Score 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
1,967 1386.74 114.25 

Dual Language One-way 
4,824 1367.05 155.73 

 

With respect to the third research question, the percentage of English Language 

Learners who met three standards (i.e., Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard; Level 

II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended standard; and Level III, Advanced/Accomplished 

Academic Performance) were compared between the two bilingual education program 

types. Analyzing the performance standards are important because public schools in 
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Texas are held accountable for their students meeting performance standards, rather than 

on student raw or scale score performance. To ascertain whether a difference was present 

between the two bilingual education program types in the three Grade 3 STAAR Level II 

performance standards, Pearson chi-square procedures were calculated. This statistical 

procedure was the appropriate statistical method because frequency data were present for 

the Level II performance standards and for bilingual education program type. 

Accordingly, Person chi-square procedures are appropriately used when both the 

independent variable and the dependent variable constitute categorical variables (Field, 

2013).  

Concerning the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 Standard by bilingual education 

program type, the result for the 2013-2014 school year was statistically significant, χ2(1) 

= 42.85, p < .001, Cramer’s V of .08, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As 

revealed in Table 4.3, a higher percentage of English Language Learners, 73.0%, who 

were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program met the Level II, 

Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard than did English Language Learners who were enrolled 

in a one-way dual language bilingual education program, 64.8%. 

With respect to the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard by 

bilingual education program type, the result for the 2013-2014 school year was 

statistically significant, χ2(1) = 13.52, p < .001, Cramer’s V of .04, a below small effect 

size (Cohen, 1988). As revealed in Table 4.3, a higher percentage of English Language 

Learners, 31.9%, who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education 

program met the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard than did English 
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Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program, 27.4%. 

Regarding the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance 

Standard by bilingual education program type, the result for the 2013-2014 school year 

was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 52.96, p < .001, Cramer’s V of .09, a below small 

effect size (Cohen, 1988). As presented in Table 4.3, similar to the second Level 

standard, a higher percentage of English Language Learners, 17.0%, who were enrolled a 

one-way dual language bilingual education program met the Level III, 

Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard than did English Language 

Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program, 

10.0%. As presented in Table 4.3, English Language Learners who were enrolled in a 

dual language one-way bilingual education program had higher percentages who met the 

Level II Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard, and the Level III, 

Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard than did their peers who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program. Only for the first 

standard did English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional 

program outperform their English Language Learner peers who were enrolled in a one-

way dual language program. 
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Table 4.3  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 STAAR Reading Level II, Satisfactory, 

Phase-in 1 Standard by Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School 

Year 

 Met Standard Did Not Meet Standard 

Performance Standard n  % n  % 

Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1     

Early Exit Transitional 
1,436 

73.0 531 27.0 

Dual Language One-way 
3,125 

64.8 1,699 35.2 

Level II, Satisfactory, Final 

Recommended 
    

Early Exit Transitional 538 27.4 1,429 72.6 

Dual Language One-way 1,538 31.9 3,286 68.1 

Level III, Advanced 

/Accomplished Academic 

Performance 

    

Early Exit Transitional 197 10.0 1,770 90.0 

Dual Language One-way 818 17.0 4,006 83.0 

 
Results for English Language Learner Boys for the 2013-2014 School Year 

With respect to the 2013-2014 school year, the MANOVA revealed a statistically 

significant overall difference, Wilks’ Λ = .97, p < .001, partial η2 = .031, in reading 

performance for English Language Learner boys between the two bilingual education 

programs. Using Cohen’s (1988) criteria, the effect size was small. To determine whether 
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a statistically significant difference was present for each of the three STAAR Reading 

Objectives, univariate follow-up ANOVA procedures were calculated.  On the STAAR 

Reading Reporting Category 1, a statistically significant difference was not present, F(1, 

3441) = 2.81, p = .094. On the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 2, a statistically 

significant difference was present, F(1, 3441) = 74.93, p < .001, partial η2 = .021, a small 

effect size (Cohen, 1988).  On the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 3, a statistically 

significant difference was yielded, F(1, 3441) = 12.75, p < .001, partial η2 = .004, a below 

small effect size (Cohen, 1988). Statistically significant differences with a small effect 

size and a below small effect size were present on all two of the three STAAR Reading 

Reporting Categories for English Language Learner boys. 

As revealed in Table 4.4, English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in an 

early exit transitional bilingual education program had higher average scores on all three 

STAAR Reading Reporting Category 1, Reading Reporting Category 2, and Reading 

Reporting Category 3 than did their peers who were enrolled in a dual language one-way 

bilingual education program. The averages reported in Table 4.4 indicate the average 

number of test items that were answered correctly by boys. As such, English Language 

Learner boys who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program 

answered 0.09, 1.59, and 0.47 more items correctly on the STAAR Reading Reporting 

Categories 1, 2, and 3, respectively, than did English Language Learner boys who were 

enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program. Readers are directed to 

Table 4.4 for the descriptive statistics for this analysis. 
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Table 4.4  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reporting Category 1, 2, and 3 Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School Year for English Language 

Learner Boys 

Reporting Category by Program Type n  M SD 

Category 1    

Early Exit Transitional 
1,002 3.86 1.54 

Dual Language One-way 
2,441 3.75 1.71 

Category 2 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
1,002 10.78 3.49 

Dual Language One-way 
2,441 9.49 4.15 

Category 3 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
1,002 9.44 3.13 

Dual Language One-way 
2,441 8.97 3.58 

 
To answer the second research question for English Language Learner boys, an 

independent samples t-test was conducted. The two dependent variables, the STAAR 

Reading test raw and scale scores, are interval level data and the independent variable of 

bilingual education program type consisted of two groups. Thus, an independent samples 

t-test was the appropriate statistical procedure to calculate.   

With respect to the 2013-2014 STAAR Reading raw scores, the independent 

samples t-test revealed the presence of a statistically significant difference between the 

two bilingual education program types, t(2181.64) = 6.51, p < .001. A statistically 

significant difference was also present in the 2013-2014 STAAR Reading scale scores 
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between the two bilingual education program types, t(2406.68) = 6.73, p < .001. As 

revealed in Table 4.5, English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in an early exit 

transitional bilingual education program had higher average STAAR Reading raw scores, 

1.86 points higher, than did English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in a one-

way dual language bilingual education program. The STAAR Reading scale scores were 

also higher, 32.39 points higher, for English Language Learner boys who were enrolled 

in an early exit transitional bilingual education program than for English Language 

Learner boys who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education 

program. Table 4.5 contains the descriptive statistics for this analysis. 

 

Table 4.5  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reading Raw and Scale Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School Year for English Language Learner 

Boys 

Score by Program Type n  M SD 

Raw Score    

Early Exit Transitional 
1,002 24.08 7.19 

Dual Language One-way 
2,441 22.22 9.50 

Scale Score 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
1,002 1380.49 116.89 

Dual Language One-way 
2,441 1348.10 152.52 
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With respect to the third research question, the percentage of English Language 

Learner boys who met three standards (i.e., Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard; 

Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended standard; and Level III, 

Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance) were compared between the two 

bilingual education program types. To ascertain whether a difference was present 

between the two bilingual education program types in the three Grade 3 STAAR Level II 

performance standards, Pearson chi-square procedures were calculated.   

Concerning the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 Standard by bilingual education 

program type for English Language Learner boys, the result for the 2013-2014 school 

year was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 36.08, p < .001, Cramer’s V of .10, a small 

effect size (Cohen, 1988). As revealed in Table 4.6, a higher percentage of English 

Language Learner boys, 70.0%, who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program met the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard than did English 

Language Learner boys who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education program, 59.0%. 

With respect to the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard by 

bilingual education program type for English Language Learner boys, the result for the 

2013-2014 school year was not statistically significant, χ2(1) = 0.19, p = .66. As revealed 

in Table 4.6, similar percentages of English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in 

an early exit transitional bilingual education program, 26.3%, and who were enrolled in a 

one-way dual language bilingual education program, 27.1%, met the Level II, 

Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard. 
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Regarding the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance 

Standard by bilingual education program type for English Language Learner boys, the 

result for the 2013-2014 school year was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 12.59, p < .001, 

Cramer’s V of .06, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As presented in Table 4.6, a 

higher percentage of English Language Learner boys, 14.1%, who were enrolled a one-

way dual language bilingual education program met the Level III, 

Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard than did English Language 

Learner boys who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program, 

9.7%.   
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Table 4.6  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 STAAR Reading Level II, Satisfactory, 

Phase-in 1 Standard by Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School 

Year for English Language Learner Boys 

 Met Standard Did Not Meet Standard 

Performance Standard n  % n  % 

Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1     

Early Exit Transitional 
701 

70.0 301 30.0 

Dual Language One-way 
1,441 

59.0 1,000 41.0 

Level II, Satisfactory, Final 

Recommended 
    

Early Exit Transitional 264 26.3 738 73.7 

Dual Language One-way 661 27.1 1,780 72.9 

Level III, Advanced 

/Accomplished Academic 

Performance 

    

Early Exit Transitional 97 9.7 905 90.3 

Dual Language One-way 345 14.1 2,096 85.9 

 
Results for English Language Learner Girls for the 2013-2014 School Year 

With respect to the 2013-2014 school year, the MANOVA revealed a statistically 

significant overall difference, Wilks’ Λ = .98, p < .001, partial η2 = .019, in reading 

performance for English Language Learner girls between the two bilingual education 

programs. Using Cohen’s (1988) criteria, the effect size was small. To determine whether 
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a statistically significant difference was present for each of the three STAAR Reading 

Objectives, univariate follow-up ANOVA procedures were calculated. On the STAAR 

Reading Reporting Category 1, a statistically significant difference was not yielded, F(1, 

3346) = 3.41, p = .06, partial η2 = .001, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). On the 

STAAR Reading Reporting Category 2, a statistically significant difference was present, 

F(1, 3346) = 17.78, p < .001, partial η2 = .005, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). 

On the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 3, a statistically significant difference was 

not yielded, F(1, 3346) = 0.19, p = .66. A statistically significant difference was present 

for English Language Learner girls on only Reading Category 3. 

As revealed in Table 4.7, similar averages were present for English Language 

Learner girls on the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 1 and Reading Reporting 

Category 3. On the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 2, however, English Language 

Learner girls who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program 

had higher average raw scores, 0.62 points higher, than English Language Learner girls 

who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program. The 

averages reported in Table 4.7 indicate the average number of test items that were 

answered correctly by girls. Readers are directed to Table 4.7 for the descriptive statistics 

for this analysis. 
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Table 4.7  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reporting Category 1, 2, and 3 Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School Year for English Language 

Learner Girls 

Reporting Category by Program Type n  M SD 

Category 1    

Early Exit Transitional 
965 3.92 1.51 

Dual Language One-way 
2,383 4.03 1.62 

Category 2 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
965 11.48 3.45 

Dual Language One-way 
2,383 10.86 4.03 

Category 3 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
965 9.54 2.86 

Dual Language One-way 
2,383 9.60 3.50 

 
To answer the second research question for English Language Learner girls, an 

independent samples t-test was conducted. The two dependent variables, the STAAR 

Reading test raw and scale scores, are interval level data and the independent variable of 

bilingual education program type consisted of two groups. Thus, an independent samples 

t-test was the appropriate statistical procedure to calculate.   

With respect to the 2013-2014 STAAR Reading raw scores for English Language 

Learner girls, the independent samples t-test did not yield a statistically significant 

difference between the two bilingual education program types, t(2174.48) = 1.66, p = 

.097. A statistically significant difference was also not present in the 2013-2014 STAAR 
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Reading scale scores between the two bilingual education program types, t(2487.59) = 

1.41, p = .16. As revealed in Table 4.8, the average raw scores and the average scale 

scores on the STAAR Reading test were similar for English Language Learner girls, 

regardless of the type of bilingual education program in which they were enrolled. Table 

4.8 contains the descriptive statistics for this analysis. 

 

Table 4.8  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reading Raw and Scale Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School Year for English Language Learner 

Girls 

Score by Program Type n  M SD 

Raw Score    

Early Exit Transitional 
965 24.95 6.73 

Dual Language One-way 
2,383 24.49 8.27 

Scale Score 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
965 1393.23 111.12 

Dual Language One-way 
2,383 1386.45 156.62 

 

With respect to the third research question, the percentage of English Language 

Learner girls who met three standards (i.e., Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard; 

Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended standard; and Level III, 

Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance) were compared between the two 

bilingual education program types. To ascertain whether a difference was present 
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between the two bilingual education program types in the three Grade 3 STAAR Level II 

performance standards, Pearson chi-square procedures were calculated.   

Concerning the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 Standard by bilingual education 

program type for English Language Learner girls, the result for the 2013-2014 school 

year was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 10.36, p = .001, Cramer’s V of .06, a below 

small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As revealed in Table 4.9, a higher percentage of English 

Language Learner girls, 76.2%, who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program met the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard than did English 

Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education program, 70.7%. 

With respect to the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard by 

bilingual education program type for English Language Learner girls, the result for the 

2013-2014 school year was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 21.53, p < .001, Cramer’s V 

of .08, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As revealed in Table 4.9, a higher 

percentage of English Language Learner girls, 36.8%, who were enrolled in a one-way 

dual language bilingual education program met the Level II, Satisfactory, Final 

Recommended Standard than did English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in 

an early exit transitional bilingual education program, 28.4%. 

Regarding the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance 

Standard by bilingual education program type for English Language Learner girls, the 

result for the 2013-2014 school year was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 43.57, p < .001, 

Cramer’s V of .11, a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As presented in Table 4.9, similar 

to the second Level standard, a higher percentage of English Language Learner girls, 
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19.8%, who were enrolled a one-way dual language bilingual education program met the 

Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard than did English 

Language Learner girls who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program, 10.4%. As presented in Table 4.9, English Language Learner girls who were 

enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program had higher percentages 

who met the Level II Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard and the Level III, 

Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard than did English Language 

Learner girls who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program. 
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Table 4.9  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 STAAR Reading Level II, Satisfactory, 

Phase-in 1 Standard by Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School 

Year for English Language Learner Girls 

 Met Standard Did Not Meet Standard 

Performance Standard n  % n  % 

Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1     

Early Exit Transitional 
735 

76.2 230 23.8 

Dual Language One-way 
1,684 

70.7 699 29.3 

Level II, Satisfactory, Final 

Recommended 
    

Early Exit Transitional 274 28.4 691 71.6 

Dual Language One-way 877 36.8 1,506 63.2 

Level III, Advanced 

/Accomplished Academic 

Performance 

    

Early Exit Transitional 100 10.4 865 89.6 

Dual Language One-way 473 19.8 1,910 80.2 

 
Results for English Language Learners Who Were Economically Disadvantaged in 

the 2013-2014 School Year 

With respect to the 2013-2014 school year, the MANOVA revealed a statistically 

significant overall difference, Wilks’ Λ = .98, p < .001, partial η2 = .023, in reading 

performance between the two bilingual education programs for English Language 
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Learners who were economically disadvantaged.  Using Cohen’s (1988) criteria, this 

effect size was small. To determine whether a statistically significant difference was 

present for each of the three STAAR Reading Objectives, univariate follow-up ANOVA 

procedures were calculated.  On the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 1, a 

statistically significant difference was not revealed, F(1, 6787) = 0.009, p = .924. On the 

STAAR Reading Reporting Category 2, a statistically significant difference was present, 

F(1, 6787) = 80.79, p < .001, partial η2 = .012, a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). On the 

STAAR Reading Reporting Category 3, a statistically significant difference was yielded, 

F(1, 6787) = 4.97, p = .026, partial η2 = .001, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). 

Statistically significant differences with a small effect size and a below small effect size 

were present on the STAAR Reading Reporting Categories 2 and 3 for English Language 

Learners who were economically disadvantaged. 

As revealed in Table 4.10, English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program had higher average scores on the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 2 and 

Reading Reporting Category 3 than did English Language Learners who were 

economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education program. The averages reported in Table 4.10 indicate the average number of 

test items that were answered correctly by English Language Learners. As such, English 

Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program answered 0.96 and 0.21 more items correctly on the STAAR Reading Reporting 

Categories 2 and 3, respectively, than did English Language Learners who were enrolled 
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in a one-way dual language bilingual education program. Readers are directed to Table 

4.10 for the descriptive statistics for this analysis. 

 

Table 4.10  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reporting Category 1, 2, and 3 Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School Year for English Language 

Learners Who Were Economically Disadvantaged 

Reporting Category by Program Type n  M SD 

Category 1    

Early Exit Transitional 1,967 3.89 1.52 

Dual Language One-way 4,822 3.89 1.67 

Category 2    

Early Exit Transitional 1,967 11.13 3.49 

Dual Language One-way 4,822 10.17 4.14 

Category 3    

Early Exit Transitional 1,967 9.49 2.99 

Dual Language One-way 4,822 9.28 3.55 

 

To answer the second research question for English Language Learners who were 

economically disadvantaged, an independent samples t-test was conducted. The two 

dependent variables, the STAAR Reading test raw and scale scores, are interval level 

data and the independent variable of bilingual education program type consisted of two 
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groups. Thus, an independent samples t-test was the appropriate statistical procedure to 

calculate.   

With respect to the 2013-2014 STAAR Reading raw scores for English Language 

Learners who were economically disadvantaged, the independent samples t-test revealed 

the presence of a statistically significant difference between the two bilingual education 

program types, t(4378.89) = 5.79, p < .001. A statistically significant difference was also 

present in the 2013-2014 STAAR Reading scale scores between the two bilingual 

education program types, t(4907.69) = 5.69, p < .001. As revealed in Table 4.11, English 

Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an 

early exit transitional bilingual education program had higher average STAAR Reading 

raw scores, 1.15 points higher, than did English Language Learners who were 

economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education program. The STAAR Reading scale scores were also higher, 19.43 points 

higher, for English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who 

were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program than English 

Language Learners who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education 

program. Table 4.11 contains the descriptive statistics for this analysis. 
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Table 4.11  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reading Raw and Scale Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School Year for English Language Learners 

Who Were Economically Disadvantaged 

Score by Program Type n  M SD 

Raw Score    

Early Exit Transitional 1,967 24.50 6.99 

Dual Language One-way 4,822 23.35 8.45 

Scale Score    

Early Exit Transitional 1,967 1386.74 114.25 

Dual Language One-way 4,822 1367.30 155.25 

 

With respect to the third research question, the percentage of English Language 

Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who met three standards (i.e., Level 

II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard; Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended standard; 

and Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance) were compared between 

the two bilingual education program types. To ascertain whether a difference was present 

between the two bilingual education program types in the three Grade 3 STAAR Level II 

performance standards, Pearson chi-square procedures were calculated.   

Concerning the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 Standard by bilingual education 

program type for English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged, the 

result for the 2013-2014 school year was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 42.58, p < .001, 

Cramer’s V of .08, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As revealed in Table 4.12, a 
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higher percentage of English Language Learners, 73.0%, who were enrolled in an early 

exit transitional bilingual education program met the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 

Standard than did English Language Learners who were enrolled in a one-way dual 

language bilingual education program, 64.8%. 

With respect to the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard by 

bilingual education program type for English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged, the result for the 2013-2014 school year was statistically significant, χ2(1) 

= 13.59, p < .001, Cramer’s V of .04, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As 

revealed in Table 4.12, a higher percentage of English Language Learners, 31.9%, who 

were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program met the Level II, 

Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard than did English Language Learners who 

were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program, 27.4%. 

Regarding the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance 

Standard by bilingual education program type for English Language Learners, the result 

for the 2013-2014 school year was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 53.05, p < .001, 

Cramer’s V of .09, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As presented in Table 4.12, 

similar to the second Level standard, a higher percentage of English Language Learners, 

17.0%, who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program met 

the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard than did English 

Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program, 10.0%. 
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Table 4.12  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 STAAR Reading Level II, Satisfactory, 

Phase-in 1 Standard by Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School 

Year for English Language Learners Who Were Economically Disadvantaged 

 Met Standard Did Not Meet Standard 

Performance Standard n  % n  % 

Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1     

Early Exit Transitional 1,436 73.0 531 27.0 

Dual Language One-way 3,125 64.8 1,697 35.2 

Level II, Satisfactory, Final 

Recommended 
    

Early Exit Transitional 538 27.4 1,429 72.6 

Dual Language One-way 1,538 31.9 3,284 68.1 

Level III, Advanced 

/Accomplished Academic 

Performance 

    

Early Exit Transitional 197 10.0 1,770 90.0 

Dual Language One-way 818 17.0 4,004 83.0 

 

Results for English Language Learners Who Were Not Economically 

Disadvantaged in the 2013-2014 School Year 

With respect to the 2013-2014 school year, no statistical analyses could be 

conducted for English Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged due 
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to the very low sample size that was present. In this school year, STAAR Reading test 

results were available on fewer than 20 students. Accordingly, it was not possible to 

conduct statistical analyses to answer the STAAR Reading research questions for English 

Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged. 

Results for English Language Learners for the 2014-2015 School Year 

With respect to the 2014-2015 school year, the MANOVA revealed a statistically 

significant overall difference, Wilks’ Λ = .98, p < .001, partial η2 = .02, in reading 

performance between the two bilingual education programs.  Using Cohen’s (1988) 

criteria, the effect size was small. To determine whether a statistically significant 

difference was present for each of the three STAAR Reading Objectives, univariate 

follow-up analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures were calculated. On the STAAR 

Reading Reporting Category 1, a statistically significant difference was revealed, F(1, 

3532) = 32.69, p < .001, partial η2 = .009, a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). On the 

STAAR Reading Reporting Category 2, a statistically significant difference was present, 

F(1, 3532) = 38.39, p < .001, partial η2 = .011, a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). On the 

STAAR Reading Reporting Category 3, a statistically significant difference was yielded, 

F(1, 3532) = 48.53, p < .001, partial η2 = .014, a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). 

Statistically significant differences with small effect sizes were present on all three 

STAAR Reading Reporting Categories. 

As revealed in Table 4.13, English Language Learners who were enrolled in an 

early exit transitional bilingual education program had lower average scores on the 

STAAR Reading Reporting Category 1, Reading Reporting Category 2, and Reading 

Reporting Category 3 than did their peers who were enrolled in a dual language one-way 
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education program. The averages reported in Table 4.13 indicate the average number of 

test items that were answered correctly by students. As such, English Language Learners 

who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program answered 

0.54, 1.40, and 1.39 more items correctly on the STAAR Reading Reporting Categories 

1, 2, and 3, respectively. Readers are directed to Table 4.13 for the descriptive statistics 

for this analysis. 

 

Table 4.13  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reporting Category 1, 2, and 3 Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School Year 

Reporting Category by Program Type n  M SD 

Category 1    

Early Exit Transitional 
3,244 3.61 1.52 

Dual Language One-way 
288 4.15 1.67 

Category 2 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
3,244 10.58 3.63 

Dual Language One-way 
288 11.98 4.32 

Category 3 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
3,2446 9.77 3.22 

Dual Language One-way 
288 11.16 3.64 

 
To answer the second research question, an independent samples t-test was 

conducted. The two dependent variables, the STAAR Reading test raw and scale scores, 

are interval level data and the independent variable of bilingual education program type 
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consisted of two groups. Thus, an independent samples t-test was the appropriate 

statistical procedure to calculate.   

With respect to the 2014-2015 STAAR Reading raw scores, the independent 

samples t-test revealed the presence of a statistically significant difference between the 

two bilingual education program types, t(322.10) = 6.17, p < .001. A statistically 

significant difference was also present in the 2014-2015 STAAR Reading scale scores 

between the two bilingual education program types, t(304.99) = 4.44, p < .001. As 

delineated in Table 4.14, English Language Learners who were enrolled in a dual 

language one-way bilingual education program had higher average STAAR Reading raw 

scores, 3.34 points higher, than did their peers who were enrolled in an early exit 

transitional bilingual education program. The STAAR Reading scale scores were higher, 

53.54 points higher, for English Language Learners who were enrolled in a dual language 

one-way bilingual education program than their peers who were enrolled in a dual 

language one-way bilingual education program. Table 4.14 contains the descriptive 

statistics for this analysis. 
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Table 4.14  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reading Raw and Scale Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School Year 

Score by Program Type n  M SD 

Raw Score    

Early Exit Transitional 
3,244 23.95 7.32 

Dual Language One-way 
288 27.29 8.92 

Scale Score 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
3,244 1387.94 118.84 

Dual Language One-way 288 1441.49 201.38 

 

With respect to the third research question, the percentage of English Language 

Learners who met three standards (i.e., Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard; Level 

II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended standard; and Level III, Advanced/Accomplished 

Academic Performance) were compared between the two bilingual education program 

types. Analyzing the performance standards are important because public schools in 

Texas are held accountable for their students meeting performance standards, rather than 

on student raw or scale score performance. To ascertain whether a difference was present 

between the two bilingual education program types in the three Grade 3 STAAR Level II 

performance standards, Pearson chi-square procedures were calculated. This statistical 

procedure was the appropriate statistical method because frequency data were present for 

the Level II performance standards and for bilingual education program type. 

Accordingly, Person chi-square procedures are appropriately used when both the 
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independent variable and the dependent variable constitute categorical variables (Field, 

2013).  

Concerning the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 Standard by bilingual education 

program type, the result for the 2014-2015 school year was statistically significant, χ2(1) 

= 13.80, p < .001, Cramer’s V of .06, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As 

revealed in Table 4.15, a higher percentage of English Language Learners, 82.2%, who 

were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual education program met the Level II, 

Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard than did English Language Learners who were enrolled 

in an early exit transitional bilingual education program, 72.0. 

With respect to the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard by 

bilingual education program type, the result for the 2014-2015 school year was 

statistically significant, χ2(1) = 71.93, p < .001, Cramer’s V of .14, a small effect size 

(Cohen, 1988). As revealed in Table 4.15, a higher percentage of English Language 

Learners, 50.3%, who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual education 

program met the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard than did English 

Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program, 26.7%. 

Regarding the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance 

Standard by bilingual education program type, the result for the 2014-2015 school year 

was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 77.54, p < .001, Cramer’s V of .15, a small effect size 

(Cohen, 1988). As presented in Table 4.15, similar to the other two Level standards, a 

higher percentage of English Language Learners, 27.1%, who were enrolled a dual 

language one-way bilingual education program met the Level III, 
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Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard than did English Language 

Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program, 

9.9%. As presented in Table 4.15, English Language Learners who were enrolled in a 

dual language one-way bilingual education program had higher percentages who met the 

Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1, Level II Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard, 

and the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard than did 

their peers who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program. 
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Table 4.15  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 STAAR Reading Level II, Satisfactory, 

Phase-in 1 Standard by Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School 

Year 

 Met Standard Did Not Meet Standard 

Performance Standard n  % n  % 

Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1     

Early Exit Transitional 
2,334 

72.0 909 28.0 

Dual Language One-way 
235 

82.2 51 17.8 

Level II, Satisfactory, Final 

Recommended 
    

Early Exit Transitional 866 26.7 2,377 73.3 

Dual Language One-way 144 50.3 142 49.7 

Level III, Advanced 

/Accomplished Academic 

Performance 

    

Early Exit Transitional 322 9.9 2,922 90.1 

Dual Language One-way 78 27.1 210 72.9 

 
Results for English Language Learner Boys for the 2014-2015 School Year 

With respect to the 2014-2015 school year, the MANOVA revealed a statistically 

significant overall difference, Wilks’ Λ = .99, p < .001, partial η2 = .011, in reading 

performance for English Language Learner boys between the two bilingual education 

programs.  Using Cohen’s (1988) criteria, the effect size was small. To determine 
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whether a statistically significant difference was present for each of the three STAAR 

Reading Objectives, univariate follow-up ANOVA procedures were calculated. On the 

STAAR Reading Reporting Category 1, a statistically significant difference was revealed, 

F(1, 1748) = 15.79, p < .001, partial η2 = .009, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). 

On the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 2, a statistically significant difference was 

present, F(1, 1748) = 11.44, p = .001, partial η2 = .006, a below small effect size (Cohen, 

1988). On the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 3, a statistically significant 

difference was yielded, F(1, 1748) = 16.16, p < .001, partial η2 = .009, a below small 

effect size (Cohen, 1988). Statistically significant differences with below small effect 

sizes were present on all three STAAR Reading Reporting Categories for English 

Language Learner boys. 

As revealed in Table 4.16, English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in 

an early exit transitional bilingual education program had lower average scores on the 

STAAR Reading Reporting Category 1, Reading Reporting Category 2, and Reading 

Reporting Category 3 than did their peers who were enrolled in a dual language one-way 

bilingual education program. The averages reported in Table 4.16 indicate the average 

number of test items that were answered correctly by boys. As such, English Language 

Learner boys who were enrolled in a dual language one-way program answered 0.51, 

1.05, and 1.10 more items correctly on the STAAR Reading Reporting Categories 1, 2, 

and 3, respectively, than did English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in an 

early exit transitional bilingual education program. Readers are directed to 4.Table 16 for 

the descriptive statistics for this analysis. 
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Table 4.16  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reporting Category 1, 2, and 3 Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School Year for English Language 

Learner Boys 

Reporting Category by Program Type n  M SD 

Category 1    

Early Exit Transitional 
1,587 3.55 1.54 

Dual Language One-way 
163 4.06 1.77 

Category 2 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
1,587 10.18 3.66 

Dual Language One-way 
163 11.23 4.69 

Category 3 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
1,587 9.53 3.28 

Dual Language One-way 
163 10.63 3.88 

 
To answer the second research question for English Language Learner boys, an 

independent samples t-test was conducted. The two dependent variables, the STAAR 

Reading test raw and scale scores, are interval level data and the independent variable of 

bilingual education program type consisted of two groups. Thus, an independent samples 

t-test was the appropriate statistical procedure to calculate.   

With respect to the 2014-2015 STAAR Reading raw scores, the independent 

samples t-test revealed the presence of a statistically significant difference between the 

two bilingual education program types, t(182.11) = -3.40, p = .001. A statistically 

significant difference was not present, however, in the 2014-2015 STAAR Reading scale 
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scores between the two bilingual education program types, t(171.81) = -1.748, p = .08. 

As revealed in Table 4.17, English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in a dual 

language one-way bilingual education program had higher average STAAR Reading raw 

scores, 2.66 points higher, than did English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in 

an early exit transitional bilingual education program. The STAAR Reading scale scores 

were also higher, 32.53 points higher, for English Language Learner boys who were 

enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual education program than for English 

Language Learner boys who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual 

education program. Readers should note, however, that the scale score difference was not 

statistically significant at the .05 level. Table 4.17 contains the descriptive statistics for 

this analysis. 

 

Table 4.17  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reading Raw and Scale Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School Year for English Language Learner 

Boys 

Score by Program Type n  M SD 

Raw Score    

Early Exit Transitional 
1,587 23.26 7.44 

Dual Language One-way 
163 25.92 9.69 

Scale Score 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
1,587 1377.19 122.36 

Dual Language One-way 
163 1409.72 234.39 
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With respect to the third research question, the percentage of English Language 

Learner boys who met three standards (i.e., Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard; 

Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended standard; and Level III, 

Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance) were compared between the two 

bilingual education program types. To ascertain whether a difference was present 

between the two bilingual education program types in the three Grade 3 STAAR Level II 

performance standards, Pearson chi-square procedures were calculated.   

Concerning the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 Standard by bilingual education 

program type for English Language Learner boys, the result for the 2014-2015 school 

year was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 6.67, p = .01, Cramer’s V of .06, a below small 

effect size (Cohen, 1988). As revealed in Table 4.18, a higher percentage of English 

Language Learner boys, 78.63%, who were enrolled in a dual language one-way 

bilingual education program met the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard than did 

English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program, 68.4. 

With respect to the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard by 

bilingual education program type for English Language Learner boys, the result for the 

2014-2015 school year was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 32.66, p < .001, Cramer’s V 

of .14, a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As revealed in Table 4.18, a higher percentage 

of English Language Learner boys, 44.1%, who were enrolled in a dual language one-

way bilingual education program met the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended 

Standard than did English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in an early exit 

transitional bilingual education program, 23.5%. 
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Regarding the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance 

Standard by bilingual education program type for English Language Learner boys, the 

result for the 2014-2015 school year was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 26.79, p < .001, 

Cramer’s V of .12, a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As presented in Table 4.18, similar 

to the other two Level standards, a higher percentage of English Language Learner boys, 

22.1%, who were enrolled a dual language one-way bilingual education program met the 

Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard than did English 

Language Learner boys who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program, 9.1%. As presented in Table 4.18, English Language Learner boys 

who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual education program had higher 

percentages who met the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1, Level II Satisfactory, Final 

Recommended Standard, and the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic 

Performance Standard than did English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in an 

early exit transitional bilingual education program. 
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Table 4.18  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 STAAR Reading Level II, Satisfactory, 

Phase-in 1 Standard by Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School 

Year for English Language Learner Boys 

 Met Standard Did Not Meet Standard 

Performance Standard n  % n  % 

Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1     

Early Exit Transitional 
1,085 

68.4 501 31.6 

Dual Language One-way 
126 

78.3 35 21.7 

Level II, Satisfactory, Final 

Recommended 
    

Early Exit Transitional 373 23.5 1,213 76.5 

Dual Language One-way 71 44.1 90 55.9 

Level III, Advanced 

/Accomplished Academic 

Performance 

    

Early Exit Transitional 145 9.1 1,442 90.9 

Dual Language One-way 36 22.1 127 77.9 

 
Results for English Language Learner Girls for the 2014-2015 School Year 

With respect to the 2014-2015 school year, the MANOVA revealed a statistically 

significant overall difference, Wilks’ Λ = .98, p < .001, partial η2 = .025, in reading 

performance for English Language Learner girls between the two bilingual education 

programs. Using Cohen’s (1988) criteria, the effect size was small.  To determine 
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whether a statistically significant difference was present for each of the three STAAR 

Reading Objectives, univariate follow-up ANOVA procedures were calculated. On the 

STAAR Reading Reporting Category 1, a statistically significant difference was revealed, 

F(1, 1780) = 18.25, p < .001, partial η2 = .01, a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). On the 

STAAR Reading Reporting Category 2, a statistically significant difference was present, 

F(1, 1780) = 37.09, p < .001, partial η2 = .02, a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). On the 

STAAR Reading Reporting Category 3, a statistically significant difference was yielded, 

F(1, 1780) = 40.47, p < .001, partial η2 = .022, a small effect size (Cohen, 1988).  

Statistically significant differences with small effect sizes were present on all three 

STAAR Reading Reporting Categories for English Language Learner girls. 

As revealed in Table 14.9, English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in 

an early exit transitional bilingual education program had lower average scores on the 

STAAR Reading Reporting Category 1, Reading Reporting Category 2, and Reading 

Reporting Category 3 than did English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a 

dual language one-way bilingual education program. The averages reported in Table 4.19 

indicate the average number of test items that were answered correctly by girls. As such, 

English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a dual language one-way program 

answered 0.60, 2.01, and 1.86 more items correctly on the STAAR Reading Reporting 

Categories 1, 2, and 3, respectively, than did English Language Learner girls who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program. Readers are directed to 

Table 4.19 for the descriptive statistics for this analysis. 
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Table 4.19  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reporting Category 1, 2, and 3 Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School Year for English Language 

Learner Girls 

Reporting Category by Program Type n  M SD 

Category 1    

Early Exit Transitional 
1,657 3.66 1.49 

Dual Language One-way 
125 4.26 1.54 

Category 2 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
1,657 10.96 3.56 

Dual Language One-way 
125 12.97 3.559 

Category 3 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
1,657 10.00 3.14 

Dual Language One-way 
125 11.86 3.19 

 
To answer the second research question for English Language Learner girls, an 

independent samples t-test was conducted. The two dependent variables, the STAAR 

Reading test raw and scale scores, are interval level data and the independent variable of 

bilingual education program type consisted of two groups. Thus, an independent samples 

t-test was the appropriate statistical procedure to calculate.   

With respect to the 2014-2015 STAAR Reading raw scores for English Language 

Learner girls, the independent samples t-test revealed the presence of a statistically 

significant difference between the two bilingual education program types, t(141.55) = -

6.46, p = .001. A statistically significant difference was also present in the 2014-2015 
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STAAR Reading scale scores between the two bilingual education program types, 

t(137.19) = -6.69, p < .001. As revealed in Table 4.20, English Language Learner girls 

who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual education program had higher 

average STAAR Reading raw scores, 4.46 points higher, than did English Language 

Learner girls who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program. 

The STAAR Reading scale scores were also higher, 84.66 points higher, for English 

Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual 

education program than for English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a dual 

language one-way bilingual education program. Table 4.20 contains the descriptive 

statistics for this analysis. 

 

Table 4.20  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reading Raw and Scale Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School Year for English Language Learner 

Girls 

Score by Program Type n  M SD 

Raw Score    

Early Exit Transitional 
1,657 24.62 7.12 

Dual Language One-way 
125 29.08 7.479 

Scale Score 
   

Early Exit Transitional 
1,657 1398.24 114.466 

Dual Language One-way 
125 1482.90 137.95 
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With respect to the third research question, the percentage of English Language 

Learner girls who met three standards (i.e., Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard; 

Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended standard; and Level III, 

Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance) were compared between the two 

bilingual education program types. To ascertain whether a difference was present 

between the two bilingual education program types in the three Grade 3 STAAR Level II 

performance standards, Pearson chi-square procedures were calculated.   

Concerning the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 Standard by bilingual education 

program type for English Language Learner girls, the result for the 2014-2015 school 

year was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 8.96, p = .003, Cramer’s V of .07, a below small 

effect size (Cohen, 1988). As revealed in Table 4.21, a higher percentage of English 

Language Learner girls, 87.2%, who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual 

education program met the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard than did English 

Language Learner girls who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program, 75.4. 

With respect to the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard by 

bilingual education program type for English Language Learner girls, the result for the 

2014-2015 school year was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 44.01, p < .001, Cramer’s V 

of .16, a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As revealed in Table 4.21, a higher percentage 

of English Language Learner girls, 58.4%, who were enrolled in a dual language one-way 

bilingual education program met the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard 

than did English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in an early exit transitional 

bilingual education program, 29.8%. 
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Regarding the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance 

Standard by bilingual education program type for English Language Learner girls, the 

result for the 2014-2015 school year was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 56.64, p < .001, 

Cramer’s V of .18, a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As presented in Table 4.21, similar 

to the other two Level standards, a higher percentage of English Language Learner girls, 

33.6%, who were enrolled a dual language one-way bilingual education program met the 

Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard than did English 

Language Learner girls who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program, 10.7%. As presented in Table 4.21, English Language Learner girls who were 

enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual education program had higher percentages 

who met the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1, Level II Satisfactory, Final Recommended 

Standard, and the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard 

than did English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in an early exit transitional 

bilingual education program. 
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Table 4.21  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 STAAR Reading Level II, Satisfactory, 

Phase-in 1 Standard by Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School 

Year for English Language Learner Girls 

 Met Standard Did Not Meet Standard 

Performance Standard n  % n  % 

Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1     

Early Exit Transitional 
1,085 

68.4 501 31.6 

Dual Language One-way 
126 

78.3 35 21.7 

Level II, Satisfactory, Final 

Recommended 
    

Early Exit Transitional 373 23.5 1,213 76.5 

Dual Language One-way 71 44.1 90 55.9 

Level III, Advanced 

/Accomplished Academic 

Performance 

    

Early Exit Transitional 145 9.1 1,442 90.9 

Dual Language One-way 36 22.1 127 77.9 

 
Results for English Language Learners Who Were Economically Disadvantaged in 

the 2014-2015 School Year 

With respect to the 2014-2015 school year, the MANOVA revealed a statistically 

significant overall difference, Wilks’ Λ = .99, p = .003, partial η2 = .004, in reading 

performance for English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged 
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between the two bilingual education programs. Using Cohen’s (1988) criteria, this effect 

size was below small. To determine whether a statistically significant difference was 

present for each of the three STAAR Reading Objectives, univariate follow-up ANOVA 

procedures were calculated.  On the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 1, a 

statistically significant difference was revealed, F(1, 3150) = 7.03, p = .008, partial η2 = 

.002, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). On the STAAR Reading Reporting 

Category 2, a statistically significant difference was present, F(1, 3150) = 12.85, p < 

.001, partial η2 = .004, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). On the STAAR Reading 

Reporting Category 3, a statistically significant difference was yielded, F(1, 3150) = 

4.23, p = .04, partial η2 = .001, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). Statistically 

significant differences with below small effect sizes were present on all three STAAR 

Reading Reporting Categories for English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged. 

As revealed in Table 4.22, English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program had higher average scores on the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 1, 

Reading Reporting Category 2, and Reading Reporting Category 3 than did English 

Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a 

dual language one-way bilingual education program. The averages reported in Table 4.22 

indicate the average number of test items that were answered correctly by English 

Language Learners. As such, English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early 

exit transitional bilingual education program answered 0.39, 1.23, and 0.63 more items 

correctly on the STAAR Reading Reporting Categories 1, 2, and 3, respectively, than did 
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English Language Learners who were enrolled in a dual language one-way program.  

Readers are directed to Table 4.22 for the descriptive statistics for this analysis. 

 

Table 4.22  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reporting Category 1, 2, and 3 Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School Year for English Language 

Learners Who Were Economically Disadvantaged 

Reporting Category by Program Type n  M SD 

Category 1    

Early Exit Transitional 3,038 3.59 1.51 

Dual Language One-way 114 3.20 1.75 

Category 2    

Early Exit Transitional 3,038 10.55 3.59 

Dual Language One-way 114 9.32 4.10 

Category 3    

Early Exit Transitional 3,038 9.74 3.22 

Dual Language One-way 114 9.11 3.60 

 

To answer the second research question for English Language Learners who were 

economically disadvantaged, an independent samples t-test was conducted. The two 

dependent variables, the STAAR Reading test raw and scale scores, are interval level 

data and the independent variable of bilingual education program type consisted of two 
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groups. Thus, an independent samples t-test was the appropriate statistical procedure to 

calculate.   

With respect to the 2014-2015 STAAR Reading raw scores for English Language 

Learners who were economically disadvantaged, the independent samples t-test revealed 

the presence of a statistically significant difference between the two bilingual education 

program types, t(119.20) = 2.78, p = .006. A statistically significant difference was also 

present in the 2014-2015 STAAR Reading scale scores between the two bilingual 

education program types, t(115.58) = 2.65, p = .009. As revealed in Table 4.23, English 

Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an 

early exit transitional bilingual education program had higher average STAAR Reading 

raw scores, 2.26 points higher, than did English Language Learners who were 

economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual 

education program. The STAAR Reading scale scores were also higher, 53.10 points 

higher, for English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who 

were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program than English 

Language Learners who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual education 

program. Table 4.23 contains the descriptive statistics for this analysis. 
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Table 4.23  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reading Raw and Scale Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School Year for English Language Learners 

Who Were Economically Disadvantaged 

Score by Program Type n  M SD 

Raw Score    

Early Exit Transitional 3,038 23.88 7.25 

Dual Language One-way 114 21.62 8.54 

Scale Score    

Early Exit Transitional 3,029 1386.86 117.08 

Dual Language One-way 114 1333.76 212.67 

 

With respect to the third research question, the percentage of English Language 

Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who met three standards (i.e., Level 

II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard; Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended standard; 

and Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance) were compared between 

the two bilingual education program types. To ascertain whether a difference was present 

between the two bilingual education program types in the three Grade 3 STAAR Level II 

performance standards, Pearson chi-square procedures were calculated.   

Concerning the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 Standard by bilingual education 

program type for English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged, the 

result for the 2014-2015 school year was not statistically significant, χ2(1) = 1.63, p = .20. 

As revealed in Table 4.24, similar percentages of English Language Learners met this 
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standard in both the dual language one-way bilingual education program and in the early 

exit transitional bilingual education program. 

With respect to the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard by 

bilingual education program type for English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged, the result for the 2014-2015 school year was statistically significant, χ2(1) 

= 3.89, p = .048, Cramer’s V of .04, a below small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As revealed 

in Table 4.24, a higher percentage of English Language Learners, 26.2%, who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program met the Level II, 

Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard than did English Language Learners who 

were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual education program, 17.9%. 

Regarding the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance 

Standard by bilingual education program type for English Language Learners, the result 

for the 2014-2015 school year was not statistically significant, χ2(1) = 2.37, p = .12.  As 

presented in Table 4.24, similar to the first Level standard, similar percentages of English 

Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged met the Level III, 

Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard in both the early exit 

transitional bilingual education program and in the dual language one-way bilingual 

education program.   
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Table 4.24  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 STAAR Reading Level II, Satisfactory, 

Phase-in 1 Standard by Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School 

Year for English Language Learners Who Were Economically Disadvantaged 

 Met Standard Did Not Meet Standard 

Performance Standard n  % n  % 

Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1     

Early Exit Transitional 2,175 71.6 862 28.4 

Dual Language One-way 74 66.1 38 33.9 

Level II, Satisfactory, Final 

Recommended 
    

Early Exit Transitional 795 26.2 2,242 73.8 

Dual Language One-way 20 17.9 92 82.1 

Level III, Advanced 

/Accomplished Academic 

Performance 

    

Early Exit Transitional 290 9.5 2,748 90.5 

Dual Language One-way 6 5.3 108 94.7 

 

Results for English Language Learners Who Were Not Economically 

Disadvantaged in the 2014-2015 School Year 

With respect to the 2014-2015 school year, the MANOVA revealed a statistically 

significant overall difference, Wilks’ Λ = .87, p < .001, partial η2 = .13, in reading 
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performance for English Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged 

between the two bilingual education programs. Using Cohen’s (1988) criteria, this effect 

size was near large. To ascertain whether a statistically significant difference was present 

for each of the three STAAR Reading Objectives, univariate follow-up ANOVA 

procedures were calculated. On the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 1, a statistically 

significant difference was revealed, F(1, 378) = 33.17, p < .001, partial η2 = .08, a 

moderate effect size (Cohen, 1988). On the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 2, a 

statistically significant difference was also present, F(1, 378) = 48.58, p < .001, partial η2 

= .11, a moderate effect size (Cohen, 1988). On the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 

3, a statistically significant difference was again yielded, F(1, 378) = 52.89, p < .001, 

partial η2 = .12, a moderate effect size (Cohen, 1988). Statistically significant differences 

with moderate effect sizes were present between the two bilingual education program 

types on all three STAAR Reading Reporting Categories for English Language Learners 

who were not economically disadvantaged. 

As delineated in Table 4.25, English Language Learners who were not 

economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program had lower average scores on the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 

1, Reading Reporting Category 2, and Reading Reporting Category 3 than did English 

Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in 

a dual language one-way bilingual education program. The averages reported in Table 

4.25 indicate the average number of test items that were answered correctly by English 

Language Learners. As such, English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early 

exit transitional bilingual education program answered 0.84, 2.78, and 2.32 fewer items 
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correctly on the STAAR Reading Reporting Categories 1, 2, and 3, respectively, than did 

English Language Learners who were enrolled in a dual language one-way program.  

Readers are directed to Table 4.25 for the descriptive statistics for this analysis. 

 

Table 4.25  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reporting Category 1, 2, and 3 Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School Year for English Language 

Learners Who Were Not Economically Disadvantaged 

Reporting Category by Program Type n  M SD 

Category 1    

Early Exit Transitional 206 3.92 1.52 

Dual Language One-way 174 4.76 1.29 

Category 2    

Early Exit Transitional 206 10.95 4.16 

Dual Language One-way 174 13.73 3.49 

Category 3    

Early Exit Transitional 206 10.19 3.19 

Dual Language One-way 174 12.51 2.98 

 

To answer the second research question for English Language Learners who were 

not economically disadvantaged, an independent samples t-test was conducted. The two 

dependent variables, the STAAR Reading test raw and scale scores, are interval level 

data and the independent variable of bilingual education program type consisted of two 
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groups. Thus, an independent samples t-test was the appropriate statistical procedure to 

calculate.   

With respect to the 2014-2015 STAAR Reading raw scores for English Language 

Learners who were not economically disadvantaged, the independent samples t-test 

revealed the presence of a statistically significant difference between the two bilingual 

education program types, t(377.49) = -7.69, p < .001. A statistically significant difference 

was also present in the 2014-2015 STAAR Reading scale scores between the two 

bilingual education program types, t(350.73) = -6.96, p < .001. As revealed in Table 4.26, 

English Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had lower average 

STAAR Reading raw scores, 5.94 points lower, than did English Language Learners who 

were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a dual language one-way 

bilingual education program. The STAAR Reading scale scores were also lower, 108.19 

points lower, for English Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged 

and who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program than 

English Language Learners who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual 

education program. Table 4.26 contains the descriptive statistics for this analysis. 
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Table 4.26  

Descriptive Statistics for the STAAR Grade 3 Reading Raw and Scale Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School Year for English Language Learners 

Who Were Not Economically Disadvantaged 

Score by Program Type n  M SD 

Raw Score    

Early Exit Transitional 206 25.06 8.03 

Dual Language One-way 174 31.01 7.03 

Scale Score    

Early Exit Transitional 206 1403.87 141.70 

Dual Language One-way 174 1512.06 158.37 

 

With respect to the third research question, the percentage of English Language 

Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who met three standards (i.e., 

Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard; Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended 

standard; and Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance) were 

compared between the two bilingual education program types. To ascertain whether a 

difference was present between the two bilingual education program types in the three 

Grade 3 STAAR Level II performance standards, Pearson chi-square procedures were 

calculated.   

Concerning the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 Standard by bilingual education 

program type for English Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged, 

the result for the 2014-2015 school year was statistically significant, χ2(1) = 16.70, p < 
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.001, Cramer’s V of .21, a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As revealed in Table 4.27, a 

higher percentage of English Language Learners who were not in poverty and who were 

in the one-way dual language bilingual education program, 15.3% higher, met this 

standard than their peers who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual 

education program. 

With respect to the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard by 

bilingual education program type for English Language Learners who were not 

economically disadvantaged, a statistically significant difference was revealed for the 

2014-2015 school year, χ2(1) = 51.13, p < .001, Cramer’s V of .37, a moderate effect size 

(Cohen, 1988).  As revealed in Table 4.27, a higher percentage of English Language 

Learners, 36.8% higher, who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual 

education program met this standard than did their peers who were enrolled in an early 

exit transitional bilingual education program. 

Regarding the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance 

Standard by bilingual education program type for English Language Learners, a 

statistically significant difference was yielded for the 2014-2015 school year, χ2(1) = 

31.69, p < .001, Cramer’s V of .29, a small effect size (Cohen, 1988). As presented in 

Table 4.27, similar to the first two performance standards, a higher percentage, 25.9% 

higher, of English Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged met the 

Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard in the dual language 

one-way bilingual education program than did their peers who were enrolled in the early 

exit transitional bilingual education program.   
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Table 4.27  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 STAAR Reading Level II, Satisfactory, 

Phase-in 1 Standard by Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School 

Year for English Language Learners Who Were Not Economically Disadvantaged 

 Met Standard Did Not Meet Standard 

Performance Standard n  % n  % 

Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1     

Early Exit Transitional 159 77.2 47 22.8 

Dual Language One-way 161 92.5 13 7.5 

Level II, Satisfactory, Final 

Recommended 
    

Early Exit Transitional 71 34.5 135 65.5 

Dual Language One-way 124 71.3 50 28.7 

Level III, Advanced 

/Accomplished Academic 

Performance 

    

Early Exit Transitional 32 15.5 174 84.5 

Dual Language One-way 72 41.4 102 72.6 

 

Results for the TELPAS Analyses 

Scores from the TELPAS assessment for students in Grade 3 will now be 

analyzed and discussed. Several outcomes are present from the TELPAS assessment. For 

this research investigation, three reading variables were analyzed. The Reading 
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Proficiency Rating was one variable that was analyzed herein. Four scores are possible on 

this measure: Beginning, Intermediate, Advanced, and Advanced High. According to the 

Texas Education Agency TELPAS Interpretive Guide (2016), students are assigned a 

Beginning rating when they are “in the early stages of learning English. These students 

have a small vocabulary of very common words and little ability to use English in 

academic settings” (p. 5.2). A rating of Intermediate is assigned as follows, “Students 

who receive this rating are able to use common, basic English in routine academic 

activities but need considerable English language support to make learning 

understandable” (TELPAS Interpretive Guide, 2016, p. 5.2). A rating of Advanced is 

given to students who “are able to understand and use academic English in classroom 

activities when given some English language support” (TELPAS Interpretive Guide, 

2016, p. 5.3). The final rating, Advanced High, is assigned to students who “are able to 

use academic English in classroom activities with little English language support from 

others, even when learning about unfamiliar material. Students at this level have a large 

enough vocabulary in English to communicate clearly and fluently in most situations” 

(TELPAS Interpretive Guide, 2016, p. 5.3). 

The second TELPAS reading variable that was analyzed were student TELPAS 

Reading raw scores. As per the TELPAS Interpretive Guide, the “TELPAS reading raw 

score is the number of items answered correctly on an assessment” (2016, p. 5.1). The 

third TELPAS reading variable analyzed in this investigation were student TELPAS 

Reading Vertical Scale scores. “The TELPAS Reading Vertical Scale score is a statistic 

that can be used for evaluating a student’s annual growth and pinpointing how high or 
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low a student performs within a proficiency level” (TELPAS Interpretive Guide, 2016, p 

5.2). 

Because the TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating consisted of four categories, a 

Pearson chi-square procedure was used to determine whether student performance 

differed between the early exit transitional bilingual education program and the one-way 

dual language program. Given the large sample size and that each student’s scores were 

in the TELPAS dataset only one time, the underlying assumptions of the Pearson chi-

square procedure were met. For the TELPAS Reading raw scores and the Reading 

Vertical Scale scores, an independent samples t-test was used to ascertain whether 

student performance differed between the early exit transitional bilingual education 

program and the one-way dual language program. An independent samples t-test is an 

appropriate statistical procedure to use because the independent variable consisted of two 

groups of students and the dependent variables were comprised of interval/ratio level 

data. 

Statistical analyses were conducted first on all English Language Learners who 

were enrolled in either an early exit transitional bilingual education program or a dual 

language one-way bilingual education program. Following these analyses, separate 

statistical procedures were calculated for English Language Learner boys and girls and 

then for English Language Learners by their economic status. These statistical analyses 

by gender and by economic status permitted a more nuanced analysis of the effects of 

bilingual education program type on student reading performance as measured by the 

TELPAS. 
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Results from the TELPAS Reading Measures for English Language Learners for 

the 2013-2014 School Year 

With respect to the 2013-2014 school year, the Pearson chi-square procedure 

revealed a statistically significant overall difference, χ2(3) = 431.88, p < .001, on the 

TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating between the two bilingual education programs. The 

effect size for this finding, Cramer’s V, was below small, .09 (Cohen, 1988). As revealed 

in Table 4.28, a higher percentage of English Language Learners who were enrolled in 

the early exit transitional bilingual education programs had Advanced High ratings than 

did English Language Learners who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education programs, 27.2% to 22.0%, respectively. A similar result was present for the 

Advanced rating, where 3.6% more English Language Learners met the Advanced rating 

in early exit transitional bilingual education programs than in one-way dual language 

bilingual education programs. 

 

Table 4.28  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School Year 

 Early Exit One-Way 

Proficiency Rating n  % n  % 

Beginning 3,869 15.4 5,011 20.8 

Intermediate 6,366 25.4 6,922 28.8 

Advanced 7,999 32.0 6,837 28.4 

Advanced High 6,800 27.2 5,287 22.0 
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To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Reading raw scores, an independent samples t-test was conducted. For the 

2013-2014 school year, a statistically significant difference was revealed between the two 

bilingual education program types, t(48924.68) = 19.84, p < .001. As revealed in Table 

4.29, English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program had an average raw score that was 2.13 points higher than the average 

raw score of English Language Learners who were enrolled in a one-way dual language 

bilingual education program.  

 

Table 4.29  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Raw Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
25,032 39.69 11.76 

Dual Language One-way 
24,057 37.56 11.98 

 
To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Vertical Scale scores, an independent samples t-test was conducted. For the 

2013-2014 school year, a statistically significant difference was yielded between the two 

bilingual education program types, t(49079.53) = 16.97, p < .001. As presented in Table 

4.30, English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program had an average Vertical Scale score that was 11.47 points higher than 

the average Vertical Scale score of English Language Learners who were enrolled in a 

one-way dual language bilingual education program.   



 

 

121 

Table 4.30  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Vertical Scale Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2013-2014 School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
25,032 688.96 75.93 

Dual Language One-way 
24,057 677.48 73.88 

 
Results from the TELPAS Reading Measures for English Language Learner Boys 

for the 2013-2014 School Year 

Concerning the 2013-2014 school year, the Pearson chi-square procedure revealed 

a statistically significant overall difference, χ2(3) = 241.95, p < .001, on the TELPAS 

Reading Proficiency Rating between the two bilingual education programs for English 

Language Learner boys. The effect size for this finding, Cramer’s V, was small, .10 

(Cohen, 1988). As presented in Table 4.31, a higher percentage of English Language 

Learner boys who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education 

programs had Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learner boys who were 

enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education programs, 24.3% to 19.4%, 

respectively. A similar result was present for the Advanced rating, where 4.5% more 

English Language Learner boys met the Advanced rating in early exit transitional 

bilingual education programs than in one-way dual language bilingual education 

programs. 
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Table 4.31  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for English Language Learner Boys in the 2013-2014 

School Year 

 Early Exit One-Way 

Proficiency Rating n  % n  % 

Beginning 2,286 17.6 2,837 23.5 

Intermediate 3,400 26.2 3,588 29.7 

Advanced 4,136 31.9 3,315 27.4 

Advanced High 3,153 24.3 2,348 19.4 

 

To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Reading raw scores for English Language Learner boys, an independent 

samples t-test was conducted. For the 2013-2014 school year, a statistically significant 

difference was revealed between the two bilingual education program types, t(24915.06) 

= 14.35, p < .001. As presented in Table 4.32, English Language Learner boys who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average raw 

score that was 2.18 points higher than the average raw score of English Language 

Learners who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.32  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Raw Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for English Language Learner Boys in the 2013-2014 School 

Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
12,975 38.72 12.00 

Dual Language One-way 
12,088 36.54 12.07 

 
To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Vertical Scale scores for English Language Learner boys, an independent 

samples t-test was conducted. For the 2013-2014 school year, a statistically significant 

difference was yielded between the two bilingual education program types, t(25034.99) = 

12.27, p < .001. As revealed in Table 4.33, English Language Learner boys who were 

enrolled in an early exit program had an average Vertical Scale score that was 11.64 

points higher than the average Vertical Scale score of English Language Learner boys 

who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.33  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Vertical Scale Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for English Language Learner Boys in the 2013-2014 

School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
12,975 682.94 76.53 

Dual Language One-way 
12,088 671.30 73.63 

 
Results from the TELPAS Reading Measures for English Language Learner Girls 

for the 2013-2014 School Year 

Concerning the 2013-2014 school year, the Pearson chi-square procedure yielded 

a statistically significant overall difference, χ2(3) = 206.68, p < .001, on the TELPAS 

Reading Proficiency Rating between the two bilingual education programs for English 

Language Learner girls. The effect size for this finding, Cramer’s V, was below small, .09 

(Cohen, 1988). As delineated in Table 4.34, a higher percentage of English Language 

Learner girls who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education 

programs had Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learner girls who were 

enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education programs, 30.2% to 24.6%, 

respectively. A similar result was present for the Advanced rating, where 2.6% more 

English Language Learner girls met the Advanced rating in early exit transitional 

bilingual education programs than in one-way dual language bilingual education 

programs. 
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Table 4.34  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for English Language Learner Girls in the 2013-2014 

School Year 

 Early Exit One-Way 

Proficiency Rating n  % n  % 

Beginning 1581 13.1 2174 18.2 

Intermediate 2966 24.6 3334 27.9 

Advanced 3863 32.0 3522 29.4 

Advanced High 3647 30.2 2939 24.6 

 

To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Reading raw scores for English Language Learner girls, an independent 

samples t-test was conducted. For the 2013-2014 school year, a statistically significant 

difference was revealed between the two bilingual education program types, t(24022.45) 

= 14.25, p < .001. As delineated in Table 4.35, English Language Learner girls who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average raw 

score that was 2.13 points higher than the average raw score of English Language 

Learner girls who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.35  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Raw Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for English Language Learner Girls in the 2013-2014 School 

Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
12057 40.73 11.41 

Dual Language One-way 
11969 38.60 11.79 

 
To ascertain whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Vertical Scale scores for English Language Learner girls, an independent 

samples t-test was conducted. For the 2013-2014 school year, a statistically significant 

difference was yielded between the two bilingual education program types, t(24022.45) = 

12.23, p < .001. As revealed in Table 4.36, English Language Learner girls who were 

enrolled in an early exit program had an average Vertical Scale score that was 11.70 

points higher than the average Vertical Scale score of English Language Learner girls 

who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.36  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Vertical Scale Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for English Language Learner Girls in the 2013-2014 

School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
12,057 695.43 74.75 

Dual Language One-way 
11,969 683.73 73.61 

 
Results from the TELPAS Reading Measures for English Language Learners Who 

Were Economically Disadvantaged in the 2013-2014 School Year 

Concerning the 2013-2014 school year, the Pearson chi-square procedure revealed 

a statistically significant overall difference, χ2(3) = 260.88, p < .001, on the TELPAS 

Reading Proficiency Rating between the two bilingual education programs for English 

Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged. The effect size for this 

finding, Cramer’s V, was near small, .09 (Cohen, 1988). As presented in Table 4.37, a 

higher percentage of English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged 

and who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education programs had 

Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education 

programs, 26.6% to 22.4%, respectively. A similar result was present for the Advanced 

rating, where 4.0% more English Language Learners met the Advanced rating in early 

exit transitional bilingual education programs than in one-way dual language bilingual 

education programs. 
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Table 4.37  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for English Language Learners Who Were 

Economically Disadvantaged in the 2013-2014 School Year 

 Early Exit One-Way 

Proficiency Rating n  % n  % 

Beginning 2,305 14.8 3,667 19.9 

Intermediate 4,014 25.8 5,318 28.9 

Advanced 5,097 32.8 5,291 28.8 

Advanced High 4,136 26.6 4,115 22.4 

 

To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Reading raw scores for English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged, an independent samples t-test was conducted. For the 2013-2014 school 

year, a statistically significant difference was revealed between the two bilingual 

education program types, t(33346.33) = 15.76, p < .001. As presented in Table 4.38, 

English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average raw 

score that was 2.00 points higher than the average raw score of English Language 

Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way 

dual language bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.38  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Raw Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for English Language Learners Who Were Economically 

Disadvantaged in the 2013-2014 School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
15,552 39.80 11.46 

Dual Language One-way 
18,391 37.80 11.86 

 
To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Vertical Scale scores for English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged, an independent samples t-test was conducted. For the 2013-2014 school 

year, a statistically significant difference was yielded between the two bilingual education 

program types, t(33034.79) = 13.38, p < .001. As revealed in Table 4.39, English 

Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an 

early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average Vertical Scale score 

that was 10.60 points higher than the average Vertical Scale score of English Language 

Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way 

dual language bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.39  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Vertical Scale Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for English Language Learners Who Were 

Economically Disadvantaged in the 2013-2014 School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
15,552 689.53 72.64 

Dual Language One-way 
18,391 678.93 72.80 

 
Results from the TELPAS Reading Measures for English Language Learners Who 

Were Not Economically Disadvantaged in the 2013-2014 School Year 

With respect to the 2013-2014 school year, the Pearson chi-square procedure 

revealed a statistically significant overall difference, χ2(3) = 7.73, p = .05, on the 

TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating between the two bilingual education programs for 

English Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged. The effect size 

for this finding, Cramer’s V, was small, .12 (Cohen, 1988). As presented in Table 4.40, a 

higher percentage of English Language Learners who were not economically 

disadvantaged and who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education 

programs had Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learners who were not 

economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education programs, 47.2% to 37.3%, respectively.   
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Table 4.40  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for English Language Learners Who Were Not 

Economically Disadvantaged in the 2013-2014 School Year 

 Early Exit One-Way 

Proficiency Rating n  % n  % 

Beginning 48 12.9 20 13.3 

Intermediate 49 13.1 33 22.0 

Advanced 100 26.8 41 27.3 

Advanced High 176 47.2 56 37.3 

 

To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Reading raw scores for English Language Learners who were not economically 

disadvantaged, an independent samples t-test was conducted. For the 2013-2014 school 

year, a statistically significant difference was not present between the two bilingual 

education program types, t(298.41) = 1.25, p = .21. As delineated in Table 4.41, English 

Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in 

an early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average raw score that was 

only 1.56 points higher than the average raw score of English Language Learners who 

were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way dual language 

bilingual education program. Readers should note the low sample size of English 

Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged, less than 600, which was 
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substantially lower than the more than 30,000 English Language Learners who were 

economically disadvantaged. 

 

Table 4.41  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Raw Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for English Language Learners Who Were Not Economically 

Disadvantaged in the 2013-2014 School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
373 43.59 13.69 

Dual Language One-way 
150 42.03 12.56 

 
To ascertain whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Vertical Scale scores for English Language Learners who were not 

economically disadvantaged, an independent samples t-test was conducted. For the 2013-

2014 school year, a statistically significant difference was not yielded between the two 

bilingual education program types, t(325.34) = 0.46, p = .64. As revealed in Table 4.42, 

English Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average Vertical 

Scale score that was 4.21 points higher than the average Vertical Scale score of English 

Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in 

a one-way dual language bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.42  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Vertical Scale Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for English Language Learners Who Were Not 

Economically Disadvantaged in the 2013-2014 School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
373 713.64 105.48 

Dual Language One-way 
150 709.43 88.50 

 
Results from the TELPAS Reading Measures for English Language Learners for 

the 2014-2015 School Year 

With respect to the 2014-2015 school year, the Pearson chi-square procedure 

revealed a statistically significant overall difference, χ2(3) = 387.51, p < .001, on the 

TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating between the two bilingual education programs. The 

effect size for this finding, Cramer’s V, was below small, .09 (Cohen, 1988). As revealed 

in Table 4.43, a higher percentage of English Language Learners who were enrolled in 

the early exit transitional bilingual education programs had Advanced High ratings than 

did English Language Learners who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education programs, 26.7% to 23.1.0%, respectively. A similar result was present for the 

Advanced rating, where 4.5% more English Language Learners met the Advanced rating 

in early exit transitional bilingual education programs than in one-way dual language 

bilingual education programs. 
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Table 4.43  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School Year 

 Early Exit One-Way 

Proficiency Rating n  % n  % 

Beginning 4,166 16.2 5,124 21.8 

Intermediate 6,719 26.1 6,753 28.6 

Advanced 8,000 31.0 6,251 26.5 

Advanced High 6,890 26.7 5,464 23.1 

 

To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Reading raw scores, an independent samples t-test was conducted. For the 

2014-2015 school year, a statistically significant difference was revealed between the two 

bilingual education program types, t(48735.23) = 17.68, p < .001. As revealed in Table 

4.44, English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program had an average raw score that was 1.93 points higher than the average 

raw score of English Language Learners who were enrolled in a one-way dual language 

bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.44  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Raw Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
25,775 39.32 11.98 

Dual Language One-way 
23,610 37.39 12.32 

 
To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Vertical Scale scores, an independent samples t-test was conducted. For the 

2014-2015 school year, a statistically significant difference was yielded between the two 

bilingual education program types, t(49030.07) = 14.58, p < .001. As presented in Table 

4.45, English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program had an average Vertical Scale score that was 9.92 points higher than 

the average Vertical Scale score of English Language Learners who were enrolled in a 

one-way dual language bilingual education program.  

 

Table 4.45  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Vertical Scale Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for the 2014-2015 School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
25,775 686.94 75.59 

Dual Language One-way 
23,610 677.02 75.37 
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Results from the TELPAS Reading Measures for English Language Learner Boys 

for the 2014-2015 School Year 

Concerning the 2014-2015 school year, the Pearson chi-square procedure revealed 

a statistically significant overall difference, χ2(3) = 194.23, p < .001, on the TELPAS 

Reading Proficiency Rating between the two bilingual education programs for English 

Language Learner boys. The effect size for this finding, Cramer’s V, was below small, 

.09 (Cohen, 1988). As presented in Table 4.46, a higher percentage of English Language 

Learner boys who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education 

programs had Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learner boys who were 

enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program, 25.3% to 21.6%, 

respectively. A similar result was present for the Advanced rating, where 4.1% more 

English Language Learner boys met the Advanced rating in early exit transitional 

bilingual education programs than in one-way dual language bilingual education 

programs. 
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Table 4.46  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for English Language Learner Boys in the 2014-2015 

School Year 

 Early Exit One-Way 

Proficiency Rating n  % n  % 

Beginning 2,481 18.6 2,,933 24.5 

Intermediate 3,572 26.7 3,465 28.9 

Advanced 3,925 29.1 2,994 25.0 

Advanced High 3,378 25.3 2,593 21.6 

 

To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Reading raw scores for English Language Learner boys, an independent 

samples t-test was conducted. For the 2014-2015 school year, a statistically significant 

difference was revealed between the two bilingual education program types, t(24945.76) 

= 12.29, p < .001. As presented in Table 4.47, English Language Learner boys who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average raw 

score that was 1.48 points higher than the average raw score of English Language 

Learners who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.47  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Raw Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for English Language Learner Boys in the 2014-2015 School 

Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
13,356 38.44 12.33 

Dual Language One-way 
11,985 36.52 12.54 

 
To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Vertical Scale scores for English Language Learner boys, an independent 

samples t-test was conducted. For the 2014-2015 school year, a statistically significant 

difference was yielded between the two bilingual education program types, t(25083.80) = 

10.01, p < .001. As revealed in Table 4.48, English Language Learners who were 

enrolled in an early exit program had an average Vertical Scale score that was 9.68 points 

higher than the average Vertical Scale score of English Language Learners who were 

enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.48  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Vertical Scale Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for English Language Learner Boys in the 2014-2015 

School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
13,356 682.09 77.16 

Dual Language One-way 
11,985 672.41 76.58 

 
Results from the TELPAS Reading Measures for English Language Learner Girls 

for the 2014-2015 School Year 

Concerning the 2014-2015 school year, the Pearson chi-square procedure yielded 

a statistically significant overall difference, χ2(3) = 203.24, p < .001, on the TELPAS 

Reading Proficiency Rating between the two bilingual education programs for English 

Language Learner girls. The effect size for this finding, Cramer’s V, was below small, .09 

(Cohen, 1988).  As delineated in Table 4.49, a higher percentage of English Language 

Learner girls who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education 

programs had Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learner girls who were 

enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education programs, 28.3% to 24.7%, 

respectively. A similar result was present for the Advanced rating, where 4.8% more 

English Language Learner girls met the Advanced rating in early exit transitional 

bilingual education programs than in one-way dual language bilingual education 

programs. 

  



 

 

140 

Table 4.49  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for English Language Learner Girls in the 2014-2015 

School Year 

 Early Exit One-Way 

Proficiency Rating n  % n  % 

Beginning 1,685 13.6 2,209 19.0 

Intermediate 3,147 25.3 3,288 28.3 

Advanced 4,075 32.8 3,257 28.0 

Advanced High 3,512 28.3 2,871 24.7 

 

To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Reading raw scores for English Language Learner girls, an independent 

samples t-test was conducted.  For the 2014-2015 school year, a statistically significant 

difference was revealed between the two bilingual education program types, t(23766.07) 

= 13.07, p < .001. As delineated in Table 4.50, English Language Learner girls who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average raw 

score that was 1.99 points higher than the average raw score of English Language 

Learner girls who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.50  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Raw Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for English Language Learner Girls in the 2014-2015 School 

Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
12,419 40.27 11.52 

Dual Language One-way 
11,625 38.28 12.02 

 
To ascertain whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Vertical Scale scores for English Language Learner girls, an independent 

samples t-test was conducted. For the 2014-2015 school year, a statistically significant 

difference was yielded between the two bilingual education program types, t(23924.81) = 

10.91, p < .001. As revealed in Table 4.51, English Language Learner girls who were 

enrolled in an early exit program had an average Vertical Scale score that was 10.37 

points higher than the average Vertical Scale score of English Language Learner girls 

who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.51  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Vertical Scale Scores by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for English Language Learner Girls in the 2014-2015 

School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
12,419 692.15 73.52 

Dual Language One-way 
11,625 681.78 73.80 

 

Results from the TELPAS Reading Measures for English Language Learners Who 

Were Economically Disadvantaged in the 2014-2015 School Year 

Concerning the 2014-2015 school year, the Pearson chi-square procedure revealed 

a statistically significant overall difference, χ2(3) = 199.52, p < .001, on the TELPAS 

Reading Proficiency Rating between the two bilingual education programs for English 

Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged. The effect size for this 

finding, Cramer’s V, was near small, .08 (Cohen, 1988). As presented in Table 4.52, a 

higher percentage of English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged 

and who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education programs had 

Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education 

programs, 25.9% to 23.5%, respectively. A similar result was present for the Advanced 

rating, where 4.2% more English Language Learners met the Advanced rating in early 

exit transitional bilingual education programs than in one-way dual language bilingual 

education programs. 
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Table 4.52  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for English Language Learners Who Were 

Economically Disadvantaged in the 2014-2015 School Year 

 Early Exit One-Way 

Proficiency Rating n  % n  % 

Beginning 2,645 15.8 3,820 20.7 

Intermediate 4,526 27.1 5,308 28.8 

Advanced 5,223 31.2 4,974 27.0 

Advanced High 4,335 25.9 4,333 23.5 

 

To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Reading raw scores for English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged, an independent samples t-test was conducted. For the 2014-2015 school 

year, a statistically significant difference was revealed between the two bilingual 

education program types, t(35020.25) = 12.29, p < .001. As presented in Table 4.53, 

English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average raw 

score that was 1.57 points higher than the average raw score of English Language 

Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way 

dual language bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.53  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3Reading Raw Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for English Language Learners Who Were Economically 

Disadvantaged in the 2014-2015 School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
16,729 39.26 11.75 

Dual Language One-way 
18,435 37.69 12.15 

 
To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Vertical Scale scores for English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged, an independent samples t-test was conducted. For the 2014-2015 school 

year, a statistically significant difference was yielded between the two bilingual education 

program types, t(34914.51) = 10.01, p < .001. As revealed in Table 4.54, English 

Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an 

early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average Vertical Scale score 

that was 7.87 points higher than the average Vertical Scale score of English Language 

Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way 

dual language bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.54  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Vertical Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for English Language Learners Who Were Economically 

Disadvantaged in the 2014-2015 School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
16,729 686.50 73.15 

Dual Language One-way 
18,435 678.63 74.10 

 
Results from the TELPAS Reading Measures for English Language Learners Who 

Were Not Economically Disadvantaged in the 2014-2015 School Year 

With respect to the 2014-2015 school year, the Pearson chi-square procedure 

revealed a statistically significant overall difference, χ2(3) = 66.12, p < .001, on the 

TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating between the two bilingual education programs for 

English Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged. The effect size 

for this finding, Cramer’s V, was small, .24 (Cohen, 1988). As presented in Table 4.55, a 

higher percentage of English Language Learners who were not economically 

disadvantaged and who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education 

programs had Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learners who were not 

economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education programs, 38.6% to 24.4%, respectively. A similar result was present for the 

Advanced rating, where 9.9% more English Language Learners met the Advanced rating 

in early exit transitional bilingual education programs than in one-way dual language 

bilingual education programs. 
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Table 4.55  

Frequencies and Percentages for the Grade 3 TELPAS Reading Proficiency Rating by 

Bilingual Education Program Type for English Language Learners Who Were Not 

Economically Disadvantaged in the 2014-2015 School Year 

 Early Exit One-Way 

Proficiency Rating n  % n  % 

Beginning 115 16.0 130 33.7 

Intermediate 129 17.9 94 24.4 

Advanced 198 27.5 68 17.6 

Advanced High 278 38.6 94 24.4 

 

To determine whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Reading raw scores for English Language Learners who were not economically 

disadvantaged, an independent samples t-test was conducted. For the 2014-2015 school 

year, a statistically significant difference was present between the two bilingual education 

program types, t(734.45) = 7.36, p < .001. As delineated in Table 4.56, English Language 

Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an early 

exit transitional bilingual education program had an average raw score that was 5.75 

points higher than the average raw score of English Language Learners who were not 

economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education program. Readers should note the low sample size of English Language 

Learners who were not economically disadvantaged, 1,106, which was substantially 
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lower than the more than 30,000 English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged. 

 

Table 4.56  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Raw Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for English Language Learners Who Were Not Economically 

Disadvantaged in the 2014-2015 School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
720 41.09 13.78 

Dual Language One-way 
386 34.34 14.95 

 
To ascertain whether a statistically significant difference was present for the 

TELPAS Vertical Scale scores for English Language Learners who were not 

economically disadvantaged, an independent samples t-test was conducted. For the 2014-

2015 school year, a statistically significant difference was yielded between the two 

bilingual education program types, t(779.84) = 5.57, p < .001. As revealed in Table 4.57, 

English Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average Vertical 

Scale score that was 34.77 points higher than the average Vertical Scale score of English 

Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in 

a one-way dual language bilingual education program.  
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Table 4.57  

Descriptive Statistics for the TELPAS Grade 3 Reading Scale Scores by Bilingual 

Education Program Type for English Language Learners Who Were Not Economically 

Disadvantaged in the 2014-2015 School Year 

Program Type n  M SD 

Early Exit Transitional 
720 697.45 98.31 

Dual Language One-way 
386 662.68 99.40 

 
 

 



Chapter 5  

Discussion 

As noted previously, English Language Learners constitute 9.2%, or roughly 4.4 

million, of the student enrollment in schools in the United States (Digest of Education 

Statistics, 2014). In the past decade, the number of English Language Learners enrolled 

in some type of bilingual education program has increased. In Texas, approximately 

840,702 students, or 16.6% of the overall student population, were enrolled in a bilingual 

education program (Digest of Education Statistics, 2014). With respect to bilingual 

education programs, Texas state law allows for local education agencies to decide the 

particular bilingual education program they want to implement for their English 

Language Learners. Two of the most recognized bilingual education programs are the 

early exit transitional program and the one-way dual language program. Educational 

leaders need to ensure that the bilingual education program they implement at their 

campuses is the best program to meet the academic and linguistic needs of their English 

Language Learner population (Horsford & Sampson, 2013). Given the diversity of 

bilingual education program types and the limited empirical evidence regarding their 

efficacy, research is needed in which the performance of English Language Learners is 

compared between bilingual education programs. 

The purpose of the study was to determine whether statistically significant 

differences were present in the performance of English Language Learners by their 

bilingual education program type. Specifically compared in this investigation was the 

early exit transitional program with the one-way dual language bilingual education 

program. English Language Learner performance on the Texas state-mandated 
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assessment, the STAAR, was compared for elementary schools in two school districts. 

English Language Learner performance on the TELPAS, however, was compared for 

elementary schools across the State of Texas. The Texas Education Agency provided two 

years of data, 2013-2014 and 2014-2015, that were analyzed. 

Research Questions  

1. What are the statistically significant differences in reading achievement (i.e., 

STAAR Reading test scores) for English Language Learners at elementary school 

campuses that implemented an early exit transitional bilingual program compared 

to elementary school campuses that implemented a dual language one-way 

program? 

2. What are the statistically significant differences in reading performance (i.e., 

TELPAS Reading test scores) for ELLs at elementary school campuses that 

implemented an early exit transitional bilingual program compared to elementary 

school campuses that implemented a dual language one-way program? 

Research Sub-Questions 

1. What are the statistically significant differences in reading achievement (i.e., 

STAAR Reading test scores) for English Language Learners at elementary school 

campuses that implemented an early exit transitional bilingual program compared 

to elementary school campuses that implemented a dual language one-way 

program? 

a. What is the difference between an early exit transitional bilingual program 

and a dual language one-way program in Grade 3 students on the three 

STAAR Reading Objectives? 
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b. What is the difference between an early exit transitional bilingual program 

and a dual language one-way program in Grade 3 students on the STAAR 

Reading test raw and scale scores? 

c. What is the difference between an early exit transitional bilingual program 

and a dual language one-way program in Grade 3 students on the three 

STAAR Reading Standards? 

2. What are the statistically significant differences in reading performance (i.e., 

TELPAS Reading test scores) for ELLs at elementary school campuses that 

implemented an early exit transitional bilingual program compared to elementary 

school campuses that implemented a dual language one-way program? 

a. What are the statistically significant differences in reading performance (i.e., 

TELPAS Reading Proficiency) for ELLs at elementary school campuses that 

implemented an early exit transitional bilingual program compared to 

elementary school campuses that implemented a dual language one-way 

program? 

b. What are the statistically significant differences in reading performance (i.e., 

TELPAS Reading raw and vertical scale test scores) for ELLs at elementary 

school campuses that implemented an early exit transitional bilingual program 

compared to elementary school campuses that implemented a dual language 

one-way program? 

These research questions were answered for English Language Learners as a 

group and then addressed for English Language Learner boys and girls. Furthermore, 

these research questions were addressed by English Language Learner economic status 
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(i.e., economically disadvantaged, not economically disadvantaged). These analyses were 

conducted to determine whether results of the subgroups of students were commensurate 

with the overall results. Finally, statistical analyses were conducted separately for the two 

school years of data (i.e., 2013-2014, 2014-2015). 

Overview of the STAAR Results 

As revealed throughout Chapter 4 in Table 4.1, for the 2013-2014 school year on 

the Reading Reporting Category 2 and the Reading Reporting Category 3 scores, English 

Language Learners who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education 

program had higher average scores than did their peers who were enrolled in a dual 

language one-way bilingual education program. English Language Learners who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional program answered 0.96 and 0.24 more items 

correctly on the STAAR Reading Reporting Categories 2 and 3, respectively.   

English Language Learners, as noted in Table 4.2 for the 2013-2014 school year, 

who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had higher 

average STAAR Reading raw scores, 1.16 points higher, than did their peers who were 

enrolled in a one-way bilingual education program. The STAAR Reading scale scores 

were higher, 19.69 points higher, for English Language Learners who were enrolled in an 

early exit transitional bilingual education program than their peers who were enrolled in a 

dual language one-way bilingual education program.   

English Language Learners who were enrolled in a one-way dual language 

bilingual education program had higher percentages who met the Level II Satisfactory, 

Final Recommended Standard, and the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic 

Performance Standard than did their peers who were enrolled in an early exit transitional 



 

 

153 

bilingual education program. Only for the first standard did English Language Learners 

who were enrolled in an early exit transitional program outperform their English 

Language Learner peers who were enrolled in a one-way dual language program 

With respect to gender, English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in an 

early exit transitional bilingual education program answered 0.09, 1.59, and 0.47 more 

items correctly on the STAAR Reading Reporting Categories 1, 2, and 3, respectively, 

than did English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in a one-way dual language 

bilingual education program. Readers are directed to Table 4 for the descriptive statistics 

for this analysis. As revealed in Table 4.5, English Language Learner boys who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had higher average 

STAAR Reading raw scores, 1.86 points higher, than did English Language Learner boys 

who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program. The STAAR 

Reading scale scores were also higher, 32.39 points higher, for English Language Learner 

boys who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program than for 

English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education program. 

A higher percentage of English Language Learner boys, 70.0%, who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program, met the Level II, 

Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 standard than did English Language Learner boys who were 

enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program, 59.0%. Table 4.6 

contains the descriptive statistics for these results. With respect to the Level II, 

Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard, similar percentages of English Language 

Learner boys who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program, 
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26.3%, and who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program, 

27.1%, met this Standard.  Regarding the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic 

Performance Standard, a higher percentage of English Language Learner boys, 14.1%, 

who were enrolled a one-way dual language bilingual education program met the Level 

III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard than did English 

Language Learner boys who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program, 9.7%.   

Regarding English Language Learner girls, as revealed in Table 4.7, similar 

averages were present on the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 1 and Reading 

Reporting Category 3. On the STAAR Reading Reporting Category 2, however, English 

Language Learner girls who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program had higher average raw scores, 0.62 points higher, than English Language 

Learner girls who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program. 

The averages reported in Table 4.7 indicate the average number of test items that were 

answered correctly by girls. Readers are directed to Table 4.7 for the descriptive statistics 

for this analysis. 

Average raw scores and the average scale scores on the STAAR Reading test 

were similar for English Language Learner girls, regardless of the type of bilingual 

education program in which they were enrolled, as revealed in Table 4.8. As presented in 

Table 4.9, English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a one-way dual language 

bilingual education program had higher percentages who met the Level II Satisfactory, 

Final Recommended Standard and the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic 
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Performance Standard than did English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in an 

early exit transitional bilingual education program. 

As revealed in Table 4.11, English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program had higher average STAAR Reading raw scores, 1.15 points higher, than did 

English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were 

enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program. The STAAR Reading 

scale scores were also higher, 19.43 points higher, for English Language Learners who 

were economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an early exit transitional 

bilingual education program than English Language Learners who were enrolled in a one-

way dual language bilingual education program.   

As revealed in Table 4.12, a higher percentage of English Language Learners in 

poverty, 73.0%, who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program met the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1 Standard than did English Language 

Learners in poverty and who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education program, 64.8%. With respect to the Level II, Satisfactory, Final 

Recommended Standard by bilingual education program type for English Language 

Learners who were economically disadvantaged, a higher percentage of English 

Language Learners, 31.9%, who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education program met the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard than did 

English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program, 27.4%. Regarding the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic 

Performance Standard, a higher percentage of English Language Learners, 17.0%, who 
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were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program met the Level III, 

Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard than did English Language 

Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program, 

10.0%. 

With respect to the next school year, 2014-2015, English Language Learners who 

were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program answered 0.54, 

1.40, and 1.39 more items correctly on the STAAR Reading Reporting Categories 1, 2, 

and 3, respectively. Readers are directed to Table 13 for the descriptive statistics for this 

analysis. As delineated in Table 4.14, English Language Learners who were enrolled in a 

one-way dual language bilingual education program had higher average STAAR Reading 

raw scores, 3.34 points higher, than did their peers who were enrolled in an early exit 

transitional bilingual education program. The STAAR Reading scale scores were higher, 

53.54 points higher, for English Language Learners who were enrolled in a one-way dual 

language bilingual education program than their peers who were enrolled in a dual 

language one-way bilingual education program. As presented in Table 4.15, English 

Language Learners who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education 

program had higher percentages who met the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1, Level II 

Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard, and the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished 

Academic Performance Standard than did their peers who were enrolled in an early exit 

transitional bilingual education program. 

Concerning gender, English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in a dual 

language one-way program answered 0.51, 1.05, and 1.10 more items correctly on the 

STAAR Reading Reporting Categories 1, 2, and 3, respectively, than did English 
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Language Learner boys who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program. Readers are directed to Table 4.16 for the descriptive statistics for 

this analysis. English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in a dual language one-

way bilingual education program had higher average STAAR Reading raw scores, 2.66 

points higher, than did English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in an early exit 

transitional bilingual education program. The STAAR Reading scale scores were also 

higher, 32.53 points higher, for English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in a 

dual language one-way bilingual education program than for English Language Learner 

boys who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual education program. English 

Language Learner boys who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual 

education program had higher percentages who met the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1, 

Level II Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard, and the Level III, 

Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard than did English Language 

Learner boys who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program. 

English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a dual language one-way 

program answered 0.60, 2.01, and 1.86 more items correctly on the STAAR Reading 

Reporting Categories 1, 2, and 3, respectively, than did English Language Learner girls 

who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program. Table 4.19 

contains the descriptive statistics for this analysis. English Language Learner girls who 

were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program had higher 

average STAAR Reading raw scores, 4.46 points higher, than did English Language 

Learner girls who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program. 

The STAAR Reading scale scores were also higher, 84.66 points higher, for English 
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Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual 

education program than for English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a dual 

language one-way bilingual education program. The descriptive statistics for this analysis 

are delineated in Table 4.20. As presented in Table 4.21, English Language Learner girls 

who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual education program had higher 

percentages who met the Level II, Satisfactory, Phase-in 1, Level II Satisfactory, Final 

Recommended Standard, and the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic 

Performance Standard than did English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in an 

early exit transitional bilingual education program. 

English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had higher average 

STAAR Reading raw scores, 2.26 points higher, than did English Language Learners 

who were economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a dual language one-

way bilingual education program. The STAAR Reading scale scores were also higher, 

53.10 points higher, for English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program than English Language Learners who were enrolled in a dual language one-way 

bilingual education program. Table 4.23 contains the descriptive statistics for this 

analysis. 

With respect to the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard by 

bilingual education program type for English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged, a higher percentage of English Language Learners, 26.2%, who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program met the Level II, 



 

 

159 

Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard than did English Language Learners who 

were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual education program, 17.9%. 

Regarding the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance 

Standard by bilingual education program type for English Language Learners, similar 

percentages of English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged met 

the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic Performance Standard in both the early 

exit transitional bilingual education program and in the dual language one-way bilingual 

education program. As such, English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early 

exit transitional bilingual education program answered 0.84, 2.78, and 2.32 fewer items 

correctly on the STAAR Reading Reporting Categories 1, 2, and 3, respectively, than did 

English Language Learners who were enrolled in a dual language one-way program.  

Readers are directed to Table 4.25 for the descriptive statistics for this analysis. 

As revealed in Table 4.26, English Language Learners who were not 

economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program had lower average STAAR Reading raw scores, 5.94 points lower, 

than did English Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who 

were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual education program. The STAAR 

Reading scale scores were also lower, 108.19 points lower, for English Language 

Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an early 

exit transitional bilingual education program than English Language Learners who were 

enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual education program. 

With respect to the Level II, Satisfactory, Final Recommended Standard by 

bilingual education program type for English Language Learners who were not 
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economically disadvantaged, a higher percentage of English Language Learners, 36.8% 

higher, who were enrolled in a dual language one-way bilingual education program met 

this standard than did their peers who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program. Regarding the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished Academic 

Performance Standard, a higher percentage, 25.9% higher, of English Language Learners 

who were not economically disadvantaged met the Level III, Advanced/Accomplished 

Academic Performance Standard in the dual language one-way bilingual education 

program than did their peers who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual 

education program.   

Overview of the TELPAS Results 

As revealed in Table 4.28 for the 2013-2014 school year, a higher percentage of 

English Language Learners who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual 

education programs had Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learners who 

were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education programs, 27.2% to 22.0%, 

respectively. A similar result was present for the Advanced rating, where 3.6% more 

English Language Learners met the Advanced rating in early exit transitional bilingual 

education programs than in one-way dual language bilingual education programs. 

English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional 

bilingual education program had an average raw score that was 2.13 points higher than 

the average raw score of English Language Learners who were enrolled in a one-way 

dual language bilingual education program. Table 4.29 contains the descriptive statistics 

for this analysis. English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early exit 

transitional bilingual education program had an average Vertical Scale score that was 
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11.47 points higher than the average Vertical Scale score of English Language Learners 

who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program.  

As presented in Table 4.31, a higher percentage of English Language Learner 

boys who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education programs had 

Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in a 

one-way dual language bilingual education programs, 24.3% to 19.4%, respectively. A 

similar result was present for the Advanced rating, where 4.5% more English Language 

Learner boys met the Advanced rating in early exit transitional bilingual education 

programs than in one-way dual language bilingual education programs. 

English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in an early exit transitional 

bilingual education program had an average raw score that was 2.18 points higher than 

the average raw score of English Language Learners who were enrolled in a one-way 

dual language bilingual education program (see Table 4.32). As revealed in Table 4.33, 

English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program had an average Vertical Scale score that was 11.64 points higher than 

the average Vertical Scale score of English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in 

a one-way dual language bilingual education program.  

As delineated in Table 4.34, a higher percentage of English Language Learner 

girls who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education programs had 

Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a 

one-way dual language bilingual education programs, 30.2% to 24.6%, respectively. A 

similar result was present for the Advanced rating, where 2.6% more English Language 

Learner girls met the Advanced rating in early exit transitional bilingual education 



 

 

162 

programs than in one-way dual language bilingual education programs. English 

Language Learner girls who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program had an average raw score that was 2.13 points higher than the average raw score 

of English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a one-way dual language 

bilingual education program (see Table 4.35). As revealed in Table 36, English Language 

Learner girls who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program 

had an average Vertical Scale score that was 11.70 points higher than the average 

Vertical Scale score of English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a one-way 

dual language bilingual education program.  

A higher percentage of English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged and who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education 

programs had Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learners who were 

economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education programs, 26.6% to 22.4%, respectively. A similar result was present for the 

Advanced rating, where 4.0% more English Language Learners met the Advanced rating 

in early exit transitional bilingual education programs than in one-way dual language 

bilingual education programs (see Table 4.37). English Language Learners who were 

economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program had an average raw score that was 2.00 points higher than the average 

raw score of English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who 

were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program (see Table 4.38). 

English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average Vertical 
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Scale score that was 10.60 points higher than the average Vertical Scale score of English 

Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a 

one-way dual language bilingual education program. Table 4.39 contains the descriptive 

statistics for this analysis. 

As presented in Table 4.40, a higher percentage of English Language Learners 

who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in the early exit 

transitional bilingual education programs had Advanced High ratings than did English 

Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in 

a one-way dual language bilingual education programs, 47.2% to 37.3%, respectively. 

English Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who were 

enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average raw 

score that was only 1.56 points higher than the average raw score of English Language 

Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way 

dual language bilingual education program (see Table 4.41). English Language Learners 

who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an early exit 

transitional bilingual education program had an average Vertical Scale score that was 

4.21 points higher than the average Vertical Scale score of English Language Learners 

who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way dual 

language bilingual education program (see Table 4.42).  

With respect to the 2014-2015 school year, a higher percentage of English 

Language Learners who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education 

programs had Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learners who were 

enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education programs, 26.7% to 23.1.0%, 
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respectively. A similar result was present for the Advanced rating, where 4.5% more 

English Language Learners met the Advanced rating in early exit transitional bilingual 

education programs than in one-way dual language bilingual education programs (see 

Table 4.43). 

As revealed in Table 4.44, English Language Learners who were enrolled in an 

early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average raw score that was 1.93 

points higher than the average raw score of English Language Learners who were 

enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program. English Language 

Learners who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had 

an average Vertical Scale score that was 9.92 points higher than the average Vertical 

Scale score of English Language Learners who were enrolled in a one-way dual language 

bilingual education program (see Table 4.45).  

A higher percentage of English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in the 

early exit transitional bilingual education programs had Advanced High ratings than did 

English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education program, 25.3% to 21.6%, respectively. A similar result was present for the 

Advanced rating, where 4.1% more English Language Learner boys met the Advanced 

rating in early exit transitional bilingual education programs than in one-way dual 

language bilingual education programs (see Table 4.46). As presented in Table 4.47, 

English Language Learner boys who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual 

education program had an average raw score that was 1.48 points higher than the average 

raw score of English Language Learners who were enrolled in a one-way dual language 

bilingual education program. English Language Learners who were enrolled in an early 
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exit transitional bilingual education program had an average Vertical Scale score that was 

9.68 points higher than the average Vertical Scale score of English Language Learners 

who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program (see Table 

4.48).  

As delineated in Table 4.49, a higher percentage of English Language Learner 

girls who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education programs had 

Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a 

one-way dual language bilingual education programs, 28.3% to 24.7%, respectively. A 

similar result was present for the Advanced rating, where 4.8% more English Language 

Learner girls met the Advanced rating in early exit transitional bilingual education 

programs than in one-way dual language bilingual education programs. English 

Language Learner girls who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program had an average raw score that was 1.99 points higher than the average raw score 

of English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a one-way dual language 

bilingual education program (see Table 4.50). As revealed in Table 4.51, English 

Language Learner girls who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education 

program had an average Vertical Scale score that was 10.37 points higher than the 

average Vertical Scale score of English Language Learner girls who were enrolled in a 

one-way dual language bilingual education program.  

A higher percentage of English Language Learners who were economically 

disadvantaged and who were enrolled in the early exit transitional bilingual education 

programs had Advanced High ratings than did English Language Learners who were 

economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 
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education programs, 25.9% to 23.5%, respectively. A similar result was present for the 

Advanced rating, where 4.2% more English Language Learners met the Advanced rating 

in early exit transitional bilingual education programs than in one-way dual language 

bilingual education programs (see Table 4.52). As presented in Table 4.53, English 

Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an 

early exit transitional bilingual education program had an average raw score that was 1.57 

points higher than the average raw score of English Language Learners who were 

economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education program. English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged 

and who were enrolled in an early exit transitional bilingual education program had an 

average Vertical Scale score that was 7.87 points higher than the average Vertical Scale 

score of English Language Learners who were economically disadvantaged and who 

were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual education program (see Table 4.54).  

As presented in Table 4.55, a higher percentage of English Language Learners 

who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in the early exit 

transitional bilingual education programs had Advanced High ratings than did English 

Language Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in 

a one-way dual language bilingual education programs, 38.6% to 24.4%, respectively. A 

similar result was present for the Advanced rating, where 9.9% more English Language 

Learners met the Advanced rating in early exit transitional bilingual education programs 

than in one-way dual language bilingual education programs. English Language Learners 

who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an early exit 

transitional bilingual education program had an average raw score that was 5.75 points 



 

 

167 

higher than the average raw score of English Language Learners who were not 

economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way dual language bilingual 

education program (see Table 4.56). As revealed in Table 4.57, English Language 

Learners who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in an early 

exit transitional bilingual education program had an average Vertical Scale score that was 

34.77 points higher than the average Vertical Scale score of English Language Learners 

who were not economically disadvantaged and who were enrolled in a one-way dual 

language bilingual education program.  

Summary of Results 

Results of the statistical analyses of the STAAR and of the TELPAS exams were 

mixed. For the 2013-2014 STAAR Reading scores, English Language Learners had 

higher average raw and scale scores in the early exit transitional program than in the one-

way dual language program. English Language Learners in the one-way dual language 

program, however, had higher percentages of students who met the STAAR Reading 

standards. Concerning the second school year, 2014-2015, English Language Learners 

who were enrolled in the one-way dual language programs had higher average raw and 

scale scores, as well as higher percentages of students who met the STAAR Reading 

standards, than did their counterparts who were enrolled in the early exit transitional 

bilingual education program.   

With respect to the TELPAS ratings, raw, and scale scores, English Language 

Learners who were enrolled in the early exit transitional program consistently had higher 

ratings and higher average scores than their counterparts who were enrolled in the one-
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way dual language programs. Results were consistent for both of the school years of data 

analyzed. 

Implications for Policy and for Practice 

Based upon the results of this dissertation, several implications for policy and for 

practice can be made. First, depending on the goal of the school principal, whether 

academic or linguistic, a different type of bilingual education program may be needed. If 

the emphasis is placed on linguistic achievement, then a dual language one-way bilingual 

education program should be the one selected. This program would help English 

Language Learners make the necessary gains in English proficiency necessary to be 

comparable to native English speakers. If the emphasis is placed on academic 

achievement, however, then the transitional early-exit program should be implemented. 

This program would facilitate higher reading achievement scores for English Language 

Learners.  Second, educational leaders are encouraged to conduct program evaluations of 

their existing bilingual education programs. To what extent are the results of their 

bilingual education program similar to or different from the empirical results of this 

dissertation? Third, educational leaders are encouraged to examine the empirical 

literature when considering different types of bilingual education programs for their 

students. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Based upon the results of this empirical investigation, several recommendations 

for future research can be made. First, researchers are encouraged to extend this study to 

English Language Learners in states other than Texas. Such investigations would be 

useful in ascertaining the degree to which results described herein would be generalizable 
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to English Language Learners outside of Texas. Second, researchers are encouraged to 

compare the other bilingual education program types such as two-way dual language and 

late exit transitional bilingual education programs. Educational leaders need empirical 

evidence regarding the optimal bilingual education program. Third, because the results 

were mixed between the two years of STAAR Reading data, further research is 

recommended to understand better the reasons for the discrepancies that were revealed.  

Fourth, because data on only Grade 3 students were analyzed, researchers are encouraged 

to analyze data at other grade levels. The accountability grade level, Grade 5, is one grade 

level that research is certainly warranted. To what degree are the results delineated herein 

on Grade 3 students generalizable to the grade level on which school administrators are 

held accountable for their student performance. Another recommendation for research is 

to examine student data by ethnicity/race. Not all English Language Learners are of the 

same ethnic/racial group. It may be that differences are present in how effective different 

types of bilingual education programs are with Asian, White, Hispanic, or Black English 

Language Learners. Finally, researchers are encouraged to examine the fidelity with 

which different types of bilingual education programs are implemented. 

Conclusion 

The results of this multiyear, empirical investigation provided somewhat mixed 

results. When reading achievement was analyzed, English Language Learners who were 

enrolled in the one-way dual language bilingual education program had higher test 

scores. When linguistic development was analyzed, however, English Language Learners 

who were enrolled in the early-exit transitional bilingual education program had higher 

levels of performance. As such, educational leaders are encouraged to consider their 
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goals when deciding what type of bilingual education program to implement in their 

school districts. 
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