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Abstract 

The number of school-aged children in the United States (U.S.) who spoke a language 

other than English at home rose from 4.7 to 11.2 million between 1980 to 2009 (U.S. 

Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2009-10). By 2015, it 

is estimated that enrollment of English Language Learners (ELLs) in U.S. schools will 

reach ten million and, by 2025, nearly one out of every four public school students will 

be an ELL (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 

2009-10). The population of ELLs in the nation continues to grow. According to Thomas 

and Collier (1997) it is estimated that 40% of the United States school aged population 

will be ELLs by 2030. Even with the growing number of ELLs in U.S. public schools, 

many educational policymakers view the acquisition of a second language as being a 

nonessential (Roekel D. V., 2008). However, others point out that dual language 

instructional models can be a powerful intervention for closing the achievement gap for 

ELLs, and that they enhance outcomes for both ELLs and English native speakers 

(Collier Thomas & Collier, 2003; Collier & Thomas, 2004). The purpose of this study 

was to examine the language and reading proficiency levels in English and Spanish for a 

group of ELLs instructed for five years using the Gomez and Gomez Dual Language 

Enrichment Model (GGDLE). Student achievement data are described through multiple 

measures such as, the Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey assessment, Texas English 

Language Proficiency assessment, and the State of Texas Assessment of Academic 

Readiness. Teacher perceptions of necessary leadership program support structures are 

also examined using teacher perception surveys. This research provides an examination 
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of student achievement data from a cohort of students who have been instructed using 

this model for five years coupled with teacher perception data to provide an in-depth 

examination and description of program implementation. Student achievement data were 

examined and teacher perception data were analyzed using frequency distribution tables, 

average ratings, and percentages to draw conclusions about leadership support and 

structures on the sampled campus. Results of this study indicate that a group of students 

instructed using the Gomez and Gomez Dual Language model generally were not 

bilingual or biliterate after five years of instruction using the model.  Teacher perception 

data, however, were favorable regarding leadership support. 

  



vii 

 

Table of Contents 

 
Abstract ............................................................................................................................................v 

Chapter I.  Introduction ....................................................................................................................1 

Statement of Problem ...................................................................................................... 5 

Purpose of the Study ....................................................................................................... 7 

Significance of the Study ............................................................................................. 9 

Research Questions.................................................................................................... 10 

Limitations of Study .................................................................................................. 11 

Definition of Terms ................................................................................................... 12 

Chapter II. Review of the Literature ..............................................................................................14 

History of Bilingual Education in U.S. and Texas ........................................................ 14 

Bilingual Education in Texas .................................................................................... 19 

Gomez and Gomez Dual Language Enrichment Model ............................................ 23 

Model goals and structure ......................................................................................... 28 

Bilingual learning and research centers ..................................................................... 29 

Current trends in U.S and Texas bilingual education.................................................... 30 

Transitional Early Exit Model ................................................................................... 32 

Transitional Late Exit Model ..................................................................................... 34 

Bilingual Education and School Leadership ............................................................. 51 



viii 

 

Implications for School Leaders Serving ELLs ............................................................ 54 

CHAPTER III  Methodology .........................................................................................................55 

Research Design ............................................................................................................ 55 

Research Methodology .............................................................................................. 55 

Research Questions.................................................................................................... 56 

Description of Setting.................................................................................................... 57 

District A ................................................................................................................... 57 

Campus A Description............................................................................................... 62 

Study participants ...................................................................................................... 65 

Procedures ..................................................................................................................... 67 

Phase One ...................................................................................................................... 67 

Quantitative Data collection ...................................................................................... 67 

Qualitative data collection ......................................................................................... 68 

Phase Two.................................................................................................................. 70 

Quantitative Data Analysis ........................................................................................ 70 

Qualitative Data Analysis .......................................................................................... 71 

Phase Three ................................................................................................................ 73 

Quantitative Data reporting ....................................................................................... 73 

Qualitative Data Reporting ........................................................................................ 74 

Instrumentation.............................................................................................................. 74 



ix 

 

Quantitative Instruments............................................................................................ 74 

Qualitative Instruments.............................................................................................. 78 

Chapter IV  Results ........................................................................................................................83 

Introduction ................................................................................................................... 83 

Research Questions ....................................................................................................... 84 

Design of the Study ....................................................................................................... 84 

Structure of Chapter ...................................................................................................... 85 

Research Questions One-English Reading Results ................................................... 86 

TELPAS English Reading Results ............................................................................ 87 

Research Questions One-Spanish Reading Results ...................................................... 89 

Woodcock Munoz Spanish Reading Results ............................................................. 89 

STAAR Spanish Reading Results ............................................................................. 89 

Research Question 2- English Language Results .......................................................... 90 

Woodcock-Munoz English Language Results .......................................................... 90 

Research Question 2- Spanish Language Results ......................................................... 91 

Woodcock-Munoz Spanish Language Results .......................................................... 91 

Research Question 3- Survey Results ........................................................................ 92 

Likert Scale Items ...................................................................................................... 92 

Open-Ended Response Item ...................................................................................... 97 

Chapter V.  Conclusions ..............................................................................................................101 



x 

 

Summary .................................................................................................................. 101 

Discussion of Results............................................................................................... 104 

Research Question One-English Reading Results ...................................................... 104 

Woodcock-Munoz Results in English Reading ....................................................... 104 

TELPAS Results in English Reading ...................................................................... 105 

STAAR Results in English Reading. ....................................................................... 105 

Summary of English Reading Results ..................................................................... 105 

Research Question One- Spanish Reading Results. ................................................ 106 

Woodcock-Munoz Spanish Reading Results. ......................................................... 106 

STAAR Spanish Reading Results ........................................................................... 106 

Research Question Two .............................................................................................. 107 

Research Question Two- English Language Results ............................................... 107 

Summary of English Language Results ................................................................... 108 

Research Question 2- Spanish Language Results ....................................................... 108 

Woodcock-Munoz Spanish Language Results ........................................................ 108 

Research Question Three- Survey Results .................................................................. 109 

Likert Scale Items .................................................................................................... 109 

Open-Ended Response Items ................................................................................... 111 

Summary of Discussion of Results .......................................................................... 112 

Implications for School Leaders ................................................................................. 115 



xi 

 

Current challenges with implementation ................................................................. 115 

Program alignment. ................................................................................................. 117 

Further program development ................................................................................. 118 

Implications for Further Research ........................................................................... 119 

Effect on sociocultural and climate ......................................................................... 119 

Diverse dual language models ................................................................................. 119 

References ....................................................................................................................................121 

APPENDIX A ..............................................................................................................................133 

APPENDIX B ..............................................................................................................................135 

APPENDIX C ..............................................................................................................................136 

 

 

  



xii 

 

List of Tables 

 

Table 1:  Key Components for Instruction (Gomez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005) ........... 24 

Table 2:   Features of GGDLE vs. Standard DLE Programs (Gómez, Freeman & 

Freeman, 2005) .......................................................................................................... 26 

Table 3:  Dual Language Time Allocation Structure ........................................................ 39 

Table 4: Teacher Sample Group Demographics ............................................................... 67 

Table 5: Assessments Measuring Language and Reading Proficiency ............................ 71 

Table 6:  Analysis Methods for Teacher Perception Survey ............................................. 73 

Table 7:  GDDLE Teacher Perception Survey ................................................................. 80 

Table 8 Teacher Open-Ended Response Survey Questions .............................................. 81 

Table 9:  WMLS-R English Reading – Results for GGDLE Student Group ..................... 87 

Table 10: TELPAS 2013-14 Reading Proficiency Rating for GGDLE Students ............. 87 

Table 11:  STAAR 2013-14 Reading Results for GGDLE Students ................................ 88 

Table 12: Woodcock Munoz Results in Spanish Reading ................................................ 89 

Table 134: WMLS-R English Language Proficiency Results .......................................... 90 

Table 14: TELPAS 2013-2014 Results in English Language .......................................... 91 

Table 15: WMLS-R Spanish Langue Proficiency Results ................................................. 92 

Table 16:  Teacher Perception of Leadership Support Data Survey Results .................... 93 

Table 17.  Teacher Perception of Structures to support GGDLE on Campus A .............. 95 

Table 18:  Question 11 – Teacher Open-Ended Response Results ................................... 99 

Table 19:  Questions 12 – Teacher Open Ended Question Results ................................ 100 

Table 20:  Survey Question 13 – Open Ended Response Results................................... 100 



xiii 

 

 

List of Figures 

Figure 1. District A-Reading and Writing Performance Report ....................................... 59 

Figure 2:  TELPAS Language Level Progression – District A ......................................... 60 

Figure 3. District A 2000 to 2013 Student Population...................................................... 61 

Figure 4. District A - Demographic Comparison to the District ....................................... 62 

Figure 5. Campus A Demographic Trends 2009 to 2013 ................................................. 63 

Figure 6. Campus A Student Enrollment by Program ...................................................... 64 

Figure 7. Campus A Student Sample Group Demographics ............................................ 66 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Chapter I. 

 Introduction  

The number of school-age children who spoke a language other than English at 

home rose from 4.7 to 11.2 million between 1980 to 2009 (U.S. Department of 

Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2009-10). By 2015, English 

Language Learner (ELL) enrollment in U.S. schools will reach 10 million and, by 2025, 

nearly one out of every four public school students will be an ELL. The population of 

ELLs in the nation continues to grow. Currently 76 percent of elementary school 

language learners are native born and over half of secondary language learners are 

considered second or third generation U.S. Citizens (Roekel, 2008).  According to 

Thomas and Collier (2004) it is estimated that by 2030 ELLs will be forty percent of the 

school-aged population in the United States. Not only have current demographic trends 

evolved and created a need for research on bilingualism but also the emphasis on 

accountability of No Child Left behind (NCLB) has left educators and researchers 

scrambling, looking for the perfect formula to educate ELLs. Title 1 of NCLB (2003) 

mandates that each state show that all students from every subgroup make adequate 

yearly progress on state assessments of Reading and English language arts.  ELLs who 

have been in the United States for one year or more are among the subgroups required to 

meet yearly progress for reading and other subject areas. Under the law, each district and 

school must show that all students as a whole, as well as each individual subgroup of 

students such as ELLs, meet the same academic standards in reading and math.  This 

mandate created accountability challenges for public school systems when deciding what 
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bilingual education program to implement in schools. Research shows five to seven years 

in a bilingual education program is needed for ELLs to close the achievement gap that 

exists in student achievement on high stakes assessment between their native English 

speaking classmates (Leary & Hernandez, 2011). The lack of accountability for assessing 

mastery of reading skills in both the primary and secondary language has prevented  

researchers from determining if the goal of creating students who are biliterate and 

bilingual is met upon completion of bilingual education programs. These challenges have 

led to the following gaps in bilingual instruction programs: 

1. Student literacy in the primary language is not adequately measured to 

determine biliteracy goals. 

2. Student language proficiency in the primary language is not being used to 

determine intervention and to set bilingual goals. 

3. Assessment measures used are not aligned with bilingual education programs 

vision and goals. 

4. Education systems are not aligning bilingual program goals and practices with 

those of high-stakes national examinations and assessments.  

5. Many programs do not support adequate training for Instructional Leadership 

resulting in adequate bilingual program implementation (Leary & Hernandez, 

2011). 

There is a huge body of research that concludes when bilingual programs are 

implemented with fidelity and appropriate support structures they can render astounding 

results for both language minority and language majority students (Lindholm-Leary, 

2005; Baker, 2001; Freeman, Freeman & Mercuri, 2005). Despite this body of research, 
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English-only instruction remains to be a practical, political and educational movement in 

public education (Rolstad, Mahoney, & Glass, 2005). There are still many people on the 

opposing side of the bilingual education debate that believe learning a language other 

than English threatens the nation’s identity, and encourages immigrants to live illegally in 

the United States.  

The bilingual education debate for some states has become a public education 

challenge that must be resolved to address the growing needs of ELLs in their school 

districts.  Texas is one of eight states in the United States with the highest percentage of 

ELLs in public schools across the state. Texas is second only to California in the number 

of school-age children who are culturally and linguistically diverse (Texas Education 

Agency, 1998). The 2013-14 Enrollment in Texas Public Schools report released by the 

Texas Education Agency (TEA) indicates Hispanic students accounted for the largest 

percentage of total enrollment in Texas public schools (51.8%), followed by White 

(29.5%), African American (12.7%), Asian (3.7%), and multiracial (1.9%) students 

(Texas Education Agency, 2014). The percentages of enrollment accounted for by Asian, 

Hispanic, and multiracial students increased from 2012-13 and 2013-14, whereas the 

percentage accounted for by African American students stayed the same, and the 

percentage accounted for by White students decreased (Texas Education Agency, 2014). 

During the 2013-2014 school years. Texas identified 816,201 students as ELLs, 791,345 

of these students ethnicity were Hispanic (Texas Education Agency, 2014). To address 

these rapid demographic changes, despite objections about bilingual education in other 

states, Texas is one of four states that have mandated bilingual education programs. In 

2002 the Texas Education Code mandated that every student who indicated their home 
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language was not English and was identified based on state criteria as limited English 

proficient must be provided an opportunity to participate in a bilingual or English as a 

Second Language (ESL) program (Texas Administrative Code, 2002). Dual language 

education programs have become extremely popular in Texas as a model to serve ELLs. 

Across Texas, more than 66,800 public school students are enrolled in two-way dual-

language programs, about twice as many as in 2009-2010, according to Texas Education 

Agency data (Texas Education Agency, 2014). The majority of students participating in 

dual language instruction are Spanish-speakers, due to the high percentage of Spanish-

speaking ELLs served across the state. In many Texas dual-language programs, 

instruction in Spanish continues as students acquire the English language. The models 

vary. Kindergarten students typically receive instruction in Spanish either half the time or 

80 to 90 percent of the time. By fifth grade, the instruction usually is split evenly between 

the two languages as students become more proficient in both languages (Texas 

Education Agency, 2014). Students instructed using dual language models have varying 

characteristics. For instance, some of these students are fluent in English and others are 

non-fluent in English; identified with learning disabilities; gifted; economically 

advantaged or disadvantaged. Two basic dual language models are the 90–10 and 50–50 

models.   

The Gomez and Gomez Dual Language Enrichment 50/50 Model (GGDLE) is 

growing in popularity in Texas. GGDLE is a 50–50 model that divides language of 

instruction by content area as well as by time.  According to (Gomez, Freeman & 

Freeman, 2005) this 50/50 model has been successfully implemented in regions with high 

concentrations of Latino students. Unlike other dual language models it does not require a 
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50–50 balance of native English speakers and native Spanish speakers (Gomez, Freeman 

&Freeman, 2005). L. Gómez and R. Gómez (Gómez, 2000) developed the GGDLE 

model for dual language education that is especially well suited for areas with high 

numbers of ELLs. The model, which is called the “50–50 Content Model,” was 

developed originally for schools in the Rio Grande Valley, a 100-mile area on the 

southern tip of Texas along the U.S.–Mexico border (Gomez, Freeman & Freeman, 

2005). The area is predominantly Mexican American, and districts serve a significant 

number of ELLs (Texas Education Agency, 2014). Regions where the GGDLE model 

was implemented, almost all the students were Latinos (Gomez & Gomez, 2000). Some 

were English dominant, some are Spanish dominant, and most of them are bilingual. The 

model was implemented in a borderland region and often times in these regions there is 

no clear variance between native English speakers and native Spanish speakers (Gomez 

& Gomez, 2000).  

Statement of Problem 

Campus A, the campus researched in this study, began implementing the GGDLE 

from 2009-2014. The vision and goals of the GGDLE model as stated in the “The 50/50 

Promise”.  The research that serves as the basis for GGDLE, were to achieve grade-level 

bilingualism and biliteracy by the end of 5th grade (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005). 

The data used to determine program effectiveness in the Gomez and Gomez study was 

the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) assessment. TAKS assess 

reading proficiency in fifth grade English or Spanish based on the student’s eligibility as 

determined by the Language Performance Assessment Committee (LPAC) and the 

subject area teachers. The LPAC consists of the campus LPAC administrator, bilingual 
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teacher, ESL teacher, parent representative, and special education teacher (TEA, 2013).  

The gap in the knowledge exists with the measurement used to assess the effectiveness of 

the model. This measure alone does not effectively measure whether or not the goals 

stated for the model are met. Student achievement data used in the GGDLE study to 

determine effectiveness were taken from two districts in the Rio Grande area in bordering 

Texas towns with a high population of ELLs and based on TAKS results from selected 

campuses from each district.  A significant number of the students were tested in English, 

only and a few in Spanish. According to the study. Thirty-four students from the sample 

group were instructed using the GGDLE model for five to six years (Gómez, Freeman & 

Freeman, 2005). These students were tested in English only. A large body of dual 

language research shows that multiple measures in both languages should be used to 

assess students’ progress toward meeting bilingual and biliteracy goals (Lindholm-Leary 

& Molina, 2000; Montecel & Cortez, 2002). Assessment results for ELLs have more of 

an impact on their academic life than it does non-ELLs (Abedi, 2009). These learners are 

assessed for classification, instruction, accountability, promotion, and graduation. They 

are faced with going through accountability requirements and challenges twice. ELLs are 

tested in Title III for English language proficiency and again in Title I for 

reading/language arts, math, and science.  The expectation is that they are adequately 

meeting standards in both areas (Abedi, 2009). Dual language instruction introduce 

additional requirements for testing, research shows effective dual language instructional 

models build in processes for measuring language development in both L1 (native 

language) and L2 (second language) (Howard, Sugarman, Christian, Lindholm-Leary, & 

Rogers, 2007). Once a year assessments in Title I and Title III, with all their limitations 
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particularly for ELL students, may not produce valid and fair outcomes nor can it serve as 

valid indicators of whether or not a student has acquired bilingualism and biliteracy in L1 

and L2 (Abedi, 2009). Due to the varied assessments needs for students receiving 

instruction using dual language instruction models, it becomes significant to know if 

students who are being instructed using the Gomez and Gomez Dual Language 

Enrichment Model achieve grade-level bilingualism and biliteracy by assessing students 

in both languages. It is also necessary to collect data from multiple assessment measures 

such as multiple achievement results in English and Spanish for the student sample group 

and teacher perception data examining support structures needed for model 

implementation when examining this question. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine and describe the language and reading 

proficiency in English and Spanish for a group of ELLs instructed for five years using the 

GGDLE. Student achievement was described through multiple measures such as, the 

Woodcock-Munoz assessment, Texas English Language Proficiency assessment, and the 

State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness to determine language and reading 

proficiency for ELLs that were instructed using the GGDLE model. Teacher perceptions 

of support structures needed to implement this dual language instructional model will 

also be examined using teacher perception surveys. The researcher coupled longitudinal 

student achievement data with teacher perception data to provide an examination and 

description of dual language model facilitation on Campus A. According to The 

Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (American Educational Research 

Association, American Psychological Association, & National Council on Measurement 
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in Education, 1999, Standard 13.7) it is indicated that in educational settings, a decision 

or characterization that will have major impact on a student should not be made based on 

a single test score. It is recommended that other relevant information be taken into 

account to enhance the overall reliability of decisions (Abedi, 2009). This research was 

described using multiple assessment measures in English and Spanish, these data were 

collected along with teacher perception data from teachers that were directly involved in 

facilitating instruction using GGDLE model on the sample campus. This study was 

accomplished by providing a case study examination of a campus that implemented this 

instructional model for five years, which allowed the researcher to provide an 

examination of the leadership support and structures provided on Campus A during the 

time that GGDLE was implemented.  Research consistently cites the advantages of using 

a dual language instructional model that is sustained and consistent (August & Hakuta, 

1997; Cazabon, Lambert, & Hall, 1993; Christian & Genesee, 2001; Christian et al., 

1997; Howard, Christian, & Genesee, 2003; Howard, Sugarman, & Christian, 2003; 

Lambert & Cazabon, 1994; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Lindholm-Leary & Borsato, 2001, 

2006; Ramirez, 1992; Ramirez, Yuen, & Ramey, 1991; Thomas & Collier, 2004; Willig, 

1985) providing a detailed interpretation of the GGDLE model adds to the existing body 

of research by providing an examination of data on a group of students who have been 

instructed using a dual language instructional model for five years. These data added to 

dual language research by providing a sample data group that was tested using multiple 

measures in English and Spanish. Data from this sample group added student 

achievement data to existing research which can support leadership decisions for dual 

language education. In addition to providing achievement data, factors such as teacher 
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perceptions about structure, support and strategy implications for instructional leadership 

from surveys conducted by the researcher could be used to provide an interpretation of 

the dual language instructional model implementation on the sampled campus.  

Significance of the Study 

This case study is significant to campus instructional leaders because it will allow 

them to make informed decisions about curriculum design and facilitating instruction 

using a dual language model. It will also provide an examination of perceived leadership 

structures needed to successfully facilitate instruction using a dual language model. 

School administrators are responsible for ensuring that teachers are consistently planning 

lessons that are based on pedagogy principles, practices and high standards for all 

learners. Examination of the GGDLE model will provide district and campus leader’s 

information about support structures necessary to implement dual language models. 

According to (Castellano, Stringfield, & Stone, 2002) “Strong principals and educational 

leaders cannot force change however they can set the agenda and the tone for change” (p. 

36). Studies on alternative language models like GGDLE will allow campus leaders to 

carry out the critical role of spokesperson for GGDLE to communities, school boards, 

and parents about the benefits of the program and how it can be used to facilitate 

instruction for students. Research shows that dual language instruction can provide ELLs 

an enriched, sustained form of instruction that allows them to receive support in their first 

language while learning a second language (Thomas & Collier, 2004). This case study 

research can provide the campus leader information that will assist in developing, 

planning, implementing, and examining the use of dual language instructional models for 

instruction on their respective campuses. It will add to the research on dual language by 
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describing a primary school’s journey with facilitating instruction using a dual language 

instructional model. Generalization from the study can provide instructional leaders the 

knowledge they need to make appropriate instructional decisions for ELLs on their 

campus and problem solve when facilitating instruction using dual language instructional 

models.  Academic achievement for ELLs require that instructional models be created to 

facilitate language development, engage students in academic learning and provide data 

that will assist leaders in making intentional decisions about curriculum design, early 

intervention and lesson planning (Freeman & Freeman, Mercuri , 2005). Sample groups 

like the group selected for this study will provide data about reading and language 

proficiency of ELLs and what conclusions can be made about student achievement on 

high stakes testing and learning in when ELLs are instructed using a dual language 

instructional model. It is significant for teachers because it will provide an examination 

and a description of a research based instructional model that serves both language 

majority and language minority students. Examining this instructional model will allow 

campus instructional leaders to make informed decisions about curriculum design on 

their perspective campuses that can affect the campus budget and spending, student 

achievement, classroom instruction and effective academic language acquisition for 

students in an attempt to yield better student achievement results.  

Research Questions  

The following research questions guided the development of the research design 

and data examination:  

R1: Do students who were instructed using the Gomez and Gomez Dual Language 

Enrichment model develop reading proficiency in English (L2) and Spanish (L1) after 
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five years of being instructed using this model as determined by Woodcock- Munoz, and 

State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) reading results, and Texas 

English Language Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS)? 

R2: Do students who have been instructed using the Gomez and Gomez Dual Language 

Enrichment model develop language proficiency in English (L2) and Spanish (L1) after 

five years of instruction using this model as determined by TELPAS, and Woodcock-

Munoz results? 

R3: Do teachers perceive that they have sufficient support and structures in place to 

instruct students with fidelity using the Gomez and Gomez Dual Language Enrichment 

model? 

Limitations of Study 

The student sample group selected for this group were the first fifth grade 

bilingual class who have received instruction using the Gomez and Gomez model for five 

years on Campus A.  As a result of this limitation only one sample group of fifth graders 

were used to determine if students are bilingual and biliterate by the fifth year of 

instruction using the GGDLE model.  Further sample groups of fifth graders would 

increase reliability of the study results. Although multiple measures were used to 

determine language and reading proficiency over time for the student group, further 

research is needed to determine model effectiveness such as accuracy of implementation 

in daily instruction, parent and student perception of student academic progress. It is also 

important to note that honesty of responses provided on the teacher survey is also a 

limitation.  
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Definition of Terms 

English Language Learners (ELLs) - students who are in the process of learning English 

and requires extra language support in order to succeed in a mainstream classroom. 

Language Minority – The term refers to the students who enroll in a bilingual education 

program and he/she is fluent in another language other than English 

Language Majority- The term refers to the students who enrolls in a bilingual education 

program and he/she primary language is English. 

Dual Language Instructional Model- provides an immersion model for English speaking 

students. It is an “additive bilingual” program, measuring that all students learn a second 

language without losing their first language. 

One Way Dual Language Program- supports “one language” groups of students to 

become bilingual, bicultural, and biliterate. For example, students whose primary 

language is Spanish would learn in English and Spanish. 

Two Way Dual Language Program- supports “two-language” groups of students to 

become bilingual, bicultural, and biliterate. For example, an equal number of Spanish-

speaking and English-speaking students would learn in both languages. 

50/50 Model- The primary language and English are used equally throughout the 

instructional day to instruct students.  

90/10 Model- The primary language is used most or all of the day in the primary grades 

and the primary language and English are used equally in the later grades. 

STAAR - a standardized test given to students enrolled in Texas schools. The exams are 

administered beginning in third grade and after in designated subject areas including 

mathematics, reading, science, and social studies (Texas Education Agency, 2008). 
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Language 1 (L1) - The native, primary or heritage language. 

Language 2 (L2) –The second language. The language that will be acquired.  

TELPAS - designed to assess the progress that LEP students make in learning the English 

language in Texas.  

 



 

 

 

Chapter II. 

Review of the Literature 

History of Bilingual Education in U.S. and Texas 

We know from census records dated back to nearly 1910 that English was not the 

only language spoken in the U.S.  According to researchers (Berliner & Biddles, 1995; 

Baker, 2001) before World War I speaking a language other than English was accepted 

and immigrants were taught English using their native language. This acceptance was 

halted following World War I with increased anti-German sentiments.  Americans began 

to apply pressure for immigrants to assimilate and learn the English language. This 

pressure facilitated the shift from encouraging and embracing bilingualism to enforcing 

English monolingualism.  U.S. schools became vehicles for assimilation, language and 

culture integration (Baker, 2001). The goal for bilingual education in schools during this 

era was solely English language acquisition. This focus on English acquisition has been 

referred to as “language paranoia” in the U.S. (Berliner & Biddle, 1995). This paranoia 

influenced bilingual education decision in the U.S. until the early 1960’s (Berliner & 

Briddle, 1995). The need to compete globally with other countries intensified the U.S. 

interest in bilingual education again but only in an effort to learn a foreign language for 

Native Americans.  

The first dual language education program in the U.S. was implemented in Florida 

in 1963. This program existed as a temporary resolution for Cuban exiles in an effort to 

assist them in maintaining their native tongue while they reside in the U.S. It consisted 

mainly of students from middle-class to affluent Cuban families (Baker & Jones-Prys, 

1998) and received political support and funding from the U.S.  Shortly following this 
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program a report released by the National Education Association (1966) exposed the need 

for bilingual education in the U.S. for Spanish speaking students acquiring the English 

language.  This prompted politicians, educators, and lawmakers to look at how we were 

educating immigrants in the U.S. In 1968 after much debate, the Bilingual Education Act 

(BEA) was passed providing funding for bilingual education programs to assist students 

as they learned the English language. Although BEA was a huge step in supporting 

bilingual education programs the programs implemented followed what Ruiz (1984) 

described in his research as “language as a problem.” The "language as a problem" 

perspective is visible in models of bilingual education that view limited English 

proficiency as deficiency and it must be overcome and corrected through a focus on 

intensive English instruction and a remedial instruction. According to the EPE Research 

Center in an Analysis of data from Consolidated State Performance Reports (2009), forty 

three states in the U.S. offered content-based ESL programs and forty two offered a 

pullout ESL program. The goal for English as a second language programs are intensive 

English instructions.  

Following the enactment of the BEA disparages still existed due to loopholes that 

were unclear and vague.  These loop holes did not require teaching in the student’s home 

language. In 1974, BEA was reauthorized to provide clarity and require that students 

receive instruction in their home language and again in 1978 to allow the use of dual 

language models. Although dual language models were allowed, the U.S. still favored 

transitional type programs and allocated more funds to those programs that supported this 

model and where the students first language was not used (Baker, 2005). Many 
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politicians and U.S. feelings were results of ideology from opponents of dual language 

education that said:  

  The dual language program only further segregate bilingual students from 

mainstream students. 

 Proponents are forcing a foreign language on students in a country where English is 

the primary language. 

 They hinder students' academic advancement by overloading content in a dual 

language classroom (Berliner & Briddle, 1995). 

These opponents viewed second language acquisition for immigrants as a problem. They 

supported early exit transition programs that focus on remediation and English language 

learners being taught in English only. Most supporters of bilingual education at this time 

did not particularly support dual language instructional models for immigrants but 

foreign language programs for U.S. citizens to allow them to compete in global markets.  

The Lau vs. Nichols Supreme Court decision in 1974 clarified the extent public 

schools were to meet the needs of language minority students in U.S. schools (Berliner & 

Briddle, 1995).  Lau v Nichols ensured that districts would be required to provide non 

English speaking students access to services; however, it did not articulate how districts 

were to implement these language services. The law requires that students who did not 

speak English should be serviced in a meaningful way, but it did not make bilingual 

education a requirement (Escamilla, 1989).  Guidelines for meeting the needs of students 

included English as a Second Language classes, English tutors and some form of 

bilingual education program. Although this decision paved the way for future cases and 
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laws concerning ELLs, it still encouraged the use of programs that would only use the 

native language as a bridge for learning the English language (Baker, 2001). 

Proposition 227 passed in California in 1998 mandated that bilingual students 

should be taught English as rapidly and effectively as possible and students should be 

taught the English language using English instruction (Greenhaven Press, 2008). This 

proposition virtually eliminated bilingual education in California; students would be 

taught using a sheltered English immersion program.  Arizona and Massachusetts quickly 

followed California; there are no data to support the effectiveness of these Propositions or 

whether it resulted in an increase in English language acquisition for ELLs (Salomone, 

2010). The number of students enrolled in a bilingual education program drastically 

declined. In all three states the achievement gap between ELLs and Native English 

speakers widened in reading and mathematics for fourth graders as determined by results 

from National Assessment of Educational Progress (Salomone, 2010). These scores 

lagged behind scores from New Mexico and Texas where bilingual education was being 

implemented.  The U.S continued to follow this ideology in most states across the U.S. 

for several years.  However, the increase in immigration made the learning gap between 

ELLs and monolingual students impossible to ignore.   

No Child Left Behind forced a shift in bilingual education instruction across 

several U.S. states.  Instructions for ELLs were addressed under Title III ‘Language 

Instruction for Limited English Proficient and Immigrant students. (Crawford, 2004). 

Under Title III states, districts and schools would be held accountable for the progress of 

the ELLs they served. It required that: 

1. Academic standards for language development be established. 
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2. ELLs are assessed yearly in English to determine proficiency on 

established standards and whether they met AYP. 

3. ELLs in grades 3-8 would be assessed yearly in reading and mathematics. 

4. There would be severe sanctions for schools that did not meet AYP for all 

learners including ELLs (No Child Left Behind Act , 2001). 

The induction of NCLB raised accountability in a compulsory education system 

through high-stakes testing. Some researchers argue that high-stakes testing is not the 

answer for ELLs and NCLB does not address adequate program structure for bilingual 

education (Baker, 2005; Crawford, 2004). It did, however, make states and districts 

accountable for implementing curriculum, standards and instructional programs that yield 

academic success for all students.  Inevitably the states that were most affected by these 

accountability measures in NCLB were the states with the highest percentage of ELLs.  

According to the Condition of U.S. Education report released by the National Education 

Statistics Institute (2014) seven of the eight states with the highest percentages of ELL 

students in their public schools were in the West. In eight states, Alaska, California, 

Colorado, Hawaii, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, and Texas, ten percent or more of 

public school students were English language learners in these states. California has the 

highest percentage of ELLs, and Texas follows with the second highest number (NCES, 

2014). Due to this data trend that has occurred over the last ten years, Texas has become 

one of four states opting to require implementation of bilingual education programs 

(Rossell, 2009). According to current Texas laws, bilingual education is defined as “a 

full-time program of dual-language instruction that provides for learning basic skills in 

the primary language of the students enrolled in the program” and “incorporates the 
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cultural aspects of the students’ backgrounds (Texas Education Code, 2014).” Texas has 

begun to redefine bilingual education goals in the state resulting in an increase in 

attention on dual language instructional models that would meet the needs of ELLs in a 

school district across that serves nearly 800,000 ELLs (Texas Education Agency , 2013).  

Bilingual Education in Texas  

In Texas, the goal of bilingual education has been a heated debate in public policy 

throughout the years. Lau v. Nichols and Title VII created multiple goals for bilingual 

programs. This opened the doorway for different methods of implementation, rationale, 

and expected outcomes for bilingual education (Escamilla, 1989). The goals of bilingual 

education programs in districts across the state of Texas vary depending on the outcome 

the program seeks to have. Should bilingual programs help preserve the student’s   

culture? Is the purpose of the program for students to be proficient in two languages? Or 

is the goal of bilingual education to transition students to English as quickly as possible? 

By following policy and court decisions throughout the years, researchers can see how 

the goals of bilingual education have changed (Escamilla, 1989). It is not possible to 

examine services provided to LEP students without first determining the intended goal of 

the language program. 

Texas is one of four states that have mandated bilingual education programs. In 

2002 the Texas Education Code mandated that every student that indicates their home 

language is any language other than English, and has been identified based on state 

criteria as limited English proficient must be provided an opportunity to participate in a 

bilingual or English as a Second Language (ESL) program (Texas Education Code, 

2002). This mandate was followed by Texas House Bill 2814 passed in 2007 creating a 
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six-year pilot program to test dual language models in up to ten Texas public school 

districts and thirty campuses across the state (The Equity and Excellence Commission, 

2013). This was in response to enrollment statistics between 2001 and 2007 which 

indicated that the enrollment of ELL students in Texas schools rose from thirty percent in 

2001 to nearly fifty percent in 2007 (Texas Education Agency, 2007). Enrollment reports 

from the TEA indicate Hispanics account for over fifty percent of the student population 

(Texas Education Agency, 2012).  According to these data, Texas served 809,854 

students in its bilingual education/ESL program. This number reflects a forty nine percent 

increase from the 2001-02 school years (Texas Education Agency, 2002). In 2007 Texas 

began seeking rigorous methods and practices aimed at adapting a dual language model 

to resolve the following concerns in public schools with English language learners:  

 ELLs are falling behind in reading and writing.  

 ELLs are not performing as well as their native English-speaking peers 

due to loss in instructional time in pull out programs. 

 High dropout rates among ELLs resulting from frustration of not 

overcoming lose in content knowledge and instruction (Texas Education 

Agency, 2002).  

Over half of Texas ELL student population is economically disadvantaged and 

more than ninety seven percent are native Spanish speakers (Texas Education Agency, 

2012).  In response to this demographic trend that has developed within in the last ten 

years in Texas, the educational movement in this field of research has included the 

examination of  bilingual teaching models that will serve as guides for best practices in 

bilingual classrooms (Howard, Sugarman, & Christian, 2003). Bilingual education 
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teaching models allow school leaders to successfully implement bilingual education 

programs in hopes of boosting literacy and graduation rates across the state.  

The bilingual education debate for Texas has become a public education 

challenge to address the growing needs of ELLs in their school districts.  Texas is 

currently one of eight states in the United States with the highest percentage of ELLs in 

their public schools. Texas is second only to California in the number of school-age 

children who are culturally and linguistically diverse (Texas Education Agency, 1998). 

The Enrollment in Texas Public Schools 2013-14 report released by the Texas Education 

Agency indicates Hispanic students accounted for the largest percentage of total 

enrollment in Texas public schools (51.8%), followed by White (29.5%), African 

American (12.7%), Asian (3.7%), and multiracial (1.9%) students (Texas Education 

Agency, 2014). The percentages of enrollment accounted for by Asian, Hispanic, and 

multiracial students increased from 2012-13 and 2013-14, whereas the percentage 

accounted for by African American students stayed the same, and the percentage 

accounted for by White students decreased (Texas Education Agency, 2014). During the 

2013-2014 school year Texas identified 816,201 students as ELLs, 791,345 of these 

students ethnicity were Hispanic (Texas Education Agency, 2014).  

The State of Texas outlines how it will service ELLs in Texas Administration 

Code Chapter 89.  TAC 89 specifies that the Bilingual Education program must address 

the affective, linguistic and cognitive needs of English Language Learners.  Each district 

with an enrollment of 20 or more students of limited English proficiency in any language 

classification in the same grade level shall offer a bilingual education or special language 

program (Texas Education Code, 2013). This code designates that each district meeting 
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enrollment requirements shall offer bilingual education: in kindergarten through the 

elementary grades; instruction in English as a second language, or other transitional 

language instruction approved by Texas Education Agency in post-elementary grades 

through 8; and instruction in English as a second language in Grades 9 through 12 (TAC 

29, 2015).  

To address requirements outlined in TAC 29 and rapid demographic changes, 

despite objections about dual language instructional models in other states, dual language 

education has become extremely popular in Texas as a solution for serving ELLs 

(Gomez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005). Across Texas, more than 66,800 public school 

students are enrolled in two-way dual-language programs, about twice as many as in 

2009-2010, according to Texas Education Agency data (Texas Education Agency, 2014). 

The majority of students participating in dual language instructional models are Spanish-

speakers due to the high percentage of Spanish-speaking ELLs served across the state. In 

many Texas dual-language programs, instruction in Spanish continues as student acquire 

the English language. The models vary. Kindergarten students typically receive 

instruction in Spanish either half the time or 80 percent to 90 percent of the time. By fifth 

grade, the instruction usually is split evenly between the two languages as students 

become more proficient in both languages (Texas Education Agency, 2014). Students 

instructed using dual language models have varying characteristics. For instance, some of 

these students are fluent in English and others are non-fluent in English; identified with 

learning disabilities; gifted; economically advantaged or disadvantaged. Two basic dual 

language models are the 90–10 and 50–50 models (Gomez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005).   
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Gomez and Gomez Dual Language Enrichment Model 

The Gomez and Gomez Dual Language Enrichment (GGDLE) is one of many 

dual language instructional models used in Texas. GGDLE was first implemented in 

1995 in Alamo ISD in San Antonio and developed in 1996 at various campuses 

throughout the Rio Grande Valley.  This model based on the research is best 

implemented on campuses where almost all of the students are Latino (Gómez, Freeman 

& Freeman, 2005). This school-wide model, developed in 2000, supports language 

acquisition at the primary level.  Fifty percent of the instruction is delivered in English 

and the other fifty percent is delivered in Spanish and it is designed to teach children a 

second language in a natural way through subject content instruction and everyday 

classroom conversation.  This model varies from other models because of the emphasis 

on the key features of the program (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005). These key 

features are indicated in Table 1.  GGDLE is a 50–50 model that divides language of 

instruction by content area as well as by time.  According to Gomez, Freeman and 

Freeman (2005) this 50/50 model has been successfully implemented in regions with high 

concentrations of Latino students. Unlike other dual language models it does not require a 

50–50 balance of native English speakers and native primary language speakers (Gomez, 

Freeman &Freeman, 2005). L. Gómez and R. Gómez (Gómez & Gomez, 2000) 

developed the GGDLE model for dual language education that is especially well suited 

for areas with high numbers of Spanish-speaking ELLs. The model, which is called the 

“50–50 Content Model,” was developed originally for schools in the Rio Grande Valley, 

a 100-mile area on the southern tip of Texas along the U.S.–Mexico border (Gomez, 

Freeman & Freeman, 2005). The area is predominantly Mexican American, and districts 
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serve a significant number of ELLs that are of Hispanic Descent (Texas Education 

Agency, 2014). Regions where the GGDLE model was implemented, almost all the 

students were Latinos (Gomez & Gomez, 2000). Some were English dominant, some are 

Spanish dominant, and most of them are bilingual. The model was implemented in a 

borderland region and often times in these regions there is no clear variance between 

native English speakers and native Spanish speakers (Gomez & Gomez, 2000). Due to 

this lack of variance the composition of dual language classroom varied from a traditional 

dual language classroom requiring half native English speakers and half native speakers 

of another language. Most students participating in instruction using the GGDLE were 

bilingual Latino students (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005). GGDLE utilize key 

elements for Pre-K through 5th grade for both one-way & two-way dual language 

classrooms. These key elements are language of instruction, components for language 

development, content learning, enrichment, and student assessment. These key elements 

are outlined in the articulation guide provided below in Table 1.  

Table 1:  

Key Components for Instruction (Gomez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005) 

Grades 

PK-2 

Key Components for Language Development, Content 

Learning and Enrichment 

Grades 

3-5 

 

Language of the Day (LOD): 

Monday, Wednesday, and Friday: Spanish // Tuesday and 

Thursday: English 

Validates both languages; followed throughout campus 

during specials, lunch, recess, etc.; Consistent review of 

vocabulary in LOD from classroom labels, student-

generated alphabets, & WW’s 

Morning activities, Read-Alouds; Expressive Journal 

Writing; DEAR conducted daily in LOD 
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Grades 

PK-2 

Key Components for Language Development, Content 

Learning and Enrichment 

Grades 

3-5 

 

Bilingual Pairs or Bilingual Groups (2-3 pairs): 

Students are paired up all day based on language and content 

ability (hi-med; med-low) to support each other’s language 

and content learning (pairs change throughout the day). 

Bilingual Pairs should engage with one assignment together 

to maximize language and content talk…leading to 

independent learning 

 

 

Bilingual Learning Centers (BLC): 

Min. 4 core areas: Reading, Math, Science, Social Studies; 

Academic activities in English and Spanish; students travel in 

bilingual pairs 30 minutes per day throughout the week; pairs 

engage in one activity 

 

 

Conceptual Refinement (CR): 

10-15 minutes at end of each lesson for math, science & 

social studies for concept refinement of L2 content learners 

(time inclusive of content block; conducted in the LOI); also 

ensures high academic rigor 

 

 

Student-Generated Alphabets (SGA): 

Student created alphabets with grade appropriate vocabulary 

in both English and Spanish 

SGA vocabulary reviewed in Language of the Day (LOD) 

 

 

Interactive Word Walls (WW): 

Teacher and student initiated Word Walls in 

English and Spanish in each DLE classroom 

Vocabulary comes from various activities 

conducted in LOI & LOD 

WW vocabulary reviewed in Language of the Day (LOD) 

 

 

Project Based Learning (PBL): 

Inquiry-based approach for learning content through 

discovery, projects and research (in the language of 

instruction during content time) 

 

 

Bilingual Research Centers (BRC): 

Provides a focus on research, inquiry, project-based learning 

and utilized during instruction as students’ complete 

projects/assignments; also supports content biliteracy 

development 
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Grades 

PK-2 

Key Components for Language Development, Content 

Learning and Enrichment 

Grades 

3-5 

 

Specialized Content-Area Vocabulary Enrichment 

Activities (SVE): 

15-20 minutes per week to develop key academic vocabulary 

in the opposite LOI (ex: Science in English) 

 

 

The GGDLE model is composed of all the elements of a standard dual language 

50-50 model, time allocation for language use in specific content areas; specific 

instructional strategies (conceptual refinement, bilingual learning centers, research 

centers, specialized vocabulary instruction); language activities outside of classroom 

whole school language development; and time recommendation for instructing students 

using the model.  These elements have been compared to standard 50-50 dual language 

elements in Table 2 below. Standard 50-50 dual language instructional models 

recommend six to seven years of participation to achieve biliteracy and bilingualism, 

while GGDLE recommends 5 years of instruction using the GGDLE instructional model 

to achieve biliteracy and bilingual goals.  

Table 2:  Features of GGDLE vs. Standard DLE Programs (Gómez, Freeman & 

Freeman, 2005) 

Elements  Gomez and Gomez Dual 

Language Enrichment 

50/50 Model  

Standard Dual Language 

50/50 Model  

Time Allocation  Language use is divided by 

Subject rather and time, but 

it equals 50/50 structure 

with math being taught in 

English and English 

Language Arts. This is 

referred to as the Language 

of Instruction (LOI). 

Language use is most often 

divided by time. 

Program Instructional 

Activities  

Conceptual Refinement, 

Bilingual Learner Centers, 

Research Centers and 

Specialized Vocabulary 

Cooperative learning or 

group work situations, 

individual accountability 

students work 
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Elements  Gomez and Gomez Dual 

Language Enrichment 

50/50 Model  

Standard Dual Language 

50/50 Model  

Enrichment  interdependently on 

common objectives, visual 

models and sheltered 

strategies to promote 

comprehension. 

Campus activities outside of 

the classroom 

All campus activities are 

included in model with 

Language of the Day 

(LOD). Student will speak 

that language throughout 

the day for transitions, in 

cafeteria, and  non-content 

classes such Art, P.E. etc. 

Campus values bilingualism 

and biliteracy and post signs 

in both languages, make 

announcements in both 

languages, and incorporate 

a variety of home/school 

collaboration activities. 

Recommended time in 

program. 

Students will achieve 

bilingualism and biliteracy 

by 5th Grade. 

Students will achieve 

bilingualism and biliteracy 

after 6-7 years of the 

program. 

 Language use is divided by 

Subject rather and time, but 

it equals 50/50 structure 

with math being taught in 

English and English 

Language Arts. This is 

referred to as the Language 

of Instruction (LOI). 

Language use is most often 

divided by time. 

The GGDLE model suggest “Dual Language Balance” is necessary for 

implementation to support whole school environment and climate (Gomez & Gomez, 

2000). When implementing this model, classrooms are balanced based on the language 

ability of students in English and Spanish rather than by Spanish dominant versus English 

dominant as required by tradition dual language models (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 

2005). This component allows dual language models to be implemented on campuses and 

school districts who have not been able to implement a dual language program due to the 

inability to meet required student language ratios. In other words, this program provides 

access to dual language instructional models for ELLs in school districts and campuses 
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who otherwise could not offer this program because they do not have the language ratios 

required to implement dual language instructional models (Gomez & Gomez, 2000). In 

addition to providing, a “Dual Language Balance” the GGDLE model utilizes key 

instructional practices that support conceptual learning, language development and 

project-based learning leading to students who are bilingual and biliterate by the end of 

fifth grade (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005). 

Model goals and structure.  According to GGDLE research, the goal is for the ELL to 

achieve grade-level bilingualism and biliteracy by the end of fifth grade.  This goal is 

achieved in GGDLE by ensuring the fundamental goal of a content-area lesson is 

conceptual learning and the supporting goal is language development (Gómez, Freeman 

& Freeman, 2005). Lessons are developed to ensure that students learn the academic 

concept but language development is promoted during instruction. Based on this 

theoretical perspective concept learning and language development are more attainable 

for students in their L1 and learning academic in L2 for these students will require 

additional support. Activities in this model that support the comprehension of content in 

L2 is conceptual refinement and vocabulary enrichment. Conceptual Refinement occurs 

at the end of each content area lesson in math, science or social students for ten to twenty 

minutes (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005). During this time, students are grouped 

comparably and provided an individualized reinforcement opportunity to understand the 

content. Students also take part in vocabulary enrichment lessons that focus on language 

development rather than conceptual development. During these lessons, academic 

language is introduced to students in their L1 for concepts that were taught in L2. These 
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lessons support the transfer of knowledge from L2 to L1, this supports student mastery of 

content area concepts (Gomez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005).  

Bilingual learning and research centers.  Research shows that knowledge in 

dual language models is best transferred across languages using instructional practices 

that allow students to study cognates, create bilingual books and projects and connect 

with other student groups to complete projects where both languages are being used 

(Lindholm-Leary, 2005). Engaging students in these type of self-directed learning 

activities is offered in GGDLE through bilingual learning and resource centers. Bilingual 

Learning Centers are utilized in Pre-K to First Grade (Gomez, Freeman & Freeman, 

2005). Students are allowed an opportunity to engage in self-selected independent 

learning activities with their bilingual partners in the language of their choice for thirty 

minutes daily (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005). These activities provide an 

opportunity for students to preview or review content area concepts taught in the 

classroom (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005). These research centers are to be used 

with lessons during content area instruction. The Bilingual Research Center follows a 

very detailed structure (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005).  

Statistical data released in the Gomez and Gomez “A Promising 50-50 Dual 

Language Model” study provides results from two districts in the Rio Grande area 

District A and District B (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005).  Samples were taken from 

three different campuses in District A and two campuses in District B. The data used to 

determine program effectiveness in District A were third grade TAKS scores from the 

Spring 2003 administration for each selected campus, District B used fifth grade TAKS 

results from Spring 2003 (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005). It is important to note that 



30 

 

 

 

50 percent of the fifth graders in District B have participated in the GGDLE program for 

five years (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005). A significant number of the students 

tested in District A were tested in English with only a small number tested in Spanish, 

District B students were tested in English only. In District A 117-language minority 

students were tested, 103 of these students met standards in reading, while 51 of the 56-

language majority students met standards. In District B 68 students participated in the 

study and 66 of them met standards on the TAKS reading assessment (Gómez, Freeman 

& Freeman, 2005). It was concluded that due to the high passing rates on the TAKS 

reading and math for participating students that the GGDLE model was effective. Since 

the release of this study, there has been an increase in use of this program across the state 

of Texas and in other areas. Currently GGDLE is implemented at 551 elementary, 10 

middle, and four high schools throughout Texas (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005). 

The district in which the student samples were obtained is among the many districts 

implementing this dual language model at eleven of its forty nine campuses, with plans to 

expand implementation district-wide within the next three-four years. (Gómez, Freeman 

& Freeman, 2005). 

Current trends in U.S and Texas bilingual education  

 Because immigrants account for more than 10 percent of the population in the 

U.S. public school system’s political and community demands continue to have a 

significant impact on the increase in demand for dual language models. Nearly 21 percent 

of Americans between the ages of five and older speak a language other than English at 

home (U.S. Census Bureau, 2007-2011). Nearly eight percent of the young school 

children live in a household in which no person age 14 years or over speak only English 
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or spoke a language other than English at home and spoke English at least “very well” 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2011-2013)  These startling statistics have 

demanded the attention of politicians, communities and education reformers who 

understand the impact they can have on the public education systems.  In the U.S., 

reformers in education have historically attempted to build a language education model 

based on the following assumptions about bilingual education: 

1) Bilingual means that you are fully proficient in two languages. 

2) Immigrants are reluctant to acquire the English language. 

3) Children need early exposure to a second language if they are to learn it 

successfully. 

4) Immigrant parents must speak the English language at home to promote 

successful language acquisition. 

5) High dropout rates among Hispanic students are due to poor bilingual education 

programs (Leary & Hernandez, 2011).  

These assumptions coupled with the fact that gaps persist when comparing scores 

of Hispanics with those of Whites has influenced the growth in dual language models and 

further research in bilingual education. Such statistics suggest we should evaluate reading 

and oral language proficiency development, assessment practices for our ELLs, and 

effective language development models that focus on time allocation for language 

instruction and the use of research based instructional strategies (Leary & Hernandez, 

2011).  

There is a great deal of evidence that children’s reading and language proficiency 

in their native language is a strong predictor of their ultimate English reading and 
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language performance (August & Shanahan, 2006; Garcia, 2000; Lee & Schallert, 1997; 

Reese, Garnier, Gallimore, & Goldenberg, 2000), and that bilingualism itself does not 

interfere with performance in either language. States in the U.S. such as Texas are one of 

the very few states that require bilingual education in school districts across the state with 

enrollment of twenty ELLs. Texas is now only one of four states that still mandates 

bilingual education. In fact, Texas has the largest number of student participation in 

bilingual education. Texas has set goals for implementation of bilingual education 

program that includes enabling English language learners to become competent in 

listening, speaking, reading, and writing in the English language through the development 

of literacy and academic skills in the primary language and English. Such programs shall 

emphasize the mastery of English language skills, as well as mathematics, science, and 

social studies, as integral parts of the academic goals for all students to enable English 

language learners to participate equitably in school (TEC 89, 2015). Districts across the 

state must ensure these programs are an integral parts of the total school program. These 

programs shall use instructional approaches designed to meet the special needs of ELLs, 

and basic curriculum content shall be based on the state curriculum, Texas Essential 

Knowledge and Skills (TEKS). Commonly used bilingual education models used in 

Texas to accomplish this goal are the transitional early exit model, developmental late 

exit model and the dual language enrichment model (Lessow-Hurley, 2000).   

Transitional Early Exit Model  

There is considerable controversy among policy makers, researchers, and 

educators about how best to ensure reading and language proficiency of ELLs. While 

there are many aspects of instruction that are important to reading and language 
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development for ELLs, the most essential is understanding the role of the native language 

in the instruction of ELLs. Transitional Bilingual Early Exit models implemented in 

Texas are implemented using features outlined by the Texas Education Agency (TEA). 

The TEA outlines that pre-literacy skills and reading will be taught in Spanish for 

students who are identified as ELLs and who are dominant in Spanish. Initial concept 

development for Spanish dominant students will be in the primary language until the 

student reaches English proficiency levels of 4 or 5 as specified on the Oral Language 

Proficiency Test (OLPT). School districts have discretion as to what OLPT assessments 

they will use. Spanish language instruction for the Spanish dominant students will 

continue as long as the students remain in the Transitional Bilingual Early Exit Program 

and until criteria is met to transfer them into an English-only classroom. This will be 

achieved by providing high levels of language development in the primary language and 

in English as a Second Language. Strict separation of the language of instruction is 

maintained throughout specified content area blocks.  English instruction gradually 

increases as the students’ proficiency in English develops.  Daily comprehensible content 

area instruction in English is taught using concepts and skills drawn from content already 

taught in Spanish. Language on STAAR are specified by the Language Proficiency 

Assessment Committee (LPAC). The transitional program model primary goal is to help 

ELLs acquire the English proficiency required to develop the level of language ability 

needed to be successful in mainstream English only classrooms (Lessow-Hurley, 2000).  

This model allows teachers to instruct some content in the students’ L1 in the earlier 

years to bridge learning in L2. Instruction in L1 is phased out after two to three years in 

the program. Instruction in later years is delivered primarily in L2 (Lessow-Hurley, 
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2000).  According to Garza-Reyna (2012) transitional early exit programs models 

promote subtractive bilingualism. Subtractive bilingual education theoretical framework 

indicates that programs that promote mono-lingualism rather than bilingualism view 

language as a “problem” (Garza-Reyna, 2012). Supporters of this view believe students 

instructed using this model are expected to assimilate and transition to the English 

language as quickly as possible. A significant body of research on transitional early exit 

programs have concluded that students were not acquiring the level of language 

proficiency needed to be academically successful in English only classroom (Lindholm-

Leary, 2005; Baker, 2005; Ramirez, 1991). This was due largely to the early exit 

requirements of this model. A longitudinal study conducted by Ramirez, et al in 1991 

concluded that students who participated in late-exit programs performed better than 

those in a transitional early exit program on standardized assessments. In 1995, Thomas 

and Collier reported “that students in well-taught bilingual classes that continue through 

at least sixth grade, with substantial cognitive and academic development of first 

language, are able to reach the 50th percentile and maintain their academic performance 

at the secondary level in academic classes taught all in English.”   

Transitional Late Exit Model 

 Based on research findings, developmental late exit program model were 

developed to address concerns with transitional early exit programs. Developmental late 

exit models differ from early-exit programs in the amount and duration that English is 

used for instruction as well as the length of time students are to participate in each 

program (Ramirez, Yuen, & Ramey, 1991). In Texas, transitional late exit programs 

involve Spanish and English as languages of instruction, however, Spanish is reduced to 



35 

 

 

 

approximately 25 percent and 50 percent of instruction by the end of elementary school 

(Lessow-Hurley, 2000).  The goal is to promote high levels of academic achievement and 

full academic language proficiency in the student's first language and English.  

Dual Language Model.  The third most common bilingual education model is the dual 

language model (Freeman & Freeman, Mercuri , 2005). Dual language models have 

become the most popular language program model in many states across the U.S, 

especially in school with high numbers of Hispanic students (Lessow-Hurley, 2000). This 

model is considered an additive bilingual model because the goal is for students to 

achieve bilingualism and biliteracy. Dual language models are aligned with Ruiz (1984) 

theory of orientation toward language termed “language as resource.”  ELLs are from a 

single language background are grouped in the same classroom with English-speaking 

students. Ideally, there is a nearly 50/50 balance of language minority and language 

majority students in the instructional setting. Instruction is provided in both English and 

the minority language (Freeman, Freeman, & Mercuri 2005).  

Dual language model features. In some models, the two languages are used on 

alternating days. Others may alternate during the instructional day (morning and 

afternoon), or they may divide the use of the two languages by academic content areas 

(Lessow-Hurley, 2000). Both students groups are provided the opportunity to acquire 

proficiency in a second language while continuing to develop their native language skills. 

In this model students serve as role models for their peers, and they support each other 

with language development. Two-way bilingual classes may be taught by a single teacher 

who is proficient in both languages or by two teachers, one of whom is bilingual, and one 

who is an English speaker (Freeman & Freeman, Mercuri , 2005). Dual language 
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instructional models also vary due to elements such as time allocated for instruction in 

each language across grade levels, and the population of learners served (Lindholm-

Leary, 2005). Some models require a 50/50 ratio of L1 and L2 students, these models are 

two-way dual language models. Other models serve only L1 students the goal of this 

model is to acquire the English language, these models are considered one-way dual 

language instructional models (Lindholm-Leary, 2005). To understand the benefits of 

either model it is important to look at the goals, characteristics, support structures needed 

for implementation, and the implications for instructional leaders when implementing 

instruction using these various models (Lindholm-Leary, 2005). There is a large body of 

research (Lindholm-Leary, 2005; Freeman & Freeman, Mercuri, 2005; Gómez, Freeman 

& Freeman, 2005) that supports dual language instructional models, but questions about 

the right program structure and implementation remain a challenge for school leaders, as 

much thought must be given to which dual language instructional model will be the best 

fit for each respective campus. Instruction in dual language models can vary in format 

based on the population served and the goals of the bilingual education program (Leary & 

Hernandez, 2011).  In the dual language environment students develop oral and cognitive 

academic language in both English and Spanish while mastering grade level knowledge 

and skills in all content areas (Freeman & Freeman, Mercuri , 2005). Bilingual education 

programs using the dual language model vary across the U.S. and they do not share the 

same goals. In states like Texas that serve over 800,000 ELLs the overall program goal 

for any dual language model implemented in the state should be to enable ELLs to 

become competent in listening, speaking, reading, and writing in the English language 

through the development of literacy and academic skills in the primary language and 
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English. Such models shall emphasize the mastery of English language skills, as well as 

mathematics, science, and social studies, as integral parts of the academic goals for all 

students to enable English language learners to participate equitably in school (TAC 89, 

2015). The most common goals of dual language instructional models in Texas are to: 

promote bilingualism and biliteracy; use primary or home language as a bridge to assist 

students learn the English language; ensure student achievement in English for ELLs is 

equal to or exceeds that of students learning in English only (Freeman & Freeman, 

Mercuri , 2005). Goals become more specific across the state as you begin to consider 

demographic locations of school districts, span of language use, and distribution toward a 

goal for a specific population or grade level (Lessow-Hurley, 2013).  

Time allocation for instruction. DL models vary when it comes to the time 

allocated for instruction in each language. Time allocation is a key component to 

implementation in bilingual education programs. The amount of time students spend 

acquiring L1 and L2 is crucial to program and academic success of participants (Freeman 

& Freeman, Mercuri , 2005). DL models either follow the standard 90/10 or 50/50 time 

allocation structure. In 90/10 models, L1 is used most of the day in the primary grades 

kindergarten and first. In later grades, third through fifth L1 and L2 are used equally to 

deliver instruction (Freeman & Freeman, 2001). In 90:10 dual-language learning model, 

sometimes called “sequential” dual-language learning most of the learning is conducted 

in the L2, with instruction in the L1 slowly increasing (Kovelman, Berens, Salah-Ud-Din, 

& Petitto, 2013). Approximately 90% of the instructional day is in L1 (Spanish) and 

approximately ten percent of the instructional day is in L2 (English). Several 90:10 

models in Texas students initially spend more of their day learning in Spanish (90%) but 
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then graduate to larger ratios of English through 80:20, 70:30, until the dual-language 

ratio reaches 50:50 in fifth grade (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005).  

Students are taught to read and write in their L1 and L2 is added later in third 

grade.  In other 90/10 program structures, all students receive initial reading instruction in 

their L1, and ninety percent of instructional time is delivered in L1 and ten percent is 

delivered in L2. Simply stated, 90% of the instructional time is in the native language and 

ten percent is dedicated to acquisition of the English language. This is referred to as 

successive requiring ELL has to begin reading in L1 first and English is added in second 

or third grade (Howard, Sugarman, Christian, Lindholm-Leary, & Rogers, 2007). A 

drawback to the successive structure is low standardized test scores in early grades. 

Another time allocation structure variation is the 50/50 instructional model. In this 

structure unlike, 90/10, students receive equal instructional time in L1 and L2 throughout 

the instructional day. The 50/50 structure is characterized by simultaneous use of Spanish 

and English for language development. Students are instructed in English fifty percent of 

the time and in Spanish fifty percent of the time (Freeman & Freeman, Mercuri , 2005). 

The time allocated for instruction can be: 

1) Half day English and Half day Spanish 

2) Alternating days  

3) Alternating weeks 

4) By subject (Freeman & Freeman, Mercuri , 2005) 

Much of the research on dual language time allocation structure show that by grade five 

regardless of what structure was used students from similar backgrounds scored 

equivalently on standardized achievement tests regardless of structure or norm-referenced 
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test administered (Lindholm-Leary, 2005)  Below is a sample of both time allocation 

structures. 

Table 3: Dual Language Time Allocation Structure 

 

The 50:50 dual-language learning model, sometimes called “simultaneous” or “paired” 

dual-language learning (Kovelman, Berens, Salah-Ud-Din, & Petitto, 2013).  In this dual 

language instructional model reading and language learning occurs in two languages 

during the same educational and developmental time period. In this instructional model,   

the instructional day is equally divided between two languages to allow children to 

consistently receive equal amounts of instruction across all subjects in both of their 

languages, within the identical child developmental time and growth period, typically 

beginning with Grade 1 or kindergarten (Lara-Alecio, Galloway, Irby, Rodríguez, & 

Gómez, 2004). For example, this could include students in Texas learning in both 

Spanish and English over the course of a single school day and beyond (Lara-Alecio, 

Galloway, Irby, Rodríguez, & Gómez, 2004). 

 Research based instruction strategies.  Good instruction is linked to higher 

student achievement, regardless of the type of educational model used (Levine & Lezotte, 

1995; Marzano, 2003; Wenglinsky, 2000). According to Wenglinsky (2000), the 

Sample 90/10 Structure Sample 50/50 Structure 

G
ra

d
e 

 % of 

Instruction in  

L1 

% of 

Instruction in 

L2 

G
ra

d
e % of 

Instruction 

in L1 

% of instruction 

in L2 

K 90 10 K 50 50 

1 80 20 1 50 50 

2 70 30 2 50 50 

3 60 40 3 50 50 

4 50 50 4 50 50 

5 50 50 5 50 50 
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strongest effect on student achievement with consideration given to social class was 

classroom practice. Good instruction is a requirement for quality instruction in every 

classroom but can become more complex for the dual language enrichment classroom 

(Lindholm-Leary, 2005). The responsibility of the teacher to meet the goal of ensuring 

students achieve bilingualism, biliteracy and multicultural proficiency can be a daunting 

task even for the most experienced teacher. The dual language teacher must consistently 

integrate and monitor the needs of the student groups. In a report released by Lindholm 

and Leary (2005) that outlined guiding principles for dual language education the 

following instructional practices were identified as essential to the success of dual 

language enrichment programs: 

1) Positive interaction between teachers and students and among students in the 

classroom. 

2) Cooperative learning (individual accountability, working interdependently, 

common objectives, social equity) opportunities. 

3) Language Input  that use sheltered instruction strategies, visual aids, 

modeling, interesting and challenging content, structured task, and offer 

unstructured opportunities for students to use language. 

4)  Monolingual Lesson Delivery for sustained periods in each language.  

5) Balancing the needs of both language groups during instruction (Lindholm-

Leary, 2005).  

It is important that a variety of techniques and strategies be incorporated in the dual 

language classroom that responds to the learning style and language proficiency level of 

students (Lindholm-Leary, 2000).  Varieties of books in each language and materials that 
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are visual, audio-visual and art material are all ideal for use in the dual language 

classroom.  

Impact on families and communities. Most families and communities embrace 

dual language models because research shows that it supports high academic 

achievement, bilingualism, biliteracy, and cultural competence for language minority 

students. Maintaining native culture for students in a dual language model is imperative. 

In most cases, as students are developing their language skills in English this 

development can serve as a barrier to communication with their Spanish-speaking 

relatives and others in their community (Shannon & Milian, 2010). Community members 

and parents who speak little or no English are concerned about the quality of 

communication with their children participating in a bilingual education program 

(Shannon & Milian, 2010). These parents rely on the support from schools to assure that 

children maintain proficiency in Spanish as well.  Other alternative language education 

models transition students to the English language by using the native language as a 

temporary bridge to full English language instruction. In this transitional model, 

instruction in the native language may vary from two to five years and range from 40 

percent to 10 percent of the instructional time. Proponents of the dual language program 

model argue that students lose their native language in this program model (Shannon & 

Milian, 2010).  While 52 percent of parents support dual language models, the motivation 

for student participation in the program varies.  

Benefits of dual language models. Early research on bilingual education before the 

1960’s regarded bilingualism as an academic handicap rather than as language as a 

resources as discovered later in research by Ruiz (1984). When you begin to look at the 
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benefits of dual language instructional models, it becomes significant to know whether or 

not the model promotes additive ELLs vs. subtractive ELLs. Additive ELLs are learning 

a second language in addition to the first language, while subtractive ELLs are gradually 

losing one language while acquiring the second language (Lessow-Hurley, 2000). The 

dual language instructional model is regarded as a model that yields additive ELLs. The 

goal of a dual language instruction is to combine equal access and excellence in learning 

for all students. School districts are faced with the realities that accompany demographic 

shifts, realities that have prompted educators and lawmakers to research and evaluate the 

effective use of dual language enrichment. There is a large body of research (Howard, 

Christian, & Genesee, 2003; Howard, Sugarman, & Christian, 2003; Lambert & 

Cazabon, 1994; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Lindholm-Leary & Borsato, 2001, 2006; 

Ramirez, 1992; Ramirez, Yuen, & Ramey, 1991; Thomas & Collier, 2002; Willig, 1985) 

that supports the effectiveness of dual language models. However, questions about the 

right instructional model and implementation remain a challenge for school leaders as 

they scramble to find the right model to support ELLs on their prospective campuses. 

Challenges such as: 

 What do teachers need to know in order to teach effectively in linguistically and 

culturally diverse contexts?  

 How long does it take second language learners to acquire proficiency in the 

language of school instruction?  

 What are the necessary adjustments needed in instruction and assessment to 

ensure that second-language learners understand what is being taught and are 

assessed in a fair and equitable manner (Ruiz, 1984)?  
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Dual language instructional models are aligned with the theory of orientation toward 

language termed “language as resource.”  Ruiz (1984) introduced this theory that 

followed earlier orientation theories that viewed language as a problem and then language 

as a right. Ruiz’s theory is language as a resource serves as a better orientation for 

language planning and can directly affect the language status of the ELLs native 

language.  Ruiz concludes in his research that such ideology can help to ease tensions 

between majority and minority communities and serve as a consistent way to approach 

second language acquisition in the U.S (Ruiz, 1984).  

Oral language development and literacy.  When discussing the relationship 

between oral language development and literacy, it is important to note that several 

theorists have contributed to theory and practice for language development and literacy. 

These theories were also used as the basis for literacy models used in education (Farrall, 

2012). In the 1980’s there were two commonly debated views on reading comprehension. 

One perspective was that phonic-based instruction in reading would distract the students 

from creating meaning when reading text (Goodman & Goodman, 1976) and the other 

believed that decoding instruction is essential for accessing text for reading 

comprehension (Challs, 1967; Fries, 1963).  These two perspectives were used to create 

the Simple View of Reading. The Simple View of Reading model was created to provide 

an explanation of the relationship between language development and reading proficiency 

(Gough & Tunmer, 1986; Gough & Hillinger, 1980).  This view concludes that skilled 

reading is a result of decoding and linguistic comprehension and students who are weak 

in either of these skills would have poor reading comprehension skills. Several studies 

were completed to test the validity of the Simply View of Reading Model. For example, a 



44 

 

 

 

study by Barth (2003) concluded that decoding and linguistic comprehension carry a 

different level of significance on reading comprehension. He found that students in lower 

grades decoding skills are more significant for early readers and linguistic comprehension 

was more significance with middle school students (Barth, 2003). Although there are 

several models of reading comprehension, this model was significant in explaining the 

relationship between language and literacy. The model also provided educators with the 

knowledge to address decoding ability and language skills. 

The American Speech-Language-Hearing Association (ASHA) regarded language 

development as being significantly relevant for remediating reading challenges in a 2001 

report. This is crucial for ELLs because many of the objectives they need to master to 

acquire a second language is also tied to literacy development. When considering 

language development for ELLs it is important to understand Cummin’s (1980) 

perspective on conversational and complex language. Conversational language is the 

simple language used to communicate in everyday life on the playground and with 

friends. Research shows that it takes students three to five years to develop this oral 

proficiency. Although students may have developed oral proficiency, they still may not 

be prepared to meet academic standards in the classroom or on high-stakes test. This 

level of conversational language was termed by Cummins (1979) as Basic Interpersonal 

Communicative Skills (BICS). These skills occur with contextual support and props for 

language delivery. Students who have successfully achieved BICS will display fluency in 

the English language and often time these students are mistaken for students who can 

perform successfully in an English only classroom setting. However, these ELLs still 

need to acquire academic language proficiency to meet the demands in the classroom. 
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Strategies such as the use non-verbal cues and clues are utilized to support the acquisition 

BICS. At this conversational level it has been determined that the ELL have mastered 

listening and speaking ability in the English language and can communicate as well as a 

native English speaker. 

 Contrary to BICS is Cognitive/Academic Language Proficiency (CALPS), this 

complex language is necessary for students to master standards and curriculum and to be 

successful on high-stakes assessments. CALPS can take five to seven years or more for 

ELLs to acquire (Baker, 2001).  ELLs who have acquired CALPS can analyze, 

synthesize, evaluate, develop hypotheses and demonstrate higher order thinking using 

their L2.  These skills are needed for ELLs to achieve academic success. It is the CALPS 

that determines bilingual education eligibility in most public education system. Both 

BICS and CALPS have been used for policy, practice and provision for instruction and 

assessments for ELLs (Baker, 2001. This distinction made by Cummins (1980, 2000) was 

intended to explain the level of language proficiency needed for students to be successful 

in academic situations. This is one of several language models used to explain language 

development for ELLs, but this model has been very influential in decision making for 

ELLs in the U.S (Baker & Jones-Prys, 1998).  

 Cummin’s theory of BICS and CALPS is a commonly used theory in language 

acquisition for ELLs in public education, there has been criticism from linguists and other 

experts in the education field. Opponents of Cummin’s language proficiency theory argue 

that CALPS offers a deficit view of non- academic language (MacSwan & Rolstad, 

2008). This view is said to cause ELLs who are proficient in English to underperform on 

language assessments for reasons that are unrelated to language competence. Therefore, 
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the theoretical framework of BICS and CALPS is seen as problematic for assessment of 

ELLs. 

Theories and research on language and cognition have contributed to the 

development of several reading models and stages of reading. A plethora of research 

indicates that bilingual education programs that offer reading instruction in L1 provide 

multiple benefits to ELLs (Lindholm-Leary, 2005; Farrall, M., 2012, Cummins, 2001; 

Baker, 2005). Thomas and Collier (2004) make the assertion that L1 is the strongest 

predictor of achievement in L2.  As a result of this body of research, it has become clear, 

when implementing bilingual education programs to consider the initial language 

instruction for reading. Many educators have questioned the timing of L2 reading 

instruction and whether it is best to delay it until oral language proficiency has been 

mastered in L2.  Research released by Geva (2002) concluded that it is unnecessary to 

delay reading instruction in L2 because ELLs will develop their language skills in L1 and 

reading skills in L2 at the same time. As with native speakers of English, ELLs reading 

skills are dependent on phonological awareness, sight words and instruction rather than 

their proficiency in English. Phonemic awareness in L1 is linked with sounds and speech 

in L2 although the languages are not the same and it will transfer from L1 to L2 

supporting literacy development for ELLs (Geva, 2000). Due to this relationship between 

languages with phonemic awareness, it allows ELLs to be tested for reading disabilities 

before they become proficient in the English language (Farrall, 2012).  

Although research supports that due to the relationship between languages and 

phonemic awareness initial reading instruction can be in L1 and L2, many dual language 

framework models use L1.  Using the native language for initial reading instruction is 
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encouraged because although phonological awareness skills do not have to be taught 

separately it is necessary to isolate the language instruction for them to become proficient 

decoders (Geva, et al., 1997). This will allow them to learn those speech sounds in L2 

that are not present in their L1 language bank. It is significant to note that reading 

proficiency required for ELLs will vary from native English speakers in the amount of 

reading instruction and intensity of instruction required to develop literacy skills.  

However, best instructional practices for literacy development can be used across 

languages.  

Assessing language and literacy proficiency of ELLs.  The ideal testing situation 

for ELLs would be assessments that will determine language and literacy proficiency in 

the native language (L1) and English (L2) as they progress through a bilingual education 

program (Bachman, 1990).  The assessment used should be aligned with the goals and 

visions of the dual language program being implemented, and promote biliteracy and 

bilingualism.  Critical analysis of language assessment is of great importance due to the 

heavy weight they carry when making instructional decision for student placement in 

programs, progress and grading, and providing appropriate intervention (Bachman, 

1990). With the huge amount of emphasis placed on language assessments the 

implications are that constant evaluation and research to determine validity and reliability 

of measurements are used. Language proficiency assessments may follow a 

psychological or linguistic framework. Language proficiency assessments utilizing a 

psychological framework, administers assessments to ELLs using a single method of 

administration such as paper and pencil test (Geisinger, 1994). This method is often times 

used on high stakes test such as state mandated assessments. There is an ongoing debate 



48 

 

 

 

that these type of assessments do not require students to use their language in real world 

situations to communicate demonstrate proficiency (Geisinger, 1994). However, this 

framework is used to determine student participation in bilingual education and special 

education programs, as well as to make placement decisions for ELLs.  

Contrary to assessments using the psychological framework are those that employ 

the linguistic framework. According to Pray (2005), this framework is the most effective 

framework for assessing language proficiency. This framework considers the student’s 

ability to speak or understand the language. The framework assesses the student’s ability 

to use syntax (word order), morphology (word formation) and phonology 

(pronunciation). It also refers to language principles of discourse, pragmatics, semantics 

and the ability of the ELLs to recombine language forms providing a true picture of 

language proficiency (Pray, 2005).  

The most commonly used language proficiency assessments are the Language 

Assessment Scale (LAS), the IDEA Language Proficiency Test (IPT), the Wood-Cock-

Munoz (WMLS), and the Language Assessment Battery (LAB). With the exception of 

the WMLS, the intent of all of these assessments is the same. The purpose of these 

assessments is to measure language skills and discrete aspects of language such as syntax 

and phonology (MacSwan & Pray, 2005). Cummins (2000) argues that these assessments 

are not the best measure of language and literacy development for ELLs because they 

does not take into consideration the aspect of language that can be important to academic 

success such as pragmatic competence. Pragmatic competence refers to the ability to 

understand the speaker’s intended meaning. This requires ELLs to understand complex 

language components based on the context and any prior knowledge they have. The 
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WMLS most closely measures pragmatic competence. The WMLS measures the BICS 

and CALPS of the ELLs and the domains measures verbal analogies, picture vocabulary, 

letter-word identification and dictation (MacSwan & Pray, 2005). This assessment and 

theoretical framework have been largely used to drive decision making for ELLs as it 

relates to placement, exit and entry into bilingual education programs. 

 Guiding Principles for Dual Language Education (2007) identifies the following 

assessment practices as best strategies for accountability of dual language models, the 

assessments must be: 

• Used to shape and monitor program effectiveness. 

• Aligned with curriculum and appropriate standards. 

• Aligned with the vision and goals of the program. 

• Conducted in both of the languages used for instruction. 

• Used to track the progress of a variety of groups in the program over time using 

disaggregated data. 

• A topic for professional development for teachers and administrators. 

• Interpreted accurately. 

• Carried out in consistent and systematic ways. 

• Supported by an appropriate infrastructure and budget. 

• Disseminated to appropriate audiences (Howard, Sugarman, Christian, Lindholm-

Leary, & Rogers, 2007). 

Researchers Abedi & Dietel (2004) indicate that all tests to some degree are measures 

of language proficiency and implies that standardized achievement tests often negate 

language and academic skills. In an attempt to extricate the effect of language and 
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academic knowledge, the same students should be given the same test in both English 

and the home language. Valid and reliable assessments of ELL’s language and reading 

proficiency is important to the academic success of ELLs, and for determining the best 

programs, strategies and interventions for supporting instruction. NCLB sparked the 

standards based reform movement in the U.S in 2001 with the requirement that students 

regardless of ethnicity and socioeconomic background make Adequately Yearly Progress 

(AYP) in mathematics, reading, and writing. States began to reform and monitor their 

state accountability systems to ensure that these requirements were met and the stakes for 

standardized testing increased for all students. Explicit details regarding the need to 

provide native language accommodations to ELLs were provided in NCLB (2001). 

Section 1111.3.C.ix.III requires states to test LEP students with assessments in the 

language that will most likely deliver the most plausible data on what students know and 

can do in academic content areas, until students have achieved English language 

proficiency (NCLB, 2001). This allowed qualified students to be tested in their L1 based 

on a set of specific criteria. Standards were established and accountability enforced for 

ELLs in our public school systems. Simply stated, ELLs would be included in high stakes 

standardized testing. Although the ultimate goal of NCLB was to ensure that all students 

learn and make adequate progress, as with many mandates it brought about unintended 

consequences. While much of the research supports using student achievement data to 

structure, monitor and strengthen instructional programs (August & Hakuta, 1997; Slavin 

& Calderon, 2001), successful academic programs ensure that assessments are aligned to 

curriculum, goals, visions and intended standards. Many proponents of high stakes 

standardized testing of ELLs argue that these tests are not aligned with the visions and 
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goals of bilingual education programs and do not promote bilingualism, illiteracy, and 

multiculturalism (Lindholm-Leary, 2011). They argue that assessments for ELLs should 

be a) consistent and systematic b) measured in both L1 and L2 c) carried out with 

multiple measures (Lindholm-Leary, 2011).  

Bilingual Education and School Leadership   

In its massive 2006 research review, the National Literacy Panel on Language 

Minority Children and Youth concluded that oral proficiency and literacy in ELLs’ first 

language can facilitate literacy development in English, and inclusion of first-language 

instruction in ELL programs can have long-term benefits (August & Shanahan, 2006). 

This conclusion was supported by five recent meta-analyses comparing bilingual and 

English-only programs (Rolstad, Mahoney, & Glass, 2005; Slavin & Cheung, 2003; 

Thomas & Collier, 2002). The importance of instruction in the native language is the 

underlying premise of the need for bilingual programs in the education of ELLs. There 

are various types of bilingual programs that range in the use of the native language. 

Independent from what the research suggests about the benefits of one type of bilingual 

program over another, other factors such as length of program participation, availability 

of instructional resources, the political atmosphere, and legal mandates have influenced 

the course of public school instruction for ELLs. Much of the literature on bilingual 

education acknowledges the challenges that arise when implementing bilingual education 

models. According to Freeman, Freeman and Mercuri (2005) even models designed to 

improve academic, linguistic, and social inequities struggle to achieve true equity. 

Historically political structures and values support native English speaking students in 

instruction, allocation of resources, and in other, more subtle expressions of academic 
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expectation. More recently, emphasis has been placed on developing culturally 

responsive pedagogy for all students (Gay, 2000; Ladson-Billing, 1994). This idea of 

“culturally responsive pedagogy” is founded on the notion that—rather than deficits—

students' backgrounds are assets that students can and should use in the service of their 

learning and that teachers of all backgrounds should develop the skills to teach diverse 

students effectively (Gay, 2000; Ladson-Billing, 1994). Most educational lawmakers 

would agree with this ideology, but the question for campus leaders is how do we 

effectively implement culturally responsive pedagogy and instruction on our campus? 

The answer to this question is particularly burning to campus leaders seeking to 

implement culturally responsive instruction in an inherently English education system. 

Specific guidelines for leaders have not been established to examine this question further, 

it is necessary to review theories of leadership and the implications for bilingual teaching 

models.  

Leadership Theory.  Leithwood and Jantzi (2006) identified three categories of leadership 

practice: (1) setting direction, (2) developing people, and (3) redesigning the 

organization. It was found that these actions significantly affect teacher capacity and 

classroom instruction. This theory implies that a school leader implementing a bilingual 

education program would first need to answer the following: 

 How will you fund supplementary materials required to provide 

appropriate grade-level instruction in both languages?  

  How will you fund professional development of dual language program 

components for all staff (Leithwood & Janzi, 2006)?  
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Acquiring resources needed for teachers to provide quality instruction to all learners is a 

significant step. Funding for programs that require substantial changes may have to be 

approved at the district level, agreed upon by stakeholders and funded by the school 

board.  The successful implementation of a program rely heavily on building shared 

vision, developing goals and priorities (Leithwood & Janzi, 2006). Implementation also 

requires retaining and developing teachers that are highly qualified to deliver instruction 

in native language (L1) and English (L2), providing adequate training, professional 

collaboration time, individualized support, and modeling best program practices 

(Lessow-Hurley, 2000). Teachers with proper training can ensure the fidelity of any 

bilingual education program resulting in positive outcomes for students. An instructional 

leader would also be responsible for redesigning the school organization. This would 

include aiding the development of a collaborative school culture, creating structures to 

foster participation in school decisions, and creating productive community relationships 

(Lessow-Hurley, 2000). While providing resources and support is crucial to the day the 

day operations of school, providing incentive and motivating improvement is the work of 

a transformational leader. James MacGregor Burns (1978) first introduced the concept of 

transforming leadership in his descriptive research on political leaders, but this term is 

now used in other disciplines.  According to Burns (1978), transforming leadership is a 

process in which leaders and followers help each other to advance to a higher level of 

morale and motivation. In recent years this the framework for transformational leadership 

has served as a solid framework for instructional leaders.  

Hallinger (2003) identified leadership practices related to first-order changes and 

second order change. First order change is identified as the following instructional task: 
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1) alignment of academic standards, time allocations, and curriculum with the school 

mission; 2) supervision and evaluation of teaching and learning; 3) professional 

development; and 4) incentives for teachers and students. Second-order changes are those 

changes that require an extensive level of commitment, collaboration, a shared vision and 

sense of purpose from all members of the organization. According to this theory of 

leadership, the implementation of a dual language program would be considered a second 

order change. It would require a deep level of commitment from all stakeholders. The 

task for the instructional leader would be to set the direction for collaboration, establish a 

shared vision for student achievement and empower all participants with a sense of 

purpose and contribution to the success of the program.  

Implications for School Leaders Serving ELLs 

Regardless of the theoretical leadership framework referenced, it is apparent that 

the implication for school leaders is they must operate as instructional leaders. 

Instructional leaders that understand before dual language instructional models are 

implemented on their campus they must analyze the current realities of the campus to 

ensure successful implementation of the program.  School leaders must attend to tasks 

such as redesigning an organization to ensure that components such as scheduling, time 

allocation for instruction, developing staff, providing appropriate support financially and 

using multiple resources. Leaders must also be supportive principals that assure that the 

dual language education program is integrated in the whole school. The school leader 

must ensure that all teachers and support staff understand the program, and an equitable 

amount of financial and instructional resources are allocated to the program to meet the 

content standards, vision, and goals (Levine & Lezotte, 1995; Troike, 1986). 
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CHAPTER III 

 Methodology 

Research Design  

This case study examined and described the language and reading proficiency 

levels in English and Spanish for a group of ELLs who had been instructed for five years 

using the GGDLE instructional model using multiple assessment measures. Teacher 

perception are used to examine leadership support and structures utilized on Campus A 

during implementation of GGDLE. The researcher coupled longitudinal student 

achievement data with teacher perception data to provide an examination and description 

of dual language instruction using the GGDLE model on Campus A. According to 

Creswell (1998), case studies served as explorations for bounded systems of a case over 

time through detailed, in depth data collection. The data that were obtained in this case 

study research were from multiple sources.  Stake (1995) explained that case studies are 

investigated to identify uniqueness and commonalities in the researched topic. Using the 

case study design for this research provided an examination of the GGDLE model on a 

single campus that instructed ELL students using this model for five years.  

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the research methodology of this study, 

explain the sample selection that was chosen, describe the procedures that were used to 

collect data, and provide an explanation of the procedures that were used to analyze the 

data. The procedures for conducting this case study were outlined in three phases. 

Research Methodology. This study was a case study design that incorporated the 

examination of student achievement data as well as a survey analysis of teacher 

perceptions. This study examined and described reading and language proficiency in both 
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English and Spanish for a group of fifth grade students who participated in instruction 

using the GGDLE model from kindergarten to fifth grade as determined by TELPAS, 

Woodcock-Munoz, and STAAR reading results. It also examined teacher perceptions of 

instructional leadership support and structures necessary to support instruction using a 

dual language model with descriptive research methodology. Additionally, the teacher 

perception survey gathered data using open-ended questions to elicit an authentic account 

of the leadership support and structures in place on Campus A during the time of 

implementation. These questions allowed the researcher to delve beneath the surface of 

teacher responses to examine the attitudes and perceptions of teachers of GGDLE, and 

leadership support and structures used on Campus A.  Utilizing a case study design 

allowed for the collection of data that helped examine the research questions presented in 

this study using multiple assessment measures and perception data. The strengths of both 

quantitative and qualitative research provided the best understanding for this research 

(Creswell, 2009). The assembly and examination of quantitative (surveys, achievement 

data) and qualitative (surveys) data allowed the researcher to examine the research 

questions in more detail (Muñoz, 2006).  

Research Questions.  The following research questions guided the development 

of the research design and data examination:  

R1: Do students who participate in the Gomez and Gomez Dual Language 

Enrichment model develop reading proficiency in English (L2) and Spanish (L1) after 

five years of participation in the program as determined by Woodcock-Munoz, TELPAS 

and STAAR reading results? 
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R2: Do students who participate in the GGDLE model develop language 

proficiency in English (L2) and Spanish (L1) after five years of participation in the 

program as determined by TELPAS, and Woodcock-Munoz results? 

R3: Do teachers perceive that they have sufficient support and structures in place 

to instruct students with fidelity using the GGDLE program? 

The examination of these research questions was accomplished utilizing a case 

study research design. The essential purpose of applying a case study research design was 

to allow the researcher to address a given research question from the relevant angle. A 

thorough case study of the effectiveness of the GGDLE model required both quantitative 

and qualitative data to effectively examine the use of the GGDLE instructional model on 

the sample campus.   

Description of Setting 

District A Description.  This case study examined reading and language 

proficiency in both English and Spanish for a group of fifth grade students who had 

participated in the GGDLE program from kindergarten to fifth grade as determined by 

TELPAS results, Woodcock-Munoz results, STAAR reading results.  Additionally, it 

examined perceptions of teachers who delivered instructions using GGDLE, and the 

instructional leadership support, and structures they were provided. The participants in 

this study were students and teachers in a school district located in a suburban area. For 

research purposes this district was referred to as District A. District A originated from an 

agricultural community in the 1840s. German immigrants and merchants began to settle 

in this area in 1845, many of them attempting to escape social and political unrest in their 

own country. The District originated with the consolidation of five common school 
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districts. It was a culturally rich community and it still had a “hometown” feel. A seven-

member Board of Trustees (the Board) governed the District. Each member of the school 

board was elected to an at-large position for three years in a nonpartisan election. District 

A encompassed approximately 87.5 miles in one of the surrounding Houston suburban 

areas. The District is currently comprised of four high schools, nine intermediate schools, 

29 elementary schools, and one early childhood/ pre-Kindergarten center for a total of 42 

schools with more than 46,600 students. It is one of 85 districts across the state identified 

as a fast-growth school district by the Fast Growth School Coalition. District A was 

identified as a fast growth school district because at least 2,500 of students enrolled 

during the 2013-2014 school year; and the enrollment growth over the last five years was 

at least ten percent. District A provided a full range of educational services appropriate to 

grade levels pre-Kindergarten through twelve, including regular and enriched academic 

education, special education, occupational education, and language services for those 

with limited English proficiency. The district offered a Spanish Bilingual program at 

most of the elementary schools.  From 2012- 2013 the Texas Academic Performance 

Report released by Texas Education Agency (TEA, 2013) reported the following 

academic information for all grade levels in reading and writing for District A.  
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Figure 1. District A-Reading and Writing Performance Report 

According to data released by the TEA,  ELLs in District A were performing 

significantly below all other subgroups in reading and writing on the STAAR, which was 

the state assessment measure used by the state of Texas to assess academic readiness in 

core subject areas. On this assessment in District A, ELLs were scoring significantly 

below other subgroup in reading and writing. The ELLs in District A were scoring 24% 

below the state average for ELLs in reading and 38% below the district average in 

reading. In District A over 3,000 ELLs were administered the TELPAS in the third 

through twelfth grades. TELPAS was a state mandated assessment that TEA designed to 

assess the progress that LEP students made in learning the English language (Texas 

Education Agency , 2013). Assessment data reported by the TEA for District A on the 

most current administration of the TELPAS assessment indicated that of the nearly 3,200 

matched ELLs tested 98% progressed one proficiency level. This was observable in the 

graph below (Texas Education Agency , 2013). 

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

St
u

d
e

n
t 

P
o

p
u

la
ti

o
n

 %
 

Subgroups 

District A Reading and Writing STAAR 
Results 2012-2013

Reading  2013 Reading  2012 Writing 2013 Writing 2012



60 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2:  TELPAS Language Level Progression – District A 

District A transitioned to transitional bilingual education model for the 2014-2015 

school year after using the GGDLE model for the past six years on eleven primary 

campuses. To adequately serve its ELLs, District A employed 236 bilingual education 

and ESL teachers, which accounted for 7% of the teacher population which is 2% more 

than the state percentage rate. The average teacher years of experience was 12.5 years 

and the turnover rate for teachers is 12% which percentage is 3% below the State average 

of 15%.  

 Similar to surrounding suburban areas, District A experienced a change in 

demographics. In 2000, the U.S. Census reported 45,986 people lived in the zip code that 

encompassed District A.  Ethnic trends in District A between 2009 and 2013 were 

characterized by an African-American student population that decreased slightly over the 

last five years (declining from 15.6% to 14.2%), and the Hispanic student population 

increased from 30% to 37% during the same time. The Asian student population declined 

very slightly from 9% to 8%; while there was corresponding decline in the proportion of 
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the student population that was Anglo during the same time, decreasing from 45.08% to 

37.04%.  

Currently, District A has approximately 47,000 students enrolled and projects 

enrollment of approximately 65,000 students when it is completely developed. District A 

had five high school campuses, nine middle school campuses, and 28 elementary 

campuses. Between the 2000 and 2013 school year the three largest minority subgroups 

were Hispanic, African-American and Asian as displayed in the graph below (Texas 

Education Agency, 2013):   

 

Figure 3. District A 2000 to 2013 Student Population 

The Hispanic population was the fastest growing population and increased nearly 

27% since the 2000-2001 school year. The Hispanic population was quickly becoming 

the majority in District A trailing White by one percent. The dropout rate for Hispanics in 

the 2011-2012 school year was one percent when compared to 0.6% in 2000 based on an 

AEIS reports released from the TEA (Texas Education Agency, 2013).   
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Campus A Description. Campus A was a neighborhood school built in 1973. It 

was one of 28 elementary campuses in District A. It was an urban school that served 777 

students in the 2013-2014 school year and met the criteria by the State of Texas as a Title 

I Campus (TEA Accountability Summary Report, 2013). A Title I Campus in the State of 

Texas is a campus with large concentrations of low-income students. Schools serving 

these students received supplemental funds to assist in meeting students’ educational 

goals (Texas Education Agency, 2013). The number of students enrolled in the free and 

reduced lunch program determined low-income students. For an entire school to qualify 

for Title 1 funds, at least 40% of students must be enrolled in the free and reduced lunch 

program. At least 86% of the students on Campus A were identified as economically 

disadvantaged. The demographic breakdown was represented is represented in Figure 4: 

 

Figure 4. District A - Demographic Comparison to the District 

Hispanic students account for nearly 78% of the population according to the TEA 

most current school report card (TEA, 2013). Of the students on this campus, 87% were 
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economically disadvantaged; this was 46% more than the district and 27% more than the 

state percentage for this subgroup. ELLs accounted for 56% of the student population as 

compared to 13% for the entire district. ELLs were serviced as follows: 

 386 students on Campus A in the 2014 school year were in bilingual classrooms 

instructed using GGDLE. 

 48 students on Campus A in the 2014 school year received ESL instruction in a 

content-based program in the mainstream English classroom. 

The mobility rate was 9%, which was 6% above the district average, but closer to the 

campus group average of 20%. The student populations reflected the high mobility rate, 

as each subgroup consistently fluctuated over the past five years from 2009-2013. The 

campus maintained a trend of serving a predominately-Hispanic population from 2009-

2013 with the next major minority subgroup being African-American at 15% as 

demonstrated on the graph below (Texas Education Agency, 2013).  

 

Figure 5. Campus A Demographic Trends 2009 to 2013 
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Campus A served 434 ELLs in the 2013-2014 school year.  Campus A had three 

special program areas for students: bilingual/ESL programs, special education programs, 

and the gifted and talented programs. Student enrollment data by program indicated that 

over 50% of the students were enrolled in a bilingual education or ESL program (TEA, 

2013).  This number was 43% above the district at 13% and is observable in Figure 6. 

 

Figure 6. Campus A Student Enrollment by Program 

As indicated in Figure 6 students on Campus A participated in one of two 

bilingual education programs based on eligibility. The first was the ESL program where 

students received ESL instruction through sheltered instruction in the classroom and the 

second was a bilingual education program where students received instruction in their 

primary language and in English simultaneously using the GGDLE model. Four years 

ago, Campus A joined ten other primary campuses in District A and began implementing 

the Gomez and Gomez DLE in bilingual education classrooms for students in grades K-4 

with the addition of grade five for the 2013-2014 school year.  
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Study participants. The student sample group selected for this study included 42 

ELLs from Campus A. The cohort of students included 21 female students and 21 male 

students. All students in the cohort were selected based on the following criteria: (1) 

students who were identified as ELLs as defined by the state of Texas in Chapter 89, 

which defined an ELL as a student whose Home Language Survey (HLS), indicated that 

a language other than English was spoken at home and their oral language proficiency 

rating administered in L1 and L2 indicated a needed for language services; (2) the student 

was enrolled on Campus A for five years with the first year as a Kindergarten student; (3) 

the student participated in an bilingual program instructed using the GGDLE model for 

five years. For the purpose of this study, an exploratory sample (Creswell, 2009) was 

selected, encompassing two categories of students, as identified in the district database: 

(1) those students identified as fifth grade ELLs active in the GGDLE program in 2013-

2014 school year (n=42) and (2) those who attended Campus A since 2009 enrolling as 

Kindergarten students.  The demographics of the student whose achievement data are 

represented in Figure 7.  
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Figure 7. Campus A Student Sample Group Demographics 

During the 2013-2014 school year, Campus A employed 66 professional staff 

members; of those 66, 59 were classroom teachers, four were professional staff members, 

and three were campus administrators. The gender data reveals 81% of teachers were 

female and 19% were males (Texas Education Agency, 2013). Nearly half of the teachers 

employed at Campus A had less than five years of experience in teaching. Campus A had 

an average of 34% beginning teachers; this number is ten percent more than the number 

of new teachers in District A. The average years of experience for a teacher on this 

campus was eight years. The average years of teaching experience of the twelve teachers 

who met the criteria for participation in this study was five to nine years.  

Of the 59 total classroom teachers employed on Campus A, 33% are bilingual 

education teachers; this number is 25% more than the 7% of bilingual education teachers 

employed for the district. This was a considerable increase from 2001 when only two 

bilingual education teachers were employed on this campus (Texas Education Agency, 

21 21

42 42 42 42

0
5

10
15
20
25
30
35
40
45

Females Males Economically
Disadvantaged

Instructed
using GGDLE
for 5 years

Parents speak
a language
other than
English at

home.

Hispanic

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

P
ar

tc
ip

an
ts

 

Sample Demographics

STUDENT SAMPLE GROUP 
DEMOGRAPHICS (N=42)



67 

 

 

 

2013). In the 2013-2014 school year 33% of the teachers employed on this campus were 

bilingual education teachers when compared to the District’s 8%. There were twelve 

bilingual teachers on Campus A that instructed using the GGDLE model for three or 

more years on Campus A. The demographics of the teacher sample group that 

participated in this study is outlined in Table 4. 

Table 4: Teacher Sample Group Demographics 

Males Females Hispanic White AA Asian 

5 7 12 0 0 0 

 

All bilingual teacher study participants instructed using the GGDLE model for 

five or more years at the sample campus. All teacher participants were Hispanic. There 

were five males and seven females in the participant group and, on average, participating 

teachers had nine years of teaching experience.  

Procedures 

This explorative case study began with approval from the Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) of University of Houston, and the Accountability and Research Division for 

District A. An IRB was submitted to the University of Houston to request approval to 

conduct research. A simultaneous request for research was submitted to District A, 

requesting approval to conduct research. Upon receipt of research approval Phase I (Data 

Collection) of the research study began, followed by Phase II (Analysis of Data), and 

Phase III (Reporting of Data).  

Phase One  

Quantitative Data collection. In Phase One of this research, permission to obtain 

student achievement data were obtained from the School principal through submission of 

a request to conduct research. Upon approval from the school principal, the researcher 
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obtained a list of all fifth grade English Language Learners (ELLs) from the school 

registrar of the 2013-2014 school year at Campus A that were enrolled on the campus 

since Kindergarten. These data were requested in an excel worksheet to allow for the 

manipulation of data. Once this list was obtained, the Eduphoria Aware system were used 

to obtain TELPAS and STAAR reading and language proficiency data for each of these 

students. The PowerSchool’s data system was then used to obtain reading and language 

proficiency data in English and Spanish for each student on the Woodcock-Munoz 

Language Survey-Revised (WMLS-R) assessment. Names and student’s local and state 

identification numbers were removed from this spreadsheet and the information was 

organized and sorted in Excel to begin analyzing and reporting the assessment data. Once 

the information was organized, and grouped by language proficiency and reading 

proficiency results, these data were represented in graphs and tables to allow the 

researcher to see data in the context of other pertinent elements. All data findings were 

examined in context to draw conclusions about students reading and language proficiency 

in English and Spanish after five years of participation in instruction using the GGDLE 

model based on the students achievement data.  

Qualitative data collection. In phase one of qualitative data collection, an 

accurate count of bilingual teachers from Campus A based on the most current Texas 

Assessment Proficiency Report (TAPR) were obtained. The names of all bilingual 

teachers on Campus A were obtained from the Campus Principal who provided 

instruction on Campus A during the time period GGDLE was implemented. This group 

was selected based on a set of criteria. The criteria for the teacher sample group were as 

follows: (1) bilingual teachers on Campus A, (2) teacher must have received formal 
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training offered by District A for GGDLE instructional model, and (3) a teacher that 

instructed a group of students at Campus A using the GGDLE instructional model. Once 

the targeted teacher group was identified based on the set criteria, this group was 

contacted by email and by placing flyers in their teacher mailboxes to participate in the 

study and to attend an information meeting. This information meeting, which provided an 

overview of the study and collected consent forms, was held on February 28, 2015 at 

3:45 p.m. on Campus A in the computer lab. During this meeting, teachers were given 

directions for completion of the web-based survey. This web-based survey was accessed 

through an online URL. The advantage of using a web-based survey was that 

participants’ responses were automatically stored in a database and could be easily 

exported into Microsoft Excel format for examination. The participant’s security rights 

were posted on the web-based survey as an opening page of the survey. Participants 

clicked on the button that said, “I agree to complete this survey,” thus expressing their 

compliance to participate in the study and complete the survey. The estimated time to 

complete the survey was 10 minutes. Teachers were sent weekly reminders to complete 

the survey and they were given a four week window to complete the survey questions. 

The final submission data for all surveys for participants was set for March 12, 2015. The 

data collected from open-ended response questions that were placed at the end of the 

survey were used to answer research question three and to add reliability to findings.  The 

teacher perception survey used was tested prior to submission to teachers by allowing 

two district research specialists to review these questions and provide feedback about the 

reliability of the questions. The feedback obtained from these researchers was given in a 

face to face meeting that occurred on February 12, 2015 on Campus A.  All survey data 
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are maintained at the University in Houston in Professional Leadership Office for a 

period of five years or as required by the university.  

Phase Two 

Quantitative Data Analysis. According to Yin (1984) there were several sources 

of evidence that worked well in case research; formal reports, archival records, personnel 

records, interviews, and direct observation. The quantitative data collected for this single 

exploratory case study provided evidence for an examination and description of GGDLE 

on reading and language proficiency on Campus A. This was determined through the 

examination of student achievement data on the WMLS assessments, TELPAS English 

language proficiency assessment, and STAAR reading results. Using an exploratory 

research model allowed the researcher to use multiple data sources to recognize trends 

and patterns in reading and language achievement data (Yin, 1984). The contextual and 

data richness of the achievement data collected was examined and described to determine 

if reading and language proficiencies scores on all collected achievement assessments 

indicated students were biliterate and bilingual after five years of instruction using 

GGDLE. For each student, the researcher examined mastery in English reading using the 

TELPAS reading assessment. Spanish and English reading mastery were determined 

using the WMLS-R. English language proficiency was examined using the TELPAS 

reading assessment, and English and Spanish language proficiency mastery were 

examined using the WMLS-R. STAAR reading proficiency levels based on the eligible 

language of the test (Spanish or English) were used to determine mastery of reading. 

Assessments that were used to examine mastery in English and Spanish to answer 

research questions one and two is indicated below in Table 4. 
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Table 5: Assessments Measuring Language and Reading Proficiency 

 Language Proficiency Reading Proficiency 

WMLS-R English and Spanish English and Spanish 

TELPAS English English 

STARR  English or Spanish 

 

Qualitative Data Analysis. Following the completion of the survey and open-

ended response questions, the data gathered were reviewed and examined using Excel. 

Once all survey responses were exported in the Microsoft Excel, responses were 

examined to determine the central tendency. The instrument that was used to measure 

teacher perceptions used a Likert-type five point scale. This scale measured teacher 

perception regarding leadership support received while providing instruction using the 

GGDLE model on Campus A and teacher perceptions of GGDLE instructional model. 

The Likert scale was selected for this research because it was commonly used to measure 

attitude, providing a range of responses to a given question or statement. This survey had 

five categories: (1) Strongly Agree, (2) Agree, (3) Undecided, (4) Disagree, and (5) 

Strongly Agree. The response categories in Likert scales had a rank order (1-5), but the 

intervals between values were not presumed equal. The average rating was determined 

for each response. Central tendency is commonly employed by researchers working with 

statistics (Gillham, 2010). The overall average was calculated by multiplying the number 

of individuals selecting each rating by the corresponding rating value (1-5).  Strongly 

Agree was assigned “1,” Agreed was assigned “2,” Undecided was assigned “3,” 

Disagree was assigned “4,” and Strongly Disagree “5.” The results of these calculations 

were added together and divided by the total number of responses to the question to 

obtain the average rating for each question. Teacher responses were examined based on 
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five categories; one = strongly agree (most favorable), two = agree (favorable), three = 

undecided (neutral), four = disagree (unfavorable), and five = strongly disagree (least 

favorable).  Using this method for calculations allowed the researcher to determine the 

strength of the calculation. Smaller average ratings indicate better teacher perceptions, 

while larger average ratings indicate disagreeable teacher perceptions.  All responses 

were analyzed using frequency distribution tables and charts. Using a distribution table 

allowed the researcher to condense and summarize teacher responses in a useful format 

for further examination.  The raw number of responses in each category was determined 

and used to calculate the average rating this information was reported in a frequency 

distribution table representing teacher responses. Tables were used to present the 

distribution of responses using percentages.  

In addition to survey responses using a five item Likert scale, three open-ended 

questions were included on the survey. These questions were examined and described by 

developing categories that included the themes that emerged in the initial review of 

teacher responses.  Once categories were established, each comment was assigned to one 

or several categories using coding. Excel was used to code responses by arranging the 

comments under the category headings by cutting and pasting the cell contents into the 

appropriate columns allowing the researcher to examine and describe the responses in a 

table. A summary of methods used for analysis of qualitative data has been provided in 

Table 6. 
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Table 6:  Analysis Methods for Teacher Perception Survey 

 Questions 1-10 Questions 11-13 

Question Type Declarative Statements Open-ended Responses 

Analysis Frequency Distribution  

Average Rating, 

Percentages 

Common themes and 

responses 

 

Phase Three 

Quantitative Data reporting. Research questions one (R1) and question two 

(R2) were examined and described to determine if student achievement data indicated 

whether students who were instructed using GGDLE were bilingual and biliterate after 

five years.  These data were examined using a naturalistic approach and used essential 

reporting components (Gillham, 2011). A report of findings was outlined using the 

collected achievement data and examined to draw conclusions about student’s language 

and reading proficiency in English and Spanish. The data were reported using tables to 

describe English reading proficiency, and Spanish reading proficiency results for WMLS-

R, TELPAS and STAAR based on the number of students who did and did not master. 

Following the reporting of reading proficiency results in English and Spanish, tables were 

used to describe English language proficiency then Spanish language proficiency based 

pm the students who did and did not master. To report quantitative data for both reading 

and language proficiency in both languages the number of students mastering on WMLS-

R. TELPAS, and STAAR were used in addition to the percentage of students mastering. 

By describing the data logically the researcher was able to determine whether there was a 

clear chain of how these data were connected to the research questions (Gillham, 2011). 

The researcher used this report to develop conclusions surrounding the findings and the 

research questions. 
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Qualitative Data Reporting. Frequency distribution tables were used to report 

qualitative data used answer research question three. Data collected in the teacher 

perception survey was analyzed to determine the average rating of the responses using 

the data collected in the teacher perception survey. Data collected was represented in a 

narrative report and frequency distribution tables outlining the following; average rating, 

and the percentage of responses in each of the five categories on the Likert scale. The 

categories strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree, and strongly disagree were 

represented in tables in the research (Gillham, 2011). These findings were examined, 

reviewed, and described in terms of teacher perceptions of leadership support and 

structures on Campus A. Questions eleven through thirteen on the teacher perception 

survey, the open-ended questions, were examined and described by presenting common 

themes, trends, and issues unveiled during examination.   

Instrumentation  

Quantitative Instruments. In this study, the quantitative data collection tools 

utilized by the researcher was Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey-Revised (WMLS-R), 

TELPAS, and STAAR assessments. The WMLS-R is a nationally-normed measure of 

English CALP, developed by Riverside Publishing (Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005). 

The WMLS-R had seven tests, each measuring different aspects of English and Spanish 

listening, speaking, reading, and writing proficiency (Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005). 

The WMLS-R offered two parallel forms in English and Spanish, Form A and Form 

B.  The use of both forms supported pre-testing and post-testing within a relatively short 

interval, while ensuring that the student did not see the pre-test questions again during the 
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post-test. District A administered the Woodcock-Munoz to all ELLs in both English and 

Spanish in grades 1 through 4 for the following purposes: 

 Assess the level of English/Spanish Language Proficiency (ELP). 

 Measure Cognitive-Academic Language Proficiency (CALP). 

 Determine eligibility for Bilingual/ ESL services. 

 Evaluate program effectiveness. 

 Monitor the progress of ELLs (Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005). 

The seven tests administered for the WMLS-R were picture vocabulary, verbal 

analogies, letter-word identification, dictation, understanding directions, story recall, and 

passage comprehension (Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005). The results of the seven 

WMLS-R tests were combined in various ways, resulting in eleven different clusters. 

These clusters gave a picture of student strengths and weaknesses in specific aspects of 

English and Spanish academic language proficiency (Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005). 

The WMLS-R was normed on approximately 8,800 individuals from ages two to 90, in 

more than 100 geographically diverse communities (Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005). 

The WMLS-R assessment rendered a Relative Proficiency Index (RPI) score and a CALP 

score. The RPI score gives an estimate of the difficulty an English-learner is likely to 

experience on an academic language or reading task, relative to the difficulty that would 

be experienced by a fluent English classmate performing the same task (Alvarado, Ruef, 

& Schrank, 2005). The CALP score assigns a level of English proficiency on a scale of 1 

through 6, with 1 being “negligible proficiency” and 6 being “very advanced” 

proficiency, again comparing English-learners with their fluent English peers of the same 

age or grade level (Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005). 
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Texas launched a new testing program called the STAAR in 2012 (TEA, 2014), 

which replaced the TAKS. The STAAR was given to students in grades three through 

eight and to students taking high school level courses in Algebra I, English I and II, U. S. 

History, and biology (Texas Education Agency, 2014). It was based on the TEKS, which 

were Texas standards designed to prepare students to succeed in college and career, and it 

was consistent with a growing national consensus regarding the need to provide a more 

clearly articulated K–16 education program that focused on fewer skills and addresses 

those skills in a deeper manner (Texas Education Agency, 2014). The TEA began 

implementing this assessment model for elementary, middle, and high school. Students 

studied the majority of the STAAR assessments test content in the current school year, as 

opposed to testing content studied over multiple years (Texas Education Agency, 2014). 

Texas lawmakers believed this would strengthen the alignment between what was taught 

and what was tested for a given course of study. STAAR had a progress measure that 

provided information about the academic improvement or growth of students from one 

school year to the next. Students might take different versions of STAAR. The progress 

measure was reported for these STAAR programs STAAR, STAAR L, STAAR Spanish, 

Modified, and Alternate (Texas Education Agency, 2014).  

The TELPAS, an assessment program in Texas for ELLs, was also an instrument 

that was used in this study to draw conclusions about English proficiency for 42 students 

on Campus A that were instructed using the GGDLE model for five years to determine if 

bilingual goals were met based on bilingual goals set in the GGDLE framework. 

TELPAS assessed the English language proficiency of K–12 ELLs in four language 

domains—listening, speaking, reading, and writing (Texas Education Agency, 2014). 
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English language proficiency assessments in grades K–12 were federally required to 

evaluate the progress that ELLs made in becoming proficient in the use of academic 

English. The assessment components for grades K–1 and 2–12 differed in the following 

ways (Texas Education Agency, 2014):  

Grades K–1: TELPAS included holistically rated listening, speaking, reading, and 

writing assessments based on ongoing classroom observations and student interactions 

(Texas Education Agency, 2014).  

Grades 2–12: TELPAS included multiple-choice reading tests, holistically rated 

student writing collections, and holistically rated listening and speaking assessments. The 

listening and speaking assessments were based on ongoing classroom observations and 

student interactions (Texas Education Agency, 2014).  

English language proficiency tests in reading were administered as part of the 

Texas Student Assessment Program since 1999–2000 (Texas Education Agency, 2014). 

The holistically rated assessments were administered since 2003–2004 (Texas Education 

Agency, 2014). There were the four language areas that TELPAS assesses. These 

proficiency ratings showed the student’s level of performance in English in each 

language area. Each proficiency rating was obtained from classroom observations (Texas 

Education Agency, 2014). This score ranged from one to four and indicated how well 

students understood the English they hear and read. To determine this score, the listening 

and reading ratings were each converted to a number from (1) Beginning, (2) 

Intermediate, (3) Advance to (4) Advanced High (Texas Education Agency, 2014). The 

average of the two numbers was the comprehension score.  
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The TELPAS composite results indicated the student’s overall level of English 

language proficiency and was determined from the student’s listening, speaking, reading, 

and writing proficiency ratings (Texas Education Agency, 2014). The composite score 

ranged from one to four. The reading proficiency rating counted the most in the 

composite results. The composite rating indicated whether the student’s overall level of 

performance in English was at the beginning, intermediate, advanced, or advanced high 

level (Texas Education Agency, 2014). Comparing these two ratings provided 

information about the growth in English language proficiency over the span of one year. 

A summary of the assessment measures that were used to answer research questions one 

and two are indicated in Table 6.   

Qualitative Instruments. Data were collected from teachers using a survey with 

three open-ended response questions for bilingual education teachers instructing using the 

GGDLE model on Campus A. The teacher perception survey used was tested prior to 

submission to teachers by allowing two district research specialists to review these 

questions and provide feedback about the validity of the questions.  The survey and open-

ended responses allowed the researcher to collect quantifiable responses (Bernard, 1994). 

The survey and open-ended responses were used to gather teacher perception data about 

instructional leadership support and structures provided to teachers while instructing 

using the GGDLE instructional model. The survey that was used to collect teacher 

perception data were the traditional Likert scale. This instrument was chosen because it 

allowed the researches to measure attitudes, beliefs, and behavior (Bowling, 1997; Burns, 

& Grove, 1997).  A five point, fixed choice response formats, with ten declarative 

statements was utilized for this research, as well as three open-ended responses. The use 
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of these instruments to gather perception data allowed the exploration of GGDLE on 

varied dimensions of perceptions. Survey questions and open-ended response questions 

are shown in Tables 7 and 8.  
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Table 7:  GDDLE Teacher Perception Survey 

  
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree  

Our principal is 

knowledgeable about the 

GGDLE model.   

  

 
    

Our principal is a good 

resource for information 

about GGDLE 

implementation. 

  

  

 

    

Our principal is 

assertive about 

supporting our 

professional 

development needs for 

providing instruction 

using GGDLE?   

  

 

    

Our principal sets high 

expectations for 

teaching and learning in 

English and Spanish.   

  

 

    

Our principal supports 

the goal of students 

having high reading and 

language proficiency in 

two languages. 

 
  

  

 

    

I believe dual language 

instructional model 

utilized on our campus 

is aligned with district 

language goals.   

  

 

    

I believe we have a 

campus-wide plan for 

promoting bilingualism 

and biliteracy.   

  

 

    

I believe teachers work 

effectively in grade level 

teams to brainstorm 

ways to combine content 

and language objectives 

in lessons. 
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Table 8 Teacher Open-Ended Response Survey Questions 

1. In your time instructing using the Gomez and Gomez Dual Language Enrichment model 

what have you found to be the advantages and disadvantages of this model as 

implemented on Campus A? 
2. How do you find students who participate in instruction using the Gomez and Gomez 

Dual Language Enrichment model on your campus perform academically and socially in 

both English and Spanish? 

3. In what ways does the instructional leaders on your campus provide a clearly defined 

organized process for instructing using Gomez and Gomez Dual Language Enrichment 

model? 
 

The questions in the GGDLE teacher perception survey were designed by the researcher 

to provide insight into teacher perceptions about leadership support and structures 

provided by instructional leaders to instruct with fidelity using the GGDLE instructional 

model on Campus A. Questions one through five in the survey allowed the researcher to 

gather data about the teacher’s perception of leadership support provided on Campus A. 

These questions were embedded in the survey and framed by the topics our principal was 

knowledgeable, a resource, and provided support. Questions six through eight in the 

survey allowed the researcher to gather data to further examine teacher perceptions to 

determine if teachers perceive adequate structures were in place to allow teachers to 

instruct with fidelity using the GGDLE model. Questions eight through ten further 

examine teachers’ beliefs about the GGDLE instructional model and allowed the 

researcher to determine the teacher level of support for the GGDLE program model and 

I believe the GGDLE 

instructional model is 

effective for helping 

students to become 

proficient in English and 

Spanish.   

  

 

    

I believe the GGDLE is 

effective for helping 

students to become 

biliterate.   
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its ability to support student achievement. By adding the open-ended response question to 

the survey the researcher can gather new information about instruction using GGDLE on 

Campus A to explain or clarify quantitative findings with student achievement data 

collected, and to explore different dimensions of teacher’s experience with the GGDLE 

model (Sproull, 1988). 

 



 

 

 

 

Chapter IV 

 Results  

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to examine and describe the language and reading 

proficiency in English and Spanish for a group of ELLs instructed for five years using the 

GGDLES model as determined by TELPAS, WMLS-R, and STAAR reading results.  

The study also examined teacher perceptions of instructional leadership support and 

structures necessary to support instruction using the GGDLE model.  Student 

achievement was examined using multiple assessment measures such as the WMLS-R, 

Texas ELP assessment, and the State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness. 

Multiple assessment measures and teacher perception survey were utilized to examine the 

use of GGDLE on the sample campus. This research provided a longitudinal examination 

of student achievement data from a cohort of students who were instructed using this 

model for five years coupled with teacher perception data to provide an examination of 

the use of GGDLE on Campus A.  

Through the examination of the influence of dual language education on the 

development of language and literacy, it is expected that this study would be used by 

districts and campus administrators to effectively implement an enriched dual language 

program to students. The stated goals of the GGDLE program were to yield students who 

were both bilingual and biliterate after five years of implementation of the program 

(Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005). Due to the increased demand of language 

acquisition opportunities through dual language enrichment programs by school districts, 

the study of dual language models and their influence upon the reading and language 
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development of the students enrolled was vital to future development of dual language 

enrichment programs. It was the researcher’s intent that this study would be significant 

for use by principals, central office school district leaders, and superintendents in the 

ongoing decision making process surrounding the implementation of instructional models 

that might yield better student outcomes due to the current culture of accountability from 

the NCLB of 2001. 

Research Questions 

 The process by which data were produced, collected, and documented is 

described in detail for this case study.  This case study examined three central research 

questions. 

R1: Do students who participate in the GGDLE program develop reading 

proficiency in English (L2) and Spanish (L1) after five years of participation in the 

program as determined by Woodcock-Munoz, TELPAS, and STAAR reading results? 

R2: Do students who participate in the GGDLE program develop language 

proficiency in English (L2) and Spanish (L1) after five years of participation in the 

program as determined by TELPAS and Woodcock-Munoz results? 

R3: Do teachers perceive that they have sufficient support and structures in place 

to instruct students with fidelity using the GGDLE program? 

Design of the Study 

This study was based on a holistic case study design, which described and 

examined reading and language proficiency assessment data for a cohort of 42 ELLs and 

surveyed data collected from bilingual teachers instructing using GGDLE. Quantitative 

and qualitative data were collected and used to provide a holistic view of the use of 
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GGDLE instructional model on Campus A.  An exploratory sample of students and 

teachers was selected based on a set of characteristics that allowed the researcher to focus 

on the particular characteristics of the limited English population on Campus A (N=42).  

A sample of students was selected from this population using the following inclusion 

criteria; must be classified as limited English proficient by the State of Texas, must have 

attended Campus A for five years as a bilingual student, instructed using the GGDLE 

model, and the student had to be a fifth grader on Campus A during the 2013-2014 school 

year. A sample of teachers were selected based on inclusion criteria, such as must instruct 

bilingual students at Campus A using GGDLE, must have received formal training on the 

implementation of GGDLE,  and must have instructed on Campus A using the GGDLE 

model during the 2013-2014 school year. These samples were selected from population 

that was of interest that would best enable the researcher to answer the research questions 

posed in the study. 

Structure of Chapter  

This chapter is structured by presenting the data and the findings for each of the 

exploratory sample groups selected for study.  The data and findings of the three research 

questions were discussed in sections under the subheading of the corresponding sample 

group. The GGDLE student group was the student sample group (N=42) assessment data 

from this cohort were examined and research questions one and two were answered. The 

teacher sample group (N=12) and survey data collected for this group was interpreted and 

examined, then used to answer research question three. The quantitative data attempted to 

answer the first research question through an examination of reading proficiency ratings 

on the Woodcock-Munoz, TELPAS, and STAAR for students in GGDLE student group 
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in English and Spanish. The second set of data attempted to answer the second research 

question through an examination of language proficiency in English and Spanish. Lastly, 

the third set of data attempted to answer the third research question by examining the 

perceived leadership support and structures that were in place on Campus A while 

implementing the GGDLE model. The chapter concludes with a summary of the chapter 

and the findings within. 

Research Questions One-English Reading Results  

Woodcock-Munoz Results in English Reading.  When examining GGDLE 

Student Group, 42 students on Campus A were identified as limited English language 

proficient students (N=42),  students had valid WMLS-R results in English and Spanish 

from kindergarten to fifth grade, TELPAS results from third to fifth grade, and STAAR 

results from third to fifth grade for examination. A summary of reading proficiency 

results as determined by the RPI score on the WMLS-R assessment were provided in 

Figure 10. A student who scored lower than 85 RPI in English in reading are determined 

as being in need of bilingual education instruction (Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005). A 

student who scored higher than 85 RPI in English in reading are eligible to participate in 

English only instruction (Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005). Twenty nine percent of 

students in the GGDLE student group were proficient readers in English. Results are 

shown in Table 9. 
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Table 9:  WMLS-R English Reading – Results for GGDLE Student Group 

Summary of Woodcock-Munoz Results in English Reading  

for GGDLE Student Group 
(N=42) 

 N % 

Students Mastered N=12 % = 29 

Students did not master N-30 % = 71 

 

TELPAS English Reading Results.  Students reading achievement data on 

TELPAS, an assessment instrument in Texas used to assess English reading and language 

proficiency for ELLs was reviewed for the GGDLE student group.  Results for this 

assessment are reported by the state based on four categories: speaking, listening, 

reading, and writing. The reading proficiency rating came from the multiple-choice 

TELPAS reading test. State reports released from the Texas Education Agency include a 

reading comprehension score in English for each ELL student as summarized in Table 9. 

Students who received a composite score of four were considered proficient readers in 

English, while students receiving a score point of 3.5 or below were considered non-

proficient readers in English (Texas Education Agency, 2014).  

Table 10: TELPAS 2013-14 Reading Proficiency Rating for GGDLE Students 

TELPAS 2013-2014 Reading Proficiency for GGDLE Students (N=42) 

 N % 

Students mastered N = 24 % =57 

Students not mastered N = 18 % = 43 

 

Data reported for Campus A indicates that 57% of students who participated in GGDLE 

were proficient readers in English. These results were based on sample group of 42 

students who received instruction using the GGDLE model.  
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STAAR English Reading Results.  Results from the STAAR were collected and 

examined for students in the GGDLE student group. The STAAR assessments had three 

categories for performance: Level III: Advanced Academic Performance, Level II: 

Satisfactory Academic Performance, and Level I: Unsatisfactory Academic Performance 

(Texas Education Agency, 2014). “YES” under Level III: Advanced, the score was well 

beyond the level of passing. Scores in this category indicated that students were well 

prepared in the content area and were very likely to be successful in the next grade 

(Texas Education Agency, 2014). Level II: Satisfactory indicated the student performed 

at a level that was at or above passing, and they were sufficiently prepared for the next 

grade and were likely to successful. However, students in this category may need 

additional instruction focused on the reading content and skills that were difficult for 

them. “NO” under Level II: Satisfactory indicated that the student performed at a level 

that was below passing, and would need improvement (Texas Education Agency, 2014). 

Performance in this category indicated that the student was not adequately prepared for 

the next grade and was not likely to succeed in that grade without significant and ongoing 

instructional support. The results are outlined in Table 11. 

Table 11:  STAAR 2013-14 Reading Results for GGDLE Students 

STAAR 2013-2014 Reading Proficiency for GGDLE Students (N=30) 

 N % 

Students mastered N = 18 % =60 

Students not mastered N = 12 % = 40 

 

An examination of the STAAR results for GGDLE student group, indicated that it was 

determined by the Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) that 30 of these 

students were eligible to be tested in English. Eighteen of the 30 students tested in 
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English met standard at Level II.  Students meeting standard in English made adequate 

progress and were likely to be successful in an English only classroom. The number of 

students who did not meet standard on the English STAAR was 12. 

Research Questions One-Spanish Reading Results  

Woodcock Munoz Spanish Reading Results. WMLS-R also test students 

reading proficiency in Spanish reading 39 of the 42 students tested were proficient 

readers in Spanish (L1).  Results for this assessment were significantly different from 

reading proficiency results in English. Ninety three percent of students in the GGDLE 

student group were proficient readers in Spanish. Reading results in Spanish were 

determined using the RPI score provided for WMLS-R. Reading results in Spanish are 

summarized in Table 12.  

Table 12: Woodcock Munoz Results in Spanish Reading 

Summary of WMLS-R Results in Spanish Reading for GGDLE Student Group 

(N=42) 

 N Percent 

Students Mastered N = 39 % = 93 

Students not mastered  N=3 % = 7 

 

STAAR Spanish Reading Results. Student reading proficiency results from the 

Spanish STAAR assessment were also examined for some GGDLE students based on 

eligibility. It was determined that 12 students would be tested in Spanish on the STAAR 

assessment. Two students taking the assessment in Spanish were proficient in reading in 

Spanish. This information is indicated in Table 13.  
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Table 13: STAAR 2013-204 Results in Spanish Reading 

STAAR 2013-2014 Spanish Reading Results for GGDLE Student Group (N = 12) 

 N Percent 

Students Mastered N = 2 % = 17 

Students not mastered  N=10                  % = 83 

 

Research Question Two- English Language Results  

Woodcock-Munoz English Language Results. The CALP score assigned for 

WMLS-R was used to determine the language proficiency of students in the GGDLE 

student group. English proficiency on WMLS-R is reported on a scale of 1 through 6, 

with 1 being “negligible proficiency” and 6 being “very advanced” proficiency, 

comparing English-learners with their fluent English peers of the same age or grade level 

(Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005).  Students who scored a CALP 4 were categorized as 

having acquired the academic reading proficiency required to perform successful in an 

English only classroom (Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005). Eighty three percent of the 

students in the GGDLE student group scored below a CALP 4 in English language 

proficiency.  Language proficiency results in English are summarized in Table 14. 

Table 13: WMLS-R English Language Proficiency Results 

 

  

Summary of Woodcock-Munoz Results in English Language for GGDLE Student 

Group 

(N=42) 

 
N  Percent 

Students mastered   N= 7 % = 17 

Students not mastered  N=35 % = 83 
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TELPAS English Language Results. The TELPAS language proficiency score 

indicated the overall level of English language proficiency and were determined from 

listening and speaking ratings (Texas Education Agency, 2014). The language 

proficiency score ranged from one to four. The language rating indicated whether the 

student’s performance in English was at the beginning, intermediate, advanced, or 

advanced high level (Texas Education Agency, 2014).  The results from the examination 

and interpretation of these data are displayed in Table 14. 

Table 14: TELPAS 2013-2014 Results in English Language   

 

Forty-five percent of the students were proficient in the English language based on the 

TELPAS results. Findings from the TELPAS English language assessment indicate that 

19 of 42 students met mastery standards.  

Research Question Two- Spanish Language Results 

Woodcock-Munoz Spanish Language Results. Language proficiency results in 

Spanish for the GGDLE student group indicated fifty two percent of students were 

proficient in Spanish after five years of instruction using the GGDLE model. These 

results are summarized in Table 15. 

  

TELPAS 2013-2014 English Language Results for GGDLE Student Group 

(N=42) 

 
N  Percent 

Students mastered   N= 19 % = 45 

Students not mastered  N= 23 % = 55 
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Table 15: WMLS-R Spanish Langue Proficiency Results 

Research Question Three- Survey Results  

Likert Scale Items.  Teacher surveys were conducted to gather teacher 

perception data to examine and describe perceived leadership support and structures that 

were in place on Campus A during the period that students were instructed using the 

GGDLE instructional model. Additionally, it provided the researcher insight into whether 

teachers instructing using the GGDLE model perceived students were successful in 

learning academic knowledge and skills in English and Spanish. Teachers completed a 

13-question survey with three open-ended responses that comprised questions 

concerning, professional development, leadership support, whole school structures, and 

teacher beliefs about GGDLE effect on student achievement on Campus As. Items were 

rated on a five point Likert Scale, one = strongly agree (most favorable), two=agree 

(favorable), three = undecided (neutral), four = disagree (unfavorable), five = least 

favorable. Table 16 display teacher perception data of leadership structures based on 

Likert five point rating scale examination.   

Summary of Woodcock Munoz Results in Spanish 

Language or GGDLE Student Group 

(N=42) 

 
N  Percent 

Students mastered   N= 22 % = 52 

Students not mastered  N=20 % = 48 
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Table 16:  Teacher Perception of Leadership Support Data Survey Results 

Survey Question  Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree 
Strongly 

Disagree 

Average 

Rating  

1. Our principal is 

knowledgeable about 

instruction using 

GGDLE.  

N =  6 

 

 

3 

 

 

0 

 

 

2 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

1.8 

 

2. Our principal is a good   

resource for information 

about GGDLE 

implementation. 

N =  6 

 

 

3 

 

 

0 

 

 

2 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

1.8 

3. Our principal is 

assertive about supporting 

our professional needs for 

instructing using 

GGDLE. 

N =  8 

 

 

4 

 

 

0 

 

 

0 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

1.3 

4. Our principal sets high 

expectations for teaching 

and learning in English 

and Spanish. 

N = 5 

 

 

6 

 

 

0 

 

 

1 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

1.7 

5. Our principal supports 

the goal of students 

having high reading and 

language proficiency in 

two languages. 

N= 5 

 

 

4 

 

 

0 

 

 

3 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

 

2.1 

       



94 

 

 

 

Questions involving leadership support were embedded in the survey and framed by the 

topics our principal was knowledgeable, a resource, and could provide support.  Based on 

the results from the GGDLE teacher perception survey, six of the teachers in the sample 

group strongly agreed that their principal was knowledgeable about the GGDLE 

instructional model, and served as a resource and support for providing instruction using 

the model. The rating average for this question is 1.8. Questions two referencing the 

principal’s knowledge and support of the use of the GGDLE model had a rating average 

of 1.8. Eight teachers strongly agreed that the principal on Campus A was assertive in 

providing students with the professional development they needed to instruct using the 

GGDLE instructional model. Question three referencing the principal supporting teachers 

professional development needs had an average rating of 1.3.  In question four five 

teachers strongly agree that the principal set high expectations for teaching and learning, 

while six teachers agree.  Question four had an average rating of 1.7, five teachers 

strongly agreed and four agreed that teachers perceived the principal supported student’s 

reading and language proficiency goals in English and Spanish for students participating 

in instruction using the GGDLE model. Question five referencing this survey question 

had an average rating of 2.1. These data are presented in Table 17. 
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Table 17:  Teacher Perception of Structures to support GGDLE on Campus A 

  
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Average 

Rating 

 

6. I believe the dual 

language instructional 

model utilized on our 

campus is aligned with 

district language goals. 

 N = 3 

 

 

 

6 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

 

 

2.3 

 

 

7. I believe we have a 

campus-wide plan for 

promoting bilingualism 

and biliteracy. 

 N = 3 

 

 

 

5 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

 

 

2.4 

 

8. I believe teachers 

work effectively in 

grade level teams to 

brainstorm ways to 

combine content and 

language objectives in 

lessons. 

  N= 5 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.1 

 

9. I believe the Gomez 

and Gomez Dual 

Language Enrichment 

model (GGDLE) is 

effective for helping 

students develop 

proficiency in English 

and Spanish. 

 N = 5 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

 

 

1.9 

 

10. I believe the 

GGDLE model is 

effective for helping 

students to become 

biliterate. 

 N = 3 

 

 

5 

 

 

0 

 

 

4 

 

 

0 

 

 

 

2.4 

 



 

 

 

Questions involving the teacher’s perception of structures at Campus A while instructing 

using the GGDLE instructional model on Campus A were embedded in the survey in 

questions six through eight and framed by the phrase “I believe” with topics such as 

alignment with district goals, promoting bilingualism and biliteracy, and teacher 

planning.  Based on the results from the GGDLE teacher perception survey, three 

teachers strongly agreed and six agreed the goals for GGDLE instructional model were 

aligned with the district goals for language, this question had an average rating of 2.3.  

Three teachers strongly agreed and five agreed that bilingualism and biliteracy was 

promoted campus-wide, this question was referenced in question seven and it had an 

average rating of 2.4. Five teachers strongly agreed and four agreed that teachers worked 

effectively on grade level teams to combine language and content area objectives. The 

average rating for this question was 2.1. 

Survey questions nine and ten were included to solicit teacher perceptions about 

GGDLE as implemented on Campus A. Adding these questions on the survey allowed 

the researcher to expound upon research questions one and two by adding teacher 

perceptions about student achievement in reading and language proficiency while 

implementing GGDLE on Campus A. Question nine referencing the GGDLE helping 

students develop language proficiency in English and Spanish had an average rating of 

1.9.  Five teachers strongly agreed and four agreed GGDLE model was effective in 

helping students to become proficient in English and Spanish. Results from question ten 

indicate teachers perceived the GGDLE was effective in helping students to become 

biliterate in English and Spanish, this question had an average rating of 2.4.  Information 

regarding teacher perception of GGDLE survey findings is indicated in Table 18.  



 

 

 

Open-Ended Response Item. Teachers were given an opportunity to answer 

three additional open-ended response questions as a part of the teacher perception survey. 

It was important to this research to examine bilingual teacher’s perception on instructing 

ELLs using the GGDLE instructional model as they were responsible for ensuring 

students were instructed with fidelity using the instructional model and they 

communicated the support needed to campus administrators and how well students were 

making progress. These items were added to increase the richness of the results and to 

allow teachers to explain their thinking on broader topics such as advantages and 

disadvantages of using the GGDLE instructional model, observable student progress 

using the model, and clarity of information provided by leadership about implementing 

the instructional model. The open-ended questions at the end of the survey were: 

11. In your time instructing using the GGDLE instructional model what have you 

found to be the advantages and disadvantages of this model as implemented 

on Campus A?  

12. How do you find students who participate in the Gomez and Gomez Dual 

Language Enrichment program on your campus perform academically and 

socially in both English and Spanish? 

13. In what ways do the instructional leaders on your campus provide a clearly 

defined organized process for instructing using Gomez and Gomez Dual 

Language Enrichment model? 

Question Eleven-GGDLE disadvantages. When responding to question eleven 

teachers were asked to share disadvantages and advantages of using the GGDLE model 

on Campus A. Responses on question eleven indicated when discussing the advantages of 



 

 

 

GGDLE teacher respondents shared common themes and ideas. These themes were lack 

of clarity with key elements of GGDLE, alignment with campus/district goals, GGDLE 

fall and spring campus visits, decreased social interaction w/other students. Five teachers 

shared lack of clarity with key elements of the model was a disadvantage, three listed 

alignment with campus and district goals, one teacher responded GGDLE fall and spring 

campus visits, and three shared decreased social  

Interaction with non-English speaking students as a disadvantage.  

Question Eleven- Advantages of GGDLE.  When teachers were asked to share 

the advantages of GGDLE as implemented on Campus A, seven respondents indicated 

that it allowed them to build better relationships with their parents who did not speak 

English. Other common themes were Spanish language is valued, opportunity for 

students to collaborate with their classmates while learning, and decreased social 

interaction with others. Three teachers thought Spanish it gave the Spanish language 

more of a “positive connotation,” one shared it gave students an opportunity to work 

collaboratively, and one indicated it decrease the social interaction with non-ELLs as an 

advantage. Analysis of question eleven is observable in Table 18. 



 

 

 

Table 18:  Question 11 – Teacher Open-Ended Response Results 

Topic 

Disadvantages 

Theme N 

 Lack clarity w/key elements of 

GGDLE 

N=5 

 Alignment w/campus/district goals N=3 

 GGDLE Fall and Spring campus 

visit 

N=1 

 Decreased social interaction 

w/other students 

N=3 

Advantages 

 Better parent relationships N= 7 

 Spanish language is valued N=3 

 Collaborative learning opportunity N=1 

 Decreased social interaction with 

other students? 

N=1 

 

 Question Twelve- GGDLE students’ academic and social performance.  When 

teachers were asked to share how they thought students who participated in GGDLE 

performed academically, five respondents indicated they thought students were generally 

successful academically. Other common themes were students were unsuccessful, no 

response indicated, or neutral response. A neutral response would be “They did ok.” 

Three respondents thought students were unsuccessful, one had no response, and three 

were neutral. Additionally, responses for social performance were given by teachers. 

Common themes for social responses were student’s interact with non-Spanish speaking 

students, do not interact with non-Spanish speaking peers, and neutral. Seven teachers 

indicated that students interact socially with English speaking students, three responded 

they student’s do not interact with English speaking peers, and two had neutral responses. 

Analysis of question twelve is observable in Table 19.  

  



 

 

 

 

Table 19:  Questions 12 – Teacher Open Ended Question Results 

Academically Theme N 

 Students are successful N=5 

 Students are unsuccessful N=3 

 No Response N=1 

 Neutral N=3 

Social 

 Interact w/non-Spanish 

speaking students 

N=7 

 Do not interact w/non-

Spanish speaking students 

N=3 

 Neutral N=2 

 

Question Thirteen- GGDLE Organization. Question thirteen asked teachers to 

share what ways does the instructional leaders on your campus provide a clearly defined 

organized process for instructing using Gomez and Gomez Dual Language Enrichment 

model? Common themes in teacher responses were teachers planning together, teachers 

do not plan together, and lack of district support. Three teacher’s perceived teachers were 

provided opportunities to plan instruction together, three teachers perceived they were not 

provided opportunities to plan together and five indicated they lacked district support 

when implementing the program. This is observable in Table 20. 

Table 20:  Survey Question 13 – Open Ended Response Results 

Topic Theme N 

GGDLE Organization   

 Teacher planning together N=3 

 Teachers do not plan together N=3 

 Lack of District support N=3 

 

Based on the transcript findings, several teachers cited lack of clarity with key 

elements of the GGDLE model, and lack of adequate district support as barriers to 

instruction using GGDLE instructional model.  



 

 

 

Chapter V. 

 Conclusions  

Summary 

Former Secretary of the United States Department of Education, Richard W. 

Riley’s call to create more dual language models to benefit the academic achievement of 

our children has stimulated the development of program initiatives in many school 

districts throughout the country. Communities across the country are becoming more and 

more diverse. Theory in second language acquisition has strongly supported bilingual 

education (Cummin, 1981). Peal and Lambert (1962), reported that students who were 

instructed in two languages possessed mental flexibility, superiority in concept formation, 

and more diverse mental abilities than those students who were only exposed to one 

language.  Cognitive learning theorists have provided evidence that bilinguals who have 

achieved proficiency in their native language and target language can outperform 

monolinguals verbally and cognitively (Nanez & Padilla, 1995). It was many of these 

ideas and theories that served as the basis of the Gomez and Gomez Dual Language 

Enrichment Program model. Richard Gomez (2006) identifies this dual language program 

as an enrichment program because it captures more completely the essential components 

as well as ancillary benefits associated with dual language enrichment programs. These 

components include: student-centered instruction/learning; use of two languages for 

instruction; biliteracy (academic proficiency) in two languages; project-based/discovery 

learning; students demonstrating stronger self-esteem; and self-confidence; mutual 

multicultural respect; increased parental involvement; higher expectations by teachers, 

administrators, students, and parents; biliteracy favorably affecting aspects of mental
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health as demonstrated by early brain research reduced identification for special 

education services; identification for gifted and talented or highly capable services 

(Gomez, 2006).  Many of the strategies identified are deemed best practices for all 

learners. If the benefits of the GGDLE is only made available to a select population on 

the campus as implemented in the GGDLE one way model as seen on Campus A it may 

compromise the school culture and create a since of inequality amongst students, parents, 

and faculty members. Collier and Thomas (2004) recommended that implementers of 

one-way programs must make their curricular decisions to meet the needs of their student 

population, so the resulting program design can be quite different from that of a two-way 

program. But, the basic principles are the same–a minimum of six years of bilingual 

instruction (with eight years preferable for full gap closure in L2 when there are no 

English-speaking peers enrolled in the bilingual classes), separation of the two languages 

of instruction, focus on the core academic curriculum rather than a watered-down 

version, high cognitive demand of grade-level lessons, and collaborative learning in 

engaging and challenging academic content across the curriculum (Collier & Thomas, 

2004). This recommendation varies slightly from Gomez and Gomez Dual Language 

Enrichment Model goals that state students will achieve bilingualism and biliteracy after 

five years of participation in GGDLE program that incorporate strategies that yield 

effective language learning techniques such as: heterogeneous grouping, separation of 

language for content area instruction, computer support, vocabulary enrichment, 

conceptual refinement, and academic rigor through project-based learning (Gomez & 

Gomez, 2006).  The need for students to quickly acquire the English language to meet the 

demands of high stakes assessments has prompted instructional leaders to seek out 
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programs that will decrease the time required for students to develop language in reading 

proficiency in their L1 and L2.  Assessment results for ELLs have more of an impact on 

their academic life than it does for non-ELLs (Abedi, 2009). These learners are assessed 

for classification, instruction, accountability, promotion, and graduation. They are faced 

with going through accountability requirements and challenges twice. ELLs are tested in 

Title III for English language proficiency and again in Title I for reading/language arts, 

math, and science and the expectation is that they are adequately meeting standards in 

both areas (Abedi, 2009). Dual language instruction introduces additional requirements 

for testing. Research shows effective dual language models build in processes for 

measuring language development in both L1 (native language) and L2 (second language) 

(Howard E. R., Sugarman, Christian, Lindholm-Leary, & Rogers, 2007). This chapter 

describes and draws conclusions about student achievement data and teacher perception 

data collected on Campus A.  Significant evidence was gathered through examining and 

describing student achievement data from the GGDLE student group participants on 

WMLS-R, TELPAS, and STAAR assessments. Data were also gathered from a 13 

question teacher perception survey with three open-ended responses. These data were 

examined and described to answer research question three.  Chapter five provides a 

discussion of the overall study. Implications are explained using findings from chapter 

four and conclusions are drawn about the research questions. Recommendations for 

action and for further research projects are also specified. Additionally, personal and 

educational experiences learned by the researcher throughout the process of collecting, 

analyzing, and interpreting data for this study are shared. 
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Discussion of Results 

Although the quantitative aspect of the study did not report statistically significant 

results due to sample size in the cohort of interest, it became very clear based on the 

results obtained from multiple student achievement measures that most students 

instructed using the GGDLE model on Campus A were not bilingual or biliterate after 

five years of being instructed using the GGDLE model.  

Research Question One-English Reading Results  

Woodcock-Munoz Results in English Reading. The WMLS-R rendered results 

in English and Spanish for the GGDLE student group these data indicate that 12 of 42 

students that were proficient readers in English. When examining WMLS-R results for 

the GGDLE Student Group, 42 students on Campus A were identified as limited English 

language proficient students (N=42) that had valid Woodcock-Munoz (WMLS-R) results 

in English and Spanish from kindergarten to fifth grade. A summary of reading 

proficiency results as determined by the RPI score on the Woodcock-Munoz assessment 

were provided in Figure 10. A student who scored lower than 85 RPI in English in 

reading are determined as being in need of bilingual education instruction (Alvarado, 

Ruef, & Schrank, 2005). A student who scored higher than 85 RPI in English in reading 

are eligible to participate in English only instruction (Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005) 

demonstrating mastery. Twenty nine percent of students in the GGDLE student group 

were proficient readers in English. These results indicate that a majority of the students 

who were instructed for five years using the GGDLE Model were not proficient readers 

in English as determined by WMLS-R assessment.  
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TELPAS Results in English Reading. An examination of the TELPAS results 

indicates that only 57% of students in GGDLE student group were proficient readers in 

English. Students’ reading achievement data on TELPAS, an assessment instrument in 

Texas used to assess English reading and language proficiency for ELLs, were reviewed 

for the GGDLE student group.  Results for this assessment are reported by the state based 

on four categories: speaking, listening, reading, and writing. The reading proficiency 

rating came from the multiple-choice TELPAS reading test. State reports released from 

TEA include a reading comprehension score in English for each ELL student as 

summarized in Table 8. Students who received a composite score of four were considered 

proficient readers in English, while students receiving a score point of 3.5 or below were 

considered non-proficient readers in English (Texas Education Agency, 2014). The data 

collected for TELPAS demonstrates that 24 of 42 students received an English reading 

comprehension score of 4.0 and above indicating a little over half of the students were 

considered proficient readers as determined by TELPAS.  

STAAR Results in English Reading.  Students in the GGDLE student group are 

assessed on STAAR in Spanish or English based on eligibility. Results on the English 

STAAR reading assessment indicated that thirty students in GGDLE student group were 

eligible to take the assessment in English. Eighteen of these students met standards on the 

STAAR English assessment. Based on these findings it has been determined many 

students on Campus A that were instructed for five years using the GGDLE Model were 

proficient readers in English.  

Summary of English Reading Results. An examination of WMLS-R, TELPAS 

and STAAR English reading results demonstrate that most students who were instructed 
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using the Gomez and Gomez Model on Campus A have not developed reading 

proficiency in English (L2). Much of the dual language instruction research show when 

students take nationally normed tests such as the WMLS-R they are more difficult than 

locally developed assessments. Student achievement data were examined on three 

instruments to determine whether students were bilingual and biliterate. Findings indicate 

that only 29% achieved mastery in English reading on WMLS-R, 57% on TELPAS, 60% 

on STAAR. Based on these data more students were successful on TELPAS and STAAR 

in English reading than those students who were successful on the WMLS-R, the 

nationally norm English reading proficiency assessment.  

Research Question One- Spanish Reading Results.  

Woodcock-Munoz Spanish Reading Results. WMLS-R also tests students’ 

reading proficiency in Spanish reading. Thirty-nine of the 42 students tested were 

proficient readers in Spanish (L1).  Results for this assessment were significantly 

different from reading proficiency results in English. Ninety three percent of students in 

the GGDLE student group were proficient readers in Spanish. Reading results in Spanish 

were determined using the RPI score provided for WMLS-R. Data collected on the 

Spanish WMLS-R indicate that after five years of instruction using the GGDLE Model 

students 93% of these students were proficient readers in Spanish (L1). 

STAAR Spanish Reading Results. Twelve of students on Campus A were 

eligible to take the Spanish STAAR assessment. Two of the twelve students administered 

the STAAR assessment met standard on this assessment. Based on data collected from 

the STAAR assessments after five years of instruction using the GGDLE model only 
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17% of students met standard in Spanish reading, indicating that most students tested 

were not proficient in Spanish.  

Summary of Spanish Reading Results.  Dual Language instructional models are 

additive for Spanish-speaking students. The GGDLE Model indicates that fifty percent of 

the instruction is delivered in English and the other fifty percent is delivered in Spanish 

and it is designed to teach children a second language in a natural way through subject 

content instruction and everyday classroom conversation (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 

2005). Although the model rendered impressing results in the research with the inclusion 

of research based strategies, research on Campus A indicated more students were 

proficient in Spanish than in English as determined by the WMLS-R results.  However, 

several testers were not proficient Spanish readers as indicated by STAAR reading results 

where only 17% of students who took the assessment in Spanish met standard.  

Research Question Two 

Research Question Two- English Language Results 

Woodcock-Munoz Results in English Language.  The CALP score assigned for 

WMLS-R was used to determine the language proficiency of students in the GGDLE 

student group. English proficiency on WMLS-R is reported on a scale of one through six, 

with one being “negligible proficiency” and six being “very advanced” proficiency, 

comparing English-learners with their fluent English peers of the same age or grade level 

(Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005).  Students who scored a CALP 4 were categorized as 

having acquired the academic language proficiency required to perform successfully in 

an English only classroom (Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005). Seventeen students scored 

above a CALP 4 in English language proficiency. 
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TELPAS Results in English Language.  The TELPAS language proficiency 

scores indicated the overall level of English language proficiency were determined from 

listening and speaking ratings (Texas Education Agency, 2014). The language 

proficiency score ranged from one to four. The language rating indicated whether the 

student’s performance in English was at the beginning, intermediate, advanced, or 

advanced high level (Texas Education Agency, 2014).  Forty five percent of the students 

were proficient in the English language based on the TELPAS results. Findings from the 

TELPAS English language assessment indicate that 19 of 42 students met mastery 

standard of four. 

Summary of English Language Results. Measures of English language 

proficiency are of immense value to ELL students as they have the greatest impact on 

their academic life. Such measures inform decisions on classification, curriculum 

planning, and participation in content-based assessments in English. It is then imperative 

that multiple assessments are used to determine English language proficiency for ELL 

students. Campus A determined English language proficiency using the Woodcock-

Munoz Assessment and TELPAS. Assessment data collected in this study indicated that 

17% of students in the GGDLE were proficient in English on WMLS-R and 45% were 

proficient on TELPAS. Based on an examination of these findings it is concluded that 

many students who were instructed for five years using the GGDLE model were not 

proficient in the English language as determine by WMLS-R and TELPAS.  

Research Question Two - Spanish Language Results  

Woodcock-Munoz Spanish Language Results. Language proficiency results in 

Spanish for the GGDLE student group indicated 52% percent of students were proficient 
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in Spanish after five years of instruction using the GGDLE model. Spanish proficiency 

on WMLS-R is reported on a scale of one through six, with one being “negligible 

proficiency” and six being “very advanced” proficiency, comparing Spanish-learners 

with their fluent Spanish-speaking peers of the same age or grade level (Alvarado, Ruef, 

& Schrank, 2005).  Students who scored a CALP 4 were categorized as having acquired 

academic Spanish reading proficiency required to perform successful in a Spanish 

classroom (Alvarado, Ruef, & Schrank, 2005).  These results indicate that many students 

were proficient in Spanish after five years of participation in instruction using the 

GGDLE Model.  

Research Question Three- Survey Results  

Likert Scale Items.  Research question three led the researcher to examine and 

describe the teacher perceptions of leadership support and structures that were in place on 

Campus A to assist with implementing GGLDE with fidelity. Responses are reported on 

the Likert Scale based on the following: one = strongly agree (most favorable); 

two=agree (favorable); three= undecided (neutral); four= disagree (unfavorable); five = 

strongly disagree (least favorable). An examination of teacher perceptions gathered from 

a 13-question survey with three open-ended responses focused on two areas: teacher 

perception of leadership support and structures on Campus A. Survey question one of the 

teacher perception survey indicate most teachers gave a most favorable rating showing 

that teachers perceived their principal had knowledge of instruction using the GGDLE 

model. Question two results show most teachers gave a most favorable rating indicating 

teachers perceived their principal was a good resource for information about GGDLE.  

Question three results show most teachers gave a most favorable rating indicating that 
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their principal was assertive with meeting their professional development needs. Question 

four results show the majority of student gave a favorable rating indicating their principal 

set high expectations for teaching and learning in English and Spanish. Question five 

results show most teachers gave a most favorable rating indicating their principal support 

the goal of students having high reading and language proficiency in English and 

Spanish. Survey questions one through five involving leadership supported indicated that 

over 85% of teachers on Campus A perceived adequate support was provided by the 

principal to implement GGDLE.  

Questions six through eight of the teacher perception survey involving the 

teachers’ perceptions of structures on Campus A while instructing using the GGDLE 

instructional model were embedded in the survey questions and framed by the phrase “I 

believe” with topics such as alignment with district goals, promoting bilingualism and 

biliteracy, teacher planning, and student achievement. Survey questions six, I believe 

dual language instructional model utilized on our campus is aligned with district language 

goals, received a favorable rating from 50% of  teachers responding to the survey, 

indicating teachers perceive goals for the dual language program is aligned to language 

goals for the district. Question seven, I believe we have a campus-wide plan for 

promoting bilingualism and biliteracy, received a most favorable rating, indicating 

teachers perceived bilingualism and biliteracy was promoted on Campus A. Question 

eight, I believe teachers work effectively in grade level teams to brainstorm ways to 

combine content and language objectives in lessons, received a most favorable rating, 

indicating teachers were provided with the opportunity to plan instruction with other 

teachers. Questions eight through six involving leadership structures indicated that more 
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than 80% of teachers on Campus A perceived that there were structures in place on 

Campus A that supported bilingualism, teacher planning, student achievement, and 

alignment with district goals for ELLs. These findings indicated teachers agreed that 

there were structures in place that supported instruction using GGDLE. This is shown in 

Tables 9 and 10.  

Questions nine, I believe the GGDLE instructional model is effective for helping 

students to become proficient in English and Spanish, received a favorable rating 

indicating students did believe that students became more proficient in English and 

Spanish as results of instruction using GGDLE.  The average rating for question nine is 

1.8 indicating that most teachers agree that the Gomez and Gomez Dual Language 

Enrichment model (GGDLE) is effective for helping students develop proficiency in 

English and Spanish. Question ten, I believe GGDLE is effective for helping students to 

become biliterate, received mostly favorable responses. Based on findings from the 

Teacher Perception Survey questions one through ten, it can be concluded that teachers 

perceive that they had sufficient support and structures in place on Campus A to instruct 

with fidelity using the GGDLE model.  

Open-Ended Response Items. Questions eleven through thirteen led the 

investigator to examine and describe open-ended response questions from the teacher 

perception survey about support and structures on Campus A for instructing using the 

GGDLE instructional model. The purpose of these questions was to allow for additional 

detailed responses from teachers by allowing teachers to explain and clarify their 

perceptions about GGDLE as utilized on Campus A.  Teacher responses indicated 

repeated ideas from teachers. These ideas included: lack of clarity in articulation across 
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grade level, fidelity of instruction, and lack of district level support, and alignment with 

district goals. This is shown in Table 20. Based on the findings from the open-ended 

survey questions provided, it was concluded that some teachers on Campus A perceived 

that they had adequate support and structure to instruct using the GGDLE instructional 

model. When teacher participants were given the opportunity to elaborate, some 

respondents cited lack of knowledge, clarity about the articulation guide used for 

instruction using the GGDLE instructional model for both principal and teachers, and 

lack of alignment with district goals for ELLs as barriers to implementing the model with 

fidelity. Findings are summarized in Chapter 4 in Tables 18-20. 

Summary of Discussion of Results.  The results of the quantitative section of the 

study is consistent with much of the research on one way dual language models that 

indicate that a minimum of six years of bilingual instruction is needed with eight years 

preferable for full gap closure in L2 when there are no English-speaking peers enrolled in 

the bilingual classes (Collier & Thomas, 2004). Collier and Thomas concluded in their 

2004 research that both one-way and two-way bilingual programs lead to grade-level and 

above-grade-level achievement in second language. Groups of English learners attending 

one-way bilingual classes typically reached grade level achievement in second language 

by seventh or eighth grade, scoring slightly above grade level through the remainder of 

their schooling (Collier &Thomas, 2004). Based on the quantitative findings for research 

questions one and two it can be concluded that even when ELLs are instructed with any 

combination of best instructional practices: bilingual pairs, conceptual refinement, 

project-based learning, and use of student-generated vocabulary students acquiring a 
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second language need more than five years of participation in any bilingual education 

program to demonstrate achievement in L2 becoming bilingual and biliterate.  

Research question three examined and described the teacher perception of leadership 

support and structures that were available to implement the program with fidelity. An 

examination of teacher perceptions gathered from a 13-question survey focused on two 

areas: leadership support and structures. Leary and Hernandez (2011) cited inadequate 

training for instructional leadership as one of the challenges leading to gaps in bilingual 

education. Leithwood and Jantzi (2006) identified three categories of leadership practice: 

(1) setting direction, (2) developing people, and (3) redesigning the organization. It was 

found that these actions significantly affect teacher capacity and classroom instruction. 

This theory implies that a school leader implementing a bilingual education program 

would  need to (Leithwood & Janzi, 2006): build school vision and goals for the program; 

provide intellectual stimulation; offering individualized support to teachers struggling 

with program implementation; symbolize professional program practices and values; 

demonstrate high performance expectations through fidelity of implementation; and 

developing structures to foster participation in school decisions (Leithwood, 1994; 

Leithwood, Jantzi, &Steinbach, 1999).  Based on teacher survey findings for questions 

one through eight on the teacher perception survey, majority of teachers believed there 

were adequate support and structures provided to implement the GGDLE model with 

fidelity.  

  Open-ended responses questions eleven through 13 revealed repeated about 

model implementation from teachers. These ideas include: Clarity with key elements of 

the program, social interaction with non-Spanish speaking peers, alignment with district 
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goals and support, better relationships with parents, and successful academic progress.  

When teachers were allowed to expound upon GGDLE support and structures in open-

ended responses five teachers cited lack of clarity with key elements of GGDLE. Two 

teacher expressed key elements such as conceptual refinement and language of the day 

were difficult for teachers to implement with fidelity. One teacher commented, “I don’t 

think I always know what conceptual refinement means.” Another teacher shared she 

struggled with, “Remembering when to teach what and what language to speak on what 

day.” Another repeated idea was interaction with non-Spanish speaking peers, seven 

teachers shared that students had very little interaction with English speaking students 

who did not participate in the program. According to Collier and Thomas (2004) how the 

dual language models are implemented can influence the rate at which ELLs close the 

gap. Important principles of dual language include a minimum of six years of bilingual 

instruction with English learners not segregated, a focus on the core academic curriculum 

rather than a watered-down version, high-quality language arts instruction in both 

languages and integrated into thematic units, separation of the two languages with no 

translation or repeated lessons in the other language, use of the non-English language at 

least 50 percent of the instructional time and as much as 90 percent in the early grades, 

and use of collaborative and interactive teaching strategies (Thomas & Collier, 2004).  

Alignment of program vision was cited by three teachers as being a disadvantage.  

When teachers were asked in what ways does the instructional leaders on your campus 

provide a clearly defined organized process for instructing using Gomez and Gomez Dual 

Language Enrichment model? Four teachers indicated they were provided opportunities 

for planning, three indicated although they were provided opportunities for planning they 
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did not plan together and five teachers indicated they lacked district support for GGDLE. 

Seven teachers listed an advantage of the GGDLE model was better relationships with 

parents. Teachers perceived this interaction with parents supported the learning 

environment for students. Five teachers shared they perceived their students were 

successful in learning using the GGDLE model.  Based on an examination of these 

perception data it can be concluded that most teachers did perceive that they had adequate 

support and structures in place on Campus A to instruct with fidelity using the GGDLE 

model. However, some teachers shared a few concerns about the implementation of 

GGDLE on Campus A as it relates to clarity with some program elements, interaction 

with non-Spanish speaking peers, and alignment with district goals as expressed in the 

open-ended responses. There is a body of research that concludes when bilingual 

programs are implemented with fidelity and with appropriate leadership support and 

structures it can render astounding results for both language minority and language 

majority students (Lindholm-Leary, 2005; Baker, 2006; Freeman & Freeman, Mercuri, 

2005). 

Implications for School Leaders 

Current challenges with implementation.  Dual language education and 

research goes beyond the study of language but more broadly the study of education and 

social justice. As researchers embark upon further research on dual language education, 

issues such as immigration policies must be explored as this still have a significant 

impact and implication for dual language research and programs.  As instructional leaders 

began to consider programs similar to GGDLE in their districts and on their prospective 

campuses, it is imperative that during this collaborative process the following questions 
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are explored: Are the necessary ingredients here for a successful program? Will the 

model that works in that school district work in ours? What would happen if we . . . ? 

What do the students need to help them maintain their Spanish proficiency? And so on. It 

is apparent based on the findings in this study that although the basic goals and features 

of one-way bilingual education are fairly well defined; a few issues of implementation 

are not. Students on Campus A are not consistently meeting bilingual and biliteracy goal 

as stated in GGDLE. Districts embarking upon a journey to implement such a model 

would need to first know the challenges that have led to the gaps in bilingual instruction 

programs: 

1. Student literacy in the primary language is not adequately measured to 

determine biliteracy goals. 

2. Assessment measures used are not aligned with bilingual education program 

vision and goals. 

3. Education systems are not aligning bilingual program goals and practices with 

those of high-stakes national examinations and assessments.  

4. Many programs do not support adequate training for Instructional Leadership 

resulting in inadequate bilingual program implementation (Leary & 

Hernandez, 2011): 

Leaders will need to start collaborative conversations with stakeholders who are 

interested in implementing a successful dual language program. This will help 

educational systems adequately plan and think through solutions in their prospective 

districts and campuses for these challenges.  District level personnel should ensure 

consideration is given to adequate alignment of assessment practices, material and human 
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resources, funding, professional development initiatives, community involvement 

initiatives and evaluation practices to implement a successful program. Campus A 

experienced some difficulty in implementing the one-way dual language model as 

determined by open-ended responses collected from teachers due to inadequate district 

and campus structures and supports for successful implementation. This research study 

implies that instructional leaders must set high expectation and implementation goals for 

dual language program initiatives, because it is an essential part of program success.   

Program alignment. As discussed in some detail in the literary review, there are 

many variations in program design. Currently, we can only assume the consequences of 

selecting one program over another. Instructional leaders must know that there may be 

different outcomes for students whose programs use different amounts of language 

exposure for L1 and L2 (50/50 vs 90/10). Assumptions are made that a higher level of L2 

used for instruction will lead to higher proficiency levels, but other variables may 

intervene. Variables such as: distribution of the languages of instruction (time based vs. 

content based), sociocultural factors in the school and community (attitude towards L2 

and prior inter-group relations), and demographic features may also effect program 

design and must be considered prior to program implementation (Freeman & Freeman, 

Mercuri, 2005). This was demonstrated in this research in the open-ended teacher 

perception data findings that revealed implementation of the one-way model on Campus 

A resulted in a cultural rift amongst teachers and students on Campus A. One teacher 

participant was cited as saying, “Some teachers shelter their student and they don’t get to 

socialize with other students who are not bilingual.” Another teacher shared, “Parents 

struggle with releasing students from the program when it is time because they want them 
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to stay in bilingual classes away from monolingual students and teachers.” These 

comments indicate that some teachers perceived that students participating in the 

bilingual classroom did not socialize with the other students and they were segregated 

from other students. Much of the research on dual language one-way programs suggest 

that this model is only implement in demographic contexts where there are few or no 

native English speakers in the schools. When implementing any bilingual education 

program it is imperative that it is aligned with District and campus goals and that it 

implemented with fidelity to render the best results.  

Further program development. Another concern for instructional leaders is that 

one-way and two-way programs are relatively young. Following the common practice of 

adding a grade level each year, these programs will soon be forced to address the 

question of what happens to their students after elementary school. If they move to an all-

English program, their L1 language development may be halted and is likely to decline. 

Some researchers recommend continuing substantial amounts of content instruction in the 

L1 in a dual language program, along with appropriate levels of language arts, in order 

for the students to maintain and continue to develop L1 language proficiency. In theory 

this idea is simple however the described plan implemented in an educational system 

would run into substantial practical barriers on a secondary campuses such as: access to 

highly qualified teachers, scheduling, graduation requirements, and implementing in-

school intervention systems. Student interest also becomes a factor, will students want to 

continue participation in dual language models beyond elementary school. Serious 

attention must be given soon to identifying practical strategies for providing effective 

continuation of dual language models at the secondary level.  
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Implications for Further Research  

Effect on sociocultural and climate. Much of the current research on dual 

language models emphasis the benefit of implementing a program that effectively 

educate both language minority and majority students (Lindholm-Leary, 2005; Baker, 

2006; Freeman & Freeman, Mercuri, 2005).  As indicated in the teacher open-ended 

responses only teachers perceived bilingual students interaction with non-ELL students 

was minimal. Based on teacher perception the GGDLE one-way program created a 

culture that caused ELLs to be separated from the general education population from 

quality and discouraged collaboration between teachers as indicated in open-ended 

response transcripts in Appendix C. Teachers were cited as saying, “Parents struggle with 

releasing students from the program when it is time because they want them to stay in 

bilingual classes away from monolingual students and teachers.” Although, it is apparent 

that this was not the intent it does pose questions for future research on the dual language 

one-way program implementation effect on sociocultural factors and school climate. The 

results of the study are viewed as a preliminary effort by the principal researcher to 

determine the short and long term effects of this type of instructional model.  Large 

cohorts are needed where students, teachers, parents, and school leaders can be studied in 

the school environment, as these relate to shared decision making, discipline decisions, 

planning, and school and community norms.   

Diverse dual language models.  Another area of interest is the development of 

programs in diverse languages. Currently most programs operate in Spanish and English 

(Howard, Sugarman, & Christian, 2003).  This is obviously a direct result of 

demographic features of contemporary schools. However, as indicated on Figure 6 a 
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significant numbers of speakers of Vietnamese, Chinese, and Korean do exist in District 

A, and many other language enter U.S. schools each year.  One barrier for implementing 

programs in other language is attitudes of stakeholders in the community. Stakeholders 

(especially the parents of potential students) often times fail to see the value in learning 

(or maintaining) the language proficiency in L1, so they will not support the program by 

enrolling their children or committing resources to it. Additionally, access to resources, 

including qualified teachers, texts, and sources of support must be considered as these 

factors can serve as barriers to program implementation. Presently, two-way programs 

operate in Cantonese, Korean, Japanese, Russian, Portuguese, and French, and we can 

observe them for guidance for the future. Often specific questions arise about programs in 

languages that do not share the English alphabet such as: Chinese, Russian, and Arabic, 

that are specifically related to the development of literacy skills and the transfer of skills 

and knowledge between the two languages. Further research should help us address such 

questions. 
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APPENDIX A 

  

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Undecided Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

1. Our principal is knowledgeable about 

the GGDLE model. 

    

 

    

2. Our principal is a good resource for 

information about GGDLE 

implementation. 
    

 

    

3. Our principal is assertive about 

supporting our professional development 

needs for providing instruction using 

GGDLE?     

 

    

4. Our principal sets high expectations for 

teaching and learning in English and 

Spanish 
    

 

    

5. Our principal supports the goal of 

students having high reading and 

language proficiency in two languages. 

 
    

 

    

6. I believe dual language instructional 

model utilized on our campus is aligned 

with district language goals. 
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7. I believe we have a campus-wide plan 

for promoting bilingualism and 

biliteracy. 
    

 

    

8. I believe teachers work effectively in 

grade level teams to brainstorm ways to 

combine content and language 

objectives in lessons. 

    

 

    

9. I believe the GGDLE instructional 

model is effective for helping students to 

become proficient in English and 

Spanish. 

    

 

    

10. I believe the GGDLE is effective for 

helping students to become biliterate. 
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APPENDIX B  

Teacher Open-Ended Response Survey Questions  

1. In your time instructing using the Gomez and Gomez Dual Language Enrichment model 

what have you found to be the advantages and disadvantages of this model as 

implemented on Campus A? 

2. How do you find students who participate in instruction using the Gomez and Gomez 

Dual Language Enrichment model on your campus perform academically and socially in 

both English and Spanish 

3. In what ways does the instructional leaders on your campus provide a clearly defined 

organized process for instructing using Gomez and Gomez Dual Language Enrichment 

model? 
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APPENDIX C 

 

 Disadvantages of 

Model  

 Advantages of Model   Student Assessment 

 

 Perceived program 

effect on student 

progress 

 
1 Sometimes it is difficult 

to keep up with the 

Language of the Day and 

what content should be in 

what language.  

1 “Spanish language has a 

more positive 

connotation.”  

1 GGDLE is good for re-

teaching and small 

group. 

1 I think my kids 

do well.  

2 Conceptual Refinement 

I don’t think I always 

know what that mean.  

2 I parents like that we 

are teaching in the 

native language. 

2 What language do I 

test my bilingual 

students? That is 

always confusing. 

2 When I get kids from 

Kinder they don’t know 

their alphabets or 

sounds in English. I 

don’t see much 

progress. 

3 When we prepare for 

STAAR on campus, I 

know my kiddos need 

this preparation but we 

are stuck doing GGDLE. 

I feel like this is why they 

are not prepared. 

3 Bilingual teachers have 

better relationships 

with parents.  

3    I think my kiddos 

should get the same 

intervention as all the 

other students they 

have to take the same 

test.  

3 “It depends on the 

student.” 
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 Disadvantages of 

Model  

 Advantages of Model   Student Assessment 

 

 Perceived program 

effect on student 

progress 

 
4 “I know it is important 

to have Student 

Generated Vocabulary 

but that seem like too 

big of a focus on it with 

GGDLE.” 

 

 

 

4 It separates 

bilingual students 

from all other 

students to ensure 

they are learning.  

 

 

4 “It is hard to get grades 

that show individual 

student progress 

because they are 

always paired.” 

 

4 Well, I think it help 

students in the long-

run if they stay in the 

program long 

enough.  

5 It separate student 

groups on our campus 

bilingual vs. 

monolingual 

5 “Parents love it!”  5 “When do you assess 

with this program?” 

 

5 “Some teachers 

follow the program 

so they do good.” 

5  They don’t get a chance to 

integrate with other 

students, so socially it 

keeps our students apart.  

5 Students get to work 

in pairs.  

5 “Understanding when to 

intervene and when to do 

conceptual refinement is 

my biggest struggle as a 

teacher.” 

5 “We didn’t meet 

AYP.” 

6 Parents struggle with 

releasing students from 

the program when it is 

time because they want 

them to stay in bilingual 

classes away from 

monolingual students and 

teachers. 

6 “It’s good for 

parents.” 

6 They have to pass 

STAAR. 

6 “Campus wide I 

would have to 

say no.” 
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 Disadvantages of 

Model  

 Advantages of Model   Student Assessment 

 

 Perceived program 

effect on student 

progress 

 
7 “Remembering when 

to teach what and what 

language to speak on 

what day.” 

7 “I feel a closer 

connection with my 

parents. I have brothers 

and sisters that I have 

taught we are tight knit.” 

7 They do good on 

TELPAS just not 

STAAR. 

7 “Very little.” 

9 “It’s hard not to code 

switch.” 

9 “The parents are 

helpful and it allows 

them to become 

more involved.” 

9 “Some of my kids are 

good test takers.” 

9  “Not according to the 

district.” 

10 “I feel out of the 

loop on my team 

sometimes! It’s hard 

for us to plan 

together.” 

10 I like my parents. 10  “My 5th graders are not 

ready for English 

assessments.” 

10  It’s a slow process for 

our ELL’s they just 

simply need more time to 

learn English. 

11 I hate the fall and 

spring visits they are 

scheduled at 

inconvenient times.  

11 Spanish is the “high” 

language and that’s 

different for us. 

 

11 None 11 “Not in third grade.” 

12 I was in an English 

only class. I learned 

the language quick. 

This just keep our 

students back.  

 Students get to keep their 

native language  

 Our students are not 

prepared for STAAR 

because they are still 

learning the language. 

 Pre-K thru 2nd perform 

well, when they have to 

test that is when it get 

difficult for them. 
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APPENDIX D  

 Grade level articulation 

across grade level 

 Campus Support and Structures 

 

 District Support and Structure 

1 “My students are not prepared 

when they get to me.” 

1 “Our LPAC Administrator know 

but not the principal.”  

1 “I hate the fall and spring visits! We get 

very little feedback and we spend days 

preparing for those visits.” 

2 “I am not sure what other 

grades do.” 

2 “She doesn’t like the GGDLE 

program. I hear we are 

changing it.” 

2 “This district requires 30 bilingual 

hours a years and it is always the 

same stuff. Never things we need to 

know. “ 

3 None 3  They need to let us spend our 

PLC time doing what we need 

to do. It is a waste. 

3 “I love the district trainings! Our 

District ESL Coordinator is so 

helpful.” 

4 Some teachers shelter their 

student and they don’t get to 

socialize with  

other students who are not 

bilingual.  

4 Our announcements are in 

English and Spanish. It 

takes forever.  

4 My friends from other campuses don’t 

use this model. 

5 “4th and 5th always talk 

about instruction.” 

5 “She is nice and I know 

she want the best for our 

students.” 

5 “District doesn’t help us.” 

6 Students are coming to 1st 

grade not knowing English at 

all. 

6 I like that we have lots of 

resources to us and the 

teachers on my grade level 

are nice. 

6 “They are on us about not meeting AYP 

but they don’t try to help.” 
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7 2nd grade need to teach 

more English. My 3rd 

graders are testing and they 

know very little English.  

7 “Both languages are promoted.”  7 “They never defend us when GGDLE 

come to visit our campus. They tell us to 

do one thing and pretend they didn’t 

when GGDLE come.”  

9 Some teachers just teach in 

one language because it’s 

easier 

9 “Parents decide entry into 

bilingual programs.” 

9 “They help sometimes.” 

10 Parents are afraid when 

students exit.  

10 “I wish they would support 

reading in both languages more.” 

10 “They don’t know what we do with this 

program a lot of the time.” 

11 “We plan together.” 11 Our principal push us to use both 

languages. 

11 None 

12 None 12 None 12  “They only complain no support.” 


