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ABSTRACT 

District and school-based administrators are faced with the challenge of 

responding to strict legislative demands, dealing with the coupling effect of increasing 

necessities and decreasing budgets, while at the same time, keeping up with educational 

reform and increasing student achievement. ―High-stakes‖ testing is the primary method 

through which student achievement is measured, and research findings indicate that there 

is a disproportionate impact of testing on minority children and how it denies them the 

right to an adequate education. With the Hispanic population growing at a rapid pace, 

meeting the needs of English language learners (ELLs) is key. The purpose of this 

research was to provide research and data examining the effectiveness of the Traditional 

bilingual program and the Developmental bilingual program in terms of academic 

success on the fifth-grade Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) Reading 

and Mathematics scores amongst eight elementary schools in a large urban school 

district. In addition, this study sought to define the effectiveness of bilingual education by 

examining the experiences, knowledge, and perceptions of principals who were involved 

in bilingual programs at their schools. 

Data was collected through a mixed-methods research approach. Subsequently 

quantitative data was obtained through archival test scores from selected students in a 

large urban school district, while the qualitative portion was conducted via structured, 

open-ended interviews with principals. The findings support that students served under 
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the Developmental bilingual program outperform students served under the Traditional 

bilingual program on the fifth-grade TAKS Reading and TAKS Math assessments.  

This study‘s findings also provided some significance to existing literature supporting 

bilingual education in terms of students with strong native-language proficiency are more 

likely to develop greater English proficiency, and native language instruction bolsters 

English language learners‘ academic success.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



viii 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

Chapter                                                                                                  Page 

I.      INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................1 

Introduction ..................................................................................................1 

Definition of Key Terms ..............................................................................4 

Rationale ......................................................................................................6 

Background of the Problem .........................................................................8 

Statement of the Problem and Research Questions ...................................10 

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

  

II.      REVIEW OF LITERATURE.............................................................................13 

Introduction ................................................................................................13 

History of Bilingual Education ..................................................................16 

English Language Learners........................................................................21 

Models of Bilingual Education Program ...................................................23 

Programs for English Language Learners..................................................28 

Challenges in Bilingual Education .............................................................30 

Advocates for Bilingual Education ............................................................32 

School Leadership ......................................................................................33 

Empirical Studies .......................................................................................34 

Theoretical Frameworks ............................................................................43 

Accountability and ―High-Stakes‖ Testing ................................................47 

Summary ....................................................................................................50 

III.      METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES .......................................................54 

Introduction ................................................................................................54 

 Research Questions ....................................................................................55 

 Participants .................................................................................................55 

Population ..................................................................................................56 

Bilingual Programs within HISD ...............................................................57 

Sample........................................................................................................58 

Informed Consent.......................................................................................59 

Data Sources ..............................................................................................60 

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) ...............................61 



ix 

 

Student Retention .......................................................................................62 

Special Education Students ........................................................................63 

Research Design.........................................................................................63 

Procedures ..................................................................................................64 

Data Collection ..........................................................................................64 

Data Analysis .............................................................................................65 

Quantitative Analysis .....................................................................65 

Qualitative Analysis .......................................................................65 

Summary ....................................................................................................66 

IV.      RESULTS .........................................................................................................68 

Introduction ................................................................................................68 

 Research Location Site and Participants ....................................................69 

 Data Analysis Procedure ............................................................................71 

Quantitative Findings .................................................................................72 

Research Question One ..............................................................................72 

Research Question Two. ............................................................................74 

Qualitative Findings ...................................................................................79 

Research Question Theme Categories .......................................................79 

Research Question 3 ..................................................................................80 

Thematic Category One .................................................................81 

Thematic Category Two ................................................................82 

Thematic Category Three ..............................................................85 

Research Question Four .............................................................................89 

Thematic Category Four ..................................................................89 

Research Question Five .............................................................................90 

Thematic Category Five .................................................................90 

Thematic Category Six ..................................................................91 

Summary ....................................................................................................94 

 

V.      SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSION ...................................95 

Introduction ................................................................................................95 

 Overview of the Study ...............................................................................96 

 Findings......................................................................................................96 

Research Question One ..............................................................................96 



x 

 

Research Question Two. ............................................................................97 

Research Question Three ...........................................................................97 

Thematic Category One .................................................................98 

Thematic Category Two ................................................................98 

Thematic Category Three ..............................................................98 

Research Question Four .............................................................................99 

Thematic Category Four ................................................................99 

Research Question Five ...........................................................................100 

Thematic Category Five ...............................................................100 

Thematic Category Six ................................................................100 

Limitations ...............................................................................................101 

Recommendations ....................................................................................101 

Implications..............................................................................................102 

Conclusion ...............................................................................................104 

 

REFERENCES .........................................................................................................106 

APPENDICES ..........................................................................................................118 

               Appendix A. HISD Approval to Conduct Research ..................................119 

    Appendix B. Email Invitation to Principals ...............................................121 

    Appendix C. Informed Consent Form .......................................................123 

 

    Appendix D. Principal Interview Responses .............................................125 

 



xi 

 

 LIST OF TABLES 

 

Table                                                                                                 Page 

 4.1  Demographics of Cohorts in Elementary Schools Included in Study ........70 

4.2  Demographics of Total Students Included in Study  .................................71 

4.3  Comparison of Students Meeting Standard on Reading TAKS.................72 

4.4  Comparison of Students Obtaining Commended Performance on Reading 

TAKS .........................................................................................................73 

4.5  Comparison of Students Meeting Standard on Math TAKS .....................75 

4.6  Comparison of Students Obtaining Commended Performance on Math  

                TAKS ..........................................................................................................76 

4.7  Theme Categories, Data Sources, and Related Questions .........................79 

4.8  Breakdown of Administrator Experiences .................................................81 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



xii 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

 

Figure                                                                                                  Page 

 3.1  Interview Questions for Principals.............................................................61 

4.1  Percentage of Students Meeting Minimum Standard on Reading  

  TAKS by Cohort ........................................................................................74 

 4.2  Percentage of Students Meeting Minimum Standard on Math  

 TAKS by Cohort ........................................................................................77 

 4.3  Percentage of Students Meeting Minimum Standard on TAKS ................78 

 4.4  Percentage of Students Meeting Commended Level on TAKS .................78 

 4.5  Principal‘s Self-Ratings of Effectiveness of Bilingual Programs ..............86 

  



 
 

 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Throughout the present researcher‘s experience in education – which entails 13 

years of work in five different schools consisting of predominantly Hispanic students – 

many questions have been raised regarding the effectiveness of bilingual programs.  Yet, 

rather than simply let such questions linger, the researcher intends for this study of the 

data related to bilingual program effectiveness within his current district to serve as part 

of an overall solution.  During the current age of ―high stakes‖ testing and accountability, 

district and school-based administrators are faced with the challenge of responding to 

critical issues that affect the education of our students.  These demands are driven 

directly by the following three, inter-dependent factors – namely, (a) dealing with 

increasing necessities, (b) adjusting to ever-narrowing budgets at both federal and state 

funding levels, and (c) keeping pace with the expectations associated with educational 

reform and accountability measures (e.g. increasing test scores).  

In lieu of troubling financial times and greater accountability, programs are being 

reviewed for improvement or change. Therefore, the purpose of this research was to 

provide research and data examining the effectiveness of bilingual education in terms of 

academic success on the fifth-grade Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) 

Reading and Mathematics scores amongst eight elementary schools in a large urban 

school district. This study also sought to define the effectiveness of bilingual education 

by examining the experiences, knowledge, and perception of principals who are involved 

in bilingual programs at their schools. 
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The subject of accountability includes graduation rates, dropout rates, student 

attendance, as well as the examination of the number of students enrolled in a wide 

variety of programs, such as special education, gifted and talented, bilingual programs, 

and English as a second language (ESL). In addition, accountability is closely monitored 

through a variety achievement factors and indicators, such as report card grades, failure 

rates, and standardized testing results. Specifically, in Texas, the primary achievement 

indicator for students at the local level is called the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and 

Skills Test (TAKS). According to Doran (2003), educational reform has made states and 

local districts more accountable for improving instruction and student achievement while 

challenged with increasing parental and community confidence in their schools. Many 

districts throughout the country have adopted some form of district-wide curriculum 

standards and stronger instructional programs for this very reason. Jerald (2003) also 

states, ―Good teaching will always depend on individual classroom teachers, but 

responsibility for it cannot be left up to individual classroom teachers. Schools and 

districts need to do their share‖ (p. 14).  Most states have adopted or are adopting student 

accountability programs as a means of implementing higher academic standards, 

eliminating social promotions, and providing a level of accountability to its stakeholders. 

These programs rely on ―high-stakes‖ testing in which test results are used to determine 

important educational decisions and grade promotion or retention (Ringhauser, 2008).  

Advocates of ―high-stakes‖ testing hold that the notion of utilizing some form of 

standardized testing in deciding whether to promote or retain students is a necessary 

means of holding schools accountable to the public; thus, boosting the public‘s overall 

confidence levels of U.S. public schools (Abrams & Madaus, 2003; Doran, 2003; Jerald, 
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2003). Those in favor of this approach also claim that effective testing will mean that 

teachers teach to a better test, which is based on state curricular frameworks. Ultimately, 

such tests could motivate students to achieve new standards in education. The end result 

of such action would lead to the end of social promotion within schools, as well as the 

problems that occur when academically struggling students are promoted to subsequent 

grade levels without mastering the necessary skills in reading and math. However, 

Abrams and Madaus (2003) found that policymakers and the general public typically do 

believe that test scores provide a reliable, external, objective measure of school quality. 

These particular stakeholders view tests as symbols of order, control, and attainment.  

Those against high stakes testing argue that an increased focus on test preparation 

comes at the expense of other coursework, and that testing often drives the curriculum 

and instruction (Harvey, 2003; Wheelock, 2003). Thus, rather than delving into higher-

order and critical think skills, ―test and test-preparation oriented‖ classrooms tend to 

focus on lower-order skills and strategies, such as vocabulary development and 

memorization. Subsequently, projects, cooperative learning, and hands-on, inquiry-based 

learning are severely limited. These classrooms are typified by more drill and practice. 

With such learning environments in mind, Wheelock (2003) states, ―In the real life of 

classrooms, ‗teaching to a better test‘ is not the same as ‗better teaching‘ where it is 

needed most – in disadvantaged schools.‖ Thus, teaching to the test does not necessarily 

guarantee long-term improvements. In fact, Pedulla (2003) points out there is so much 

pressure for schools to attain – as well as maintain – high scores on state-mandated tests 

that teachers have little time to teach anything not on the test. Ultimately, the pressure of 

―high-stakes‖ testing leads to teacher frustration, students seeing education incorrectly as 
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only a means of passing a test, and parents seeing education as nothing more than 

preparing for a test. Opponents also see the disproportionate impact of ―high-stakes‖ 

testing on minority children and how it denies them the right to an adequate education. 

According to Ringhauser (2008), disadvantaged students typically begin schooling 

without many of the supports enjoyed by more advantaged students, which has resulted in 

a deepening and widening race and class gap in educational as well as employment 

opportunities.  

Definitions of Key Terms 

The following terms will be used throughout the description of this study: 

Assessment:  The collection of data used to measure the performance of a student or 

group of students. 

Bilingual Education (BE):  A program in which students receive the majority of their 

instruction in their native language with English instruction as the secondary language of 

instruction.  

Developmental Bilingual Program (DBE): A program model whereby Limited English 

Proficient (LEP) Spanish speaking students are allowed to fully develop and maintain 

their primary language while learning English. This is considered an additive bilingual 

program, and the goals of this program promote full bilingualism and biliteracy. All 

participating students receive instruction in language arts and content subjects primarily 

in Spanish in the early grades (K-3) with a grade specific amount of English as a Second 

Language instruction incorporated daily. English instruction is gradually increased 

through the grade levels (i.e., K-3) and then, by fourth grade, instruction is presented in a 

50% Spanish/50% English format. In grade five, instruction is delivered through a 40% 
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Spanish/60% English mixture. In addition, during grades four and five, the language of 

instruction is determined by content area. During students‘ fourth-grade, language arts, 

reading and mathematics are taught in Spanish, while science, social studies, and English 

literature are taught in English. Then, during students‘ fifth-grade, language arts, reading, 

mathematics, and science are taught in English, while social studies and Spanish 

literature are taught in Spanish.  

English as a Second Language (ESL) Program:  A program in which students whose 

primary language is not English receive all their instruction in English with specific 

strategies. 

English Language Learner (ELL): A person who is in the process of acquiring English 

and has a first language other than English. 

Limited English Proficient (LEP) Students:  Students who have been identified to have 

another language besides English as their primary language. LEP status is determined by 

a home language survey, which is completed when enrolling students, and then by a 

proficiency test.  

High-Stakes Assessments:  This term represents those assessments that carry serious 

consequences for students and/or for educators. Moreover, the outcomes associated with 

such testing may determine a student‘s promotion to the next grade, graduation, merit pay 

for teachers, or overall school rankings. 

Reading Achievement:  This term represents the standard set for proficiency 

demonstrated by students in reading skills, such as phonics, vocabulary, fluency, 

concepts, skills, and comprehension. 
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Math Achievement:  This term represents the standard set for proficiency demonstrated 

by students in math skills, such as operations, quantitative and spatial reasoning, 

geometry, probability and statistics, algebraic thinking, and problem solving.  

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS):  This test is the state assessment 

instrument in Texas that measures reading, mathematics, writing, science and social 

studies achievement at various grade-levels.  

Traditional Bilingual Program:  This bilingual program is a model whereby LEP students 

receive primary language instruction for concept development while acquiring 

competency in the English language. Specifically, English instruction increases annually 

through to students‘ 3
rd

 grade. Then, at during 4
th

-5
th

 grades, students who entered the 

program prior to their 3
rd

 grade progress into the pre-exit phase of the program, which 

emphasizes English instruction concurrently with maintaining introduction or 

reinforcement of concepts in the primary language.  

Rationale 

In addition to defining the concerns related to ―high-stakes‖ testing, as well as the 

social issues that public schools are faced with, it is critically important to understand the 

current student demographics within many of today‘s public schools. Over the last 

decade, the United States has experienced exponential growth in immigration. Thus, as a 

direct corollary of the growth and shift in population demographics, the number of ELLs 

enrolled in the United States public schools have nearly doubled to about five million. 

Sanchez (2007) states, ―According to U.S. government figures, English is the second 

language for approximately 5.5 million students in the United States, nearly one-tenth of 

the total U. S. student body.‖ It is evident that as the number of immigrants continues to 
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rise in the United States, the number of students who speak languages other than English 

or English language learners (ELLs) is expected to increase even more. Furthermore, 

according to Fry (2007), the linguistic minority population in the United States has 

increased by 113% during the last twenty-five years, which has literally and figuratively 

altered the face of American public education.  

According to the U. S. Department of Education – for the school year beginning 

in August 2010 – thirty-five percent of Texas children between the ages of 5 and 17 

spoke a language other than English in their homes (NCES, 2010). It has also been 

predicted that by the year 2015, ELLs in schools throughout the United States will reach 

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

be an English language learner (Sanchez, 2007; Sanchez, 2011). In order to assist ELLs 

in developing English language proficiency and literacy, many students are encouraged to 

participate in bilingual education programs that will assist in the development of their 

first and second language.  

Even though there are bilingual programs set up to educate ELLs, a significant 

number of Hispanic students are being held back in school and their dropout rates are 

alarming. These statistics and outcomes raise important questions about the effectiveness 

of bilingual education. Bilingual education is a process – namely, one that educates 

students to be effective in a second language while maintaining and nurturing their first 

language (Gallo, Garica, Pinuelas, & Youngs, 2008). Bilingual education has been the 

subject of debate for many decades; yet, we are living in a society that needs to look 

forward to world interaction and self-improvement. For instance, individuals are 

increasingly valued for the ability to speak and think in different languages. Therefore, if 
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we do not prepare our students for the future, we will undoubtedly isolate them from a 

multilingual world that involves interaction among various languages, peoples, and 

countries. And, with relation to the second item (i.e., self-improvement), teaching for all 

must include these abilities and values.  

In the United States, a quality education must prepare all students to succeed in 

the bilingual employment market, especially in Houston, Texas. It is an injustice if 

students are not given the tools necessary to learn, write, read, and experience such 

knowledge. To examine such issues, the current researcher compared and contrasted 

bilingual programs in eight elementary schools (four schools with the Traditional 

bilingual program and four schools with the Developmental bilingual program) in the 

Houston Independent School District (HISD). In addition, five principals from these 

schools were interviewed in order to gain more insight about experiences, knowledge, 

and perceptions involved in bilingual programs at their individual campuses. It is my 

prediction that the curricula reflected in the current bilingual education programs in these 

eight elementary schools are not consistent in meeting the needs of ELL students from 

school to school within the district.  

Background of the Problem 

 The Texas Education Code (TEC) (§ 29.051) requires school districts to provide 

every language minority student with the opportunity to participate in a bilingual or other 

special language program. TEC (§ 29.053) further specifies that districts must offer a 

bilingual program at the elementary grade level to ELL students whose home language is 

spoken by 20 or more students in any single grade level across the entire district. 

Alternatively, if an ELL student‘s home language is spoken by fewer than 20 students in 
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any single grade level across the district, elementary schools must provide an English as a 

Second Language (ESL) program, regardless of the students‘ grade levels, home 

language, or the number of such students.  

 The Houston Independent School District (HISD) exceeds this mandate by 

offering four bilingual programs in addition to two ESL programs. Bilingual programs 

offered for students who speak Spanish include the Traditional bilingual program, as well 

as two dual-language programs (i.e., the Developmental bilingual program and the Two-

way bilingual immersion program). In addition, based on the 20 students rule, TEC 

requires that the district provide bilingual program support to students who speak 

Vietnamese, Mandarin, Arabic, and Urdu as their primary language. A new program 

titled the Cultural Heritage Bilingual Program (CHBP) has been developed for students in 

these language groups; although, currently, it is only implemented for native Vietnamese 

speakers. The two ESL programs that HISD offers are Content-based ESL and ESL 

pullout. Overall, in HISD, 58% of elementary schools implement the Traditional 

bilingual program, and 36% of elementary schools implement the Developmental 

bilingual program (HISD, 2011). 

 The intentions of the bilingual and ESL programs in HISD are to facilitate ELL 

students‘ integration into the regular school curriculum and to ensure access to equal 

educational opportunities. Bilingual programs are offered in elementary schools and 

selected middle schools for language-minority students who need to enhance their 

English-language skills. Beginning in pre-kindergarten, these bilingual programs provide 

ELL students with a carefully structured sequence of basic skills in their native language, 

as well as gradual skill development in English through ESL methodology. In bilingual 
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programs, moreover, the function of the native language assures that students attain 

grade-level cognitive skills without falling behind academically.  

 ESL programs are also offered to language-minority students at all grade levels 

that need to develop and enhance their English-language skills. This program provides 

intensive English instruction in all subjects, with a focus on listening, speaking, reading, 

and writing through the use of ESL methodology.  

 The state of Texas requires an annual evaluation of bilingual and ESL programs 

in all school districts where these services are offered [TAC § 89.1265]. This report must 

include the following information: 

 Academic progress of ELL students; 

 Levels of English proficiency among ELL students; 

 The number of students exited from bilingual and ESL programs; and 

 Frequency and scope of professional development provided to teachers and staff 

who serve ELL students.  

Statement of the Problem and Research Questions 

 The quantitative portion of this study investigated two central areas of inquiry: (a) 

Scores on the state-wide TAKS test among fifth-grade students based on their Limited 

English Proficiency (LEP) status, while (b) comparing the scores of students in a 

Traditional bilingual program (who transition into English instruction in fourth-grade) to 

those in a Developmental bilingual program (who transition into English instruction in 

fifth-grade). The qualitative portion of this study sought to define the effectiveness of 

bilingual education by examining the experiences, knowledge, and perception of 

principals who are involved in bilingual programs at their schools. 
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 Further clarification of the problem is achieved by considering the following 

research questions: 

1. Is there a difference in Reading TAKS scores between the LEP fifth-graders who 

are in a Traditional bilingual program compared to those in a Developmental 

bilingual program? 

2. Is there a difference in Math TAKS scores between the LEP fifth-graders who are 

in a Traditional bilingual program compared to those in a Developmental 

bilingual program? 

3. How do elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of bilingual education 

for improving English reading skills and other general content knowledge of 

ELLs in an urban school district in Texas? 

4. What if any, are the possible benefits of bilingual education according to the 

principals involved in the study? 

5. How can the findings of this study inform policy and assist school leaders in 

meeting the needs of ELLs? 

Limitations and Assumptions of the Study 

This study intended to gain more insight about the effectiveness of a Traditional 

bilingual program versus a Developmental bilingual program by analyzing archival 

student data along with analyzing the experiences and knowledge of the participating 

principals through interviews. Teacher experience and qualifications also vary from one 

classroom to another and from one campus to another, which results in differences in 

instructional effectiveness. This study was limited to Spanish-speaking, bilingual students 

from a single school district (i.e., HISD). Furthermore, this study was limited to the 
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reading and mathematical achievement portion of TAKS to determine student academic 

growth. Other types of achievement measures may show other results. The study was also 

limited to the participation of a small group of principals who volunteered to be 

interviewed. The interviews conducted in this study were subject to interpretation.  

In this study, it was assumed that all participants responded truthfully to the 

interview questions. It was also assumed that the researcher was non-biased and acted 

within the scope of ethics required for qualitative studies. 

 

 



 
 

 

CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

The Hispanic population comprises 16 percent of the Unites States population and 

is the largest and fastest growing minority. As the Houston metropolitan has grown in 

diversity, Latinos have subsequently increased from one-fifth of the Houston 

metropolitan residents (20.8%) in 1990 to more than one-third (35.3%) in 2010. Given 

the current rates of population change, Latinos are poised to become the Houston region‘s 

largest racial/ethnic group within the next few years (Kinder Institute, 2010). Students 

who speak English as a second language represent a growing proportion of the student-

age population in America and public school districts across the country are feeling the 

impact. According to Ovando, Combs, and Collier (2006), the factors influencing 

Hispanic population mobility into the United States are complicated and multifarious – 

namely, a desire for better economic conditions, the need for labor and a flow of refugees 

escaping conflict, oppression and/or ecological disasters. The majority of this growth is 

occurring in those states that already have a large Latino population, such as Texas, 

Florida, California, and New Jersey. According to the Pew Research Center (2008), the 

Latino population, which already represents the nation‘s largest minority group, will 

triple in size and account for most of the nation‘s population growth from 2005-2050.  

Eventually, by 2050, Hispanics will make up 29% of the U. S. population, as compared to 

the 14% in 2005 (Pew Research Center, 2008). As reported by Census 2010, 308.7 

million people resided in the United States, and 50.5 million (or approximately 16%) 

were Hispanic or Latino by origin. Furthermore, between the years 2000 and 2010, the 
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Hispanic population grew by 43%, which amounts to four times the growth in the total 

population at 10% (U. S. Census Bureau, 2010).  As stated above, the majority of 

Hispanics reside in California, Texas, New York, Florida, Illinois, Arizona, New Jersey, 

New Mexico, Colorado and Nevada (U. S. Census Bureau, 2010). And, it was in 2003 

that the Census Bureau released new data stating that Hispanic Americans are now the 

largest minority group in the nation as of January that year (President‘s Advisory 

Commission on Educational Excellence for Hispanic Americans, 2003). Statistics are 

clearly revealing that not only is the Latino population growing in Houston, but also that 

the entire nation is experiencing similar exponential growth.  

 The United States education system is based on laws that center on the notion that 

all children can learn and achieve high standards, and that every child can meet a 

proficiency standard over time (USDE, 2005b). The No Child Left Behind law is based 

on stronger accountability for results, more freedom for states and communities, proven 

education methods, and more choices for parents (USDE, 2004). As accountability 

requirements from federal and state governing agencies increase, the Hispanic population 

presents a host of new opportunities and challenges for school districts. For example, 

districts are now faced with educating and facilitating interventions necessary to meet the 

needs of this growing minority as the demographic shift continues to expand beyond a 

handful of geographic locations within the United States (USDE, 2004). Closing the 

achievement gap is the focus of all school districts and schools across the United States 

while making sure that all students, including those who are disadvantaged, achieve 

academic proficiency.  
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Many citizens in American are under the impression that bilingual education 

simple does not work. Yet, even a quick glance at the professional literature illustrates 

that it does, in fact, promote several successful outcomes. However, critics also support 

the notion that the ―problem‖ with bilingual education is that there is a dearth of high-

quality studies supporting such outcomes. Nevertheless, advocates and critics alike have 

criticized the state of research on bilingual programs. For instance, the ―poor quality‖ 

argument has appeared repeatedly over the years, especially during the contentious fights 

over English-only initiatives in California, Arizona, and Massachusetts (McQuillan, 

2005). Yet, upon reviewing the literature, educational research findings appear to point in 

the other direction. Indeed, one could make a strong case for the opposite conclusion, that 

the field of bilingual education has more high-quality research than most other areas of 

education. Certainly it has no less.  

According to McQuillan (2005), it is often claimed that a disappointing 

percentage of studies are found to be methodologically adequate and this could possibly 

be misread due to the way one views statistics. The author of one prominent review of the 

research found that only about ten percent of all studies completed in bilingual education 

during the 1970s and 1980s were of high quality (Lam, 1992). Typically, this ten percent 

figure is based on hundreds of studies and, in some cases more, than 1,400. Even two of 

the severest critics of bilingual education – namely, Christine Russell and Keith Baker – 

found more than 70 good-quality studies to include in their review. The percentage 

statistic is meaningless unless we know how many studies a review started with. 

Ultimately, what counts is the absolute number of studies, rather than the percentage 

considered acceptable (McQuillan). Comparing these numbers with those in early reading 
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instruction, bilingual education research fares quite well. In one of the most prominent 

reviews in early literacy, Stahl and Miller (1989) found that 52 studies were of high 

enough quality to be included. There were, however, a number of overall complaints 

about the poor quality of early reading instruction when this review was published. 

History of Bilingual Education 

 Up until the early 1900s, education in the United States was commonly taught in 

two languages. Then, during the late 1900s, the common school movement triggered the 

beginning of new policy efforts within the American education system. In particular, 

these efforts focused on the Americanize of immigrants for the dual purposes of creating 

―responsible citizens‖ and maintaining a stable government (Wiese & Garcia, 1998).  

 The precipitating events and outbreak of World War I subsequently led to a 

substantial increase in immigration within the United States, which led to national 

concern regarding the preservation of American culture and values (Manuel, 2008). As a 

direct reaction to such concerns, states began restricting the use of languages other than 

English for instruction (August & Hakuta, 1997; Fitzgerald, 1993). In the 1960s, during 

the Civil Rights Movement, interest in Bilingual Education (BE) surfaced due in part to 

the arrival of many Spanish-speaking immigrants (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988). The Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 provided that no person in the United States shall, on the ground of 

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

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

federal financial assistance from the Department of Education; thus, establishing the 

minimum standards for the education of language minority students (TEA, 2000; Wiese 

& Garcia).  
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 Then, in 1968, the passage of the Bilingual Education Act (BEA) – also known as 

Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act – ushered in a new era of 

official concern for immigrant, migrant, refugee, and native-born non-English speaking 

children (Porter, 2000). Moreover, citing the critical relevance of this novel mandate, 

August and Hakuta (1997) stated the following:  

The primary focus of Title VII programs, as well as the relevant court 

deliberations, has always been on providing meaningful and equitable 

access for English-language learners to the curriculum, rather than serving 

as an instrument of language policy for the nation through the 

development of their native languages. (p. 16) 

Therefore, equitable access to the curriculum for English-language learners was 

established via the BEA and it awarded money to local educational institutions in order to 

plan and develop programs to serve language minority students, provide staff 

development for educators to meet the needs of these students, as well as to maintain and 

operate such programs (Manuel, 2008). According to Padilla (1998), Title VII was 

originally created as a response to poverty in an effort to channel poverty funds to one of 

the large minority groups in the United States – that is, Mexican-Americans. Padilla also 

felt that responding to the issue of poverty encouraged the development of BE that did 

not build upon native language and culture; rather, it egregiously viewed them as 

obstacles to be overcome and circumvented. 

 In 1974, the Lau v. Nichols landmark decision, which mandated that public 

schools must provide special programs for students who are limited English speakers, 

marked an integral year for BE (TEA, 2000). This ruling established the language 
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minority status as a claim for discrimination, but did not dictate any particular 

instructional programming for these students (Wiese & Garcia, 1998).  

 Another important factor for bilingual education in 1974 was The Equal 

Educational Opportunity Act (EEOA), which brought the application of Title VI of the 

Civil Rights Act to educational institutions (Wiese & Garcia, 1998). The EEOA 

prohibited denying equal educational opportunities to an individual on the basis of race, 

color, sex, or national origin and required educational agencies to take appropriate action 

to overcome students‘ language barriers that impede equal participation in educational 

programs (EEOA, 1974; U.S. Department of Justice, n.d.). While the EEOA prioritized 

educational equity and access, it did not provide a clear definition of equity for the 

implementation of the policy. However, the reauthorization of Title VII in 1974 

addressed equal educational opportunity and linked it specifically to BE (Weise & 

Garcia).  

 Subsequently, Title VII was also reauthorized in 1978, 1984, 1988, and 1994. 

First and foremost, the 1978 reauthorization added language to the definition of BE, 

which also expanded the eligibility criteria from limited English speaking ability to 

limited English proficiency (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988). The 1978 reauthorization 

brought educators that demonstrated proficiency in language of instruction and English, 

increased parent participation in programming, and demonstration of educational 

institutions that the BE program would continue beyond the contribution of federal funds 

(Wiese & Garcia, 1998). 

 English-only programs were brought into schools with the reauthorization of Title 

VII in 1984. Transitional bilingual education (TBE) programs appeared with a focus on 
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native language instruction solely for the purpose of supporting the student‘s transition to 

English instruction (Stewner-Manzanares, 1988; Wiese & Garcia, 1998; Manuel, 2008). 

Furthermore, grant funding reflected this priority, as 75% of the Title VII funds were 

reserved for TBE programs (Stewner-Manzanares). Developmental bilingual education 

programs that provided structured instruction in English and the native language to 

develop competence in both languages while mastering subject matter were also funded 

via grant money (BEA, 1984; Wiese & Garcia). 

 The 1988 reauthorization of Title VII significantly impacted BE by placing a 

three-year limit for participation in BE programming for any student (BEA, 1988; Wiese 

& Garcia, 1998). It also provided funding for special alternative instructional programs 

that did not require the use of native language during instruction (Cahnmann, 1998). 

 The 1994 reauthorization of Title VII continued to focus on equal educational 

opportunity and excellence for all students. This reauthorization introduced new grant 

categories that supported bilingualism, enhancement of native languages, and system 

reform (Wiese & Garcia, 1998). In addition, there were two major initiatives reflected in 

the 1994 reauthorization titled the Goals 2000:  Educate America Act and the Improving 

America’s Schools Act. The Goals 2000 Act established benchmarks for states and local 

education agencies to develop content standards, performance standards, and a plan to 

help all students achieve those standards. The Improving America‘s Schools Act was 

created to work in conjunction with the Goals 2000 Act; at the same time, it aimed to 

focus on student populations that demonstrated academic underachievement; and, finally, 

it provided additional support and resources for these students while holding them to the 

same high academic standards (Wiese & Garcia). 
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 During all reauthorizations of Title VII, federal policy communicated 

acknowledgment of the complexity of educational programming for language minority 

students and the need for local education agencies to develop and implement programs to 

meet the needs of the students they serve (Manuel, 2008). Local education institutions 

were charged with the responsibility to ensure equal access to quality education for 

language minority students (Wiese & Garcia, 1998).  

 During the past two decades, BE has again become a topic of public debate in the 

United States. In April 1998, for instance, Secretary of Education Richard Riley called 

for a goal of English language proficiency in three years for virtually all English language 

learners, and he asserted that new immigrants have a passion to learn English and want 

the best for their children (Gersten, 1999). Then later, in June of 1998, California voters 

overwhelmingly approved Proposition 227 – an initiative that largely eliminated BE 

programs from the state‘s public schools. In November of 2000, Arizona voters also 

followed suit by passing Proposition 203 – a proposal similar to the California initiative 

(Education Week on the Web, 2002).  

 The politicization of education silences rigorous academic debate concerning both 

the grievances and the educational needs of linguistic-minority students (Macedo, 2000). 

According to Linguanti (1999), this debate is at least as much about politics and emotions 

as about pedagogy and science.  

 Bilingual education programs and definitions in the United States have changed 

over the years due to federal legislation regarding education. Public Law 107-110 or The 

No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) was signed in January 2002 reauthorizing the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 for the next six years (2002 – 2008) 
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(USDE, 2002). This enactment consolidated the discretionary Bilingual Education 

Program with the Emergency Immigrant Education Program and formed the new Title III 

State Formula Grant Program (USDE). Although several changes have occurred with the 

NCLB passage, the core mission of meeting the linguistic and academic needs of ELL 

students has been maintained (National Association for Bilingual Education [NABE], 

2002). This act expanded the service possibilities to include a wide range of language 

instruction programs versus strictly BE and English as a Second Language (ESL) 

programs (NABE). The choice of what programs best meet the English language 

development of students is a decision for each local education agencies (LEA) to make; 

that is, provided the programming is based on scientifically-based research on language 

acquisition of LEP students (USDE). 

 The shift from Title VII to Title III brought about some significant changes which 

include annual testing requirements, timelines for testing students in English, and 

accountability for annual progress of LEP students as a subgroup of the student 

population (NABE, 2002). All LEP students who have been in the United States for three 

or more consecutive years must take a written language arts/reading test in English. 

Under Title III, LEAs are also responsible for assuring that LEP students meet standards 

for adequate yearly progress and mastery of English language development benchmarks 

(NABE). 

English Language Learners 

 Regardless of their intellectual abilities, students who do not speak the language 

in which their classes are taught, or language of instruction, are at a disadvantage in 

school. Students are first identified as Limited English Proficient (LEP) – also referred to 
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as English language learners (ELLs) – by a state-approved English language proficiency 

assessment and then are recommended for placement in a language education program 

(USDE, 2005a). The Texas Education Code §29.052 defined a student of limited English 

proficiency as one whose primary language is other than English and whose English 

language skills are such that the student has difficulty performing ordinary class work in 

English (Texas Education Agency [TEA], 2008a). The goal of all language instruction 

educational programs as clarified by the United States Department of Education is that 

LEP students: (a) Acquire English to allow them to achieve in academic content areas, 

such as reading/language arts and mathematics in English, and (b) achieve at the same 

level of academic success established by the State for all students. According to Texas 

Education Code §29.051, English is the basic language of the state, and public schools 

are responsible for providing a full opportunity for all students to become competent in 

speaking, reading, writing, and comprehending the English language (TEA).  

 Texas Education Code §29.056 states that upon entry into a public school in 

Texas, parents must complete a home language survey for each student to determine the 

language normally used in the home and the language normally used by the student 

(TEA, 2008a). The Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) is composed 

of a professional bilingual educator, professional English as a second language educator, 

a parent of a limited English proficient student, and a campus administrator. The LPAC is 

critical in that it: (a) Reviews all pertinent information on limited English proficiency 

students, including the home language survey, the language proficiency tests in English 

and the primary language, each student‘s achievement in content areas, and each 

student‘s emotional and social attainment; (b) makes recommendations concerning the 
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most appropriate placement for the educational advancement of the limited English 

proficiency student after the elementary grades; (c) reviews each limited English 

proficiency student‘s progress at the end of the school year in order to determine future 

appropriate placement; (d) monitors the progress of former limited English proficiency 

students; and (e) determines the appropriateness of a program that extends beyond the 

regular school year based on the needs of each limited English proficiency student 

(TEA). 

Models of Bilingual Education Program 

 Districts across the country continue to experience rapid growth in their Hispanic 

populations. Ovando et al. (2006) stated that BE is neither a single uniform program nor a 

consistent methodology for teaching language minority students; rather, it is an approach 

that encompasses a variety of program model. Some BE programs promote bilingualism 

and biliteracy; other programs incorporate the students‘ first language to facilitate a quick 

transition into English (Ovando et al.). Baker (2001) contended that the aim of second 

language instruction may be to assimilate or socialize students into the mainstream of 

society.  

 The USDE (2005a) listed types of bilingual programs that focus on developing 

literacy in two languages as follows: 

1.  Two-way immersion  or two-way bilingual programs for students with an 

English background and students from one other language background that 

provide instruction in both languages, typically starting with smaller 

proportions of instruction in English, and gradually moving to half in each 

language; 
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2. Dual language programs for students from one language group developing 

full literacy skills in two languages—the first language (L1) and English, or 

the same as two-way immersion or two-way bilingual; 

3. Late exit transitional, developmental bilingual,  or maintenance education for 

student from one other language background developing some skills and 

proficiency in the L1 and strong skills and proficiency in the second language 

(L2) with instruction at lower grades in L1 gradually transitioning to English 

and mainstream classrooms with their English-speaking peers; 

4. Early exit transitional programs for students from one other language 

background developing English skills as quickly as possible, without delaying 

learning of academic content and with instruction beginning in L1, but rapidly 

moving to English and mainstream with English-speaking peers as quickly as 

possible; and 

5. Heritage language or indigenous language program for students who are non-

English speakers to develop literacy in two languages with content taught in 

both languages by teachers fluent in both languages. (p. 25) 

The dual-language (or two-way immersion) BE program is designed to involve 

both the non-native English speaker and the English native speaker in learning both 

languages (Baker, 1993). The primary intent of this model is to develop bilingual and 

multicultural proficiency. Valdes (1997) cautioned educators regarding the quality of 

instruction in the minority language and the effects of dual immersion on intergroup 

relations. Advantages of a dual language or two-way BE program are that students learn 

language and acquire positive cross-cultural attitudes from each other and teachers while, 
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at the same time, promoting academic achievement and high levels of language 

proficiency for both groups of minority children and English-speaking peers (Linquanti, 

1999). Concerns include that language used in early grades of immersion may be 

modified to accommodate English speaking students, impacting language development of 

language-minority students and privileged status may be conferred on participating 

language-majority students (Valdes).  

 Another model for linguistically diverse students is the TBE program. For 

example, this program uses the native language (L1) to teach in all subject areas while 

providing the student instruction in English as a second language with a gradual 

transition to all-English instruction (Ovando et al., 2006). TBE can be split into two 

major types: (a) early exit and (b) late exit (Baker, 1993). The former refers to two years 

of maximum help using the native language, while the latter often allows around 40% of 

classroom teaching in the native language until the 6
th

 grade (Baker). Tapping into 

students‘ primary language skills gives a vehicle for meaningful instruction in content 

areas while developing their English-language skills (Quezada, Wiley, & Ramirez, 2000). 

Therefore, the primary intent is to mainstream students into an all-English program in 

typically two-to-three years (Ovando et al.).   

 Advantages to an early-exit TBE program are that it makes efficient use of limited 

bilingual teachers by concentrating them at early grades; it maintains native language oral 

fluency; and, finally, it builds bilingual communication with parents (Berman, 1992). 

Berman shared concerns that the native language skills may not be fully developed in an 

early-exit BE program to allow transfer to English. Cummins (1998) maintained that 

―quick-exit TBE is an inferior model based on an inadequate theoretical assumption‖ 
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(p.5). He believed that TBE programs aspire to monolingualsim rather than bilingualism, 

and do little to address the causes of bilingual students‘ underachievement.  

 Two-way bilingual immersion and late-exit TBE programs encourage proficient 

bilingual students and promotes students‘ primary language literacy skills while 

developing a conceptual foundation for academic growth and clearly communicating to 

students the value of the cultural and linguistic resources they bring to school (Cummins, 

1998). Additionally, minority-language speaking families have increased involvement in 

children‘s education because of home language use (Linquanti, 1999). Linquanti also 

stated that students entering late or exiting early from the program present challenges as 

well as the ability to maintain continuity of the program model across grades and schools.  

 One promising model for English language learners that is being increasingly 

adopted in U. S. schools in one-way developmental BE. The term ―one-way‖ refers to a 

BE program in which students who are all speakers of the same primary language (e.g. 

Spanish) are schooled through two languages, English and Spanish (Thomas & Collier, 

1999). This model shares many of the features of the dual language model. The main 

difference between the two programs involves school demographics; there are few native 

English speakers in schools using one-way developmental BE (Thomas & Collier).  

 Another program, which is titled sheltered English-immersion, has been instituted 

in California since Proposition 227 was passed by the California Legislature in 1998 

(Quezada, Wiley, & Ramirez, 2000). Sheltered, or structured, English-immersion 

programs are taught primarily in English and are based on the notion that students can 

learn English and then catch up on other academic content such as math, science, or 

social studies (Quezada et al.).  
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 Other immersion programs that focus on developing literacy in only English 

include sheltered English and structured English immersion programs. The goal of 

sheltered English programs is proficiency in English while also learning content in an all-

English setting with instruction adapted to students‘ proficiency level and supplemented 

by gestures and visual aids (USDE, 2005a). Structured English immersion also has a goal 

of attaining English fluency with all instruction in English that is adjusted to the 

proficiency level of students so subject matter is comprehensible (USDE). Concerns for 

both sheltered English and structured English programs regard that of diluted subject 

matter content and rapid mainstreaming before development of sufficient English 

proficiency (Linquanti, 1999). 

 Findings from the National Research Council (NRC) studies stated that while 

time frames for learning English vary widely, students with strong native-language 

proficiency are more likely to develop greater English proficiency, and native language 

instruction bolsters English language learners‘ academic success (August & Hakuta, 

1997; Meyer & Feinberg, 1992). In his meta-analysis of the effectiveness of BE, Greene 

(1998) found that children with limited English proficiency who are taught using at least 

some of their native language perform significantly better on standardized tests than 

similar children who are taught only in English. Greene also noted that program labels, 

such as TBE, ESL, immersion, submersion, and maintenance BE, have no consistent 

meaning in the evaluations – nor are the detailed features of many programs fully 

described. The only consistent and accurate division of programs is whether native 

languages are used in instruction or not (Greene). 
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 No single program has been proven to work for all children; further, native 

language instruction is no magic bullet – as no other single program component would be 

(Linquanti, 1999). Ovando et al. (2006) emphasized the integration of BE and ESL 

education, where BE and ESL staff members serve the same student populations, 

coordinate programs and resources jointly, and receive comparable professional training. 

Linquanti also noted that there is a need for local autonomy with an interrelationship 

between what is desirable and what is feasible in order to move the debate beyond 

program labels and language of instruction to the broader set of issues schools must 

address to ensure the academic success of language-minority children. The NRC 

committee advises educators to move form thinking of programs as all or nothing 

treatments (i.e., student is either in program or not) to thinking of program components—

features available to meet the differing needs of particular students (August & Hakuta, 

1997). 

Programs for English Language Learners 

 Bilingual education is a special program that uses two languages as the standard 

of instruction in part or all of an instructional program (Harris & Hodges, 1995). In BE 

programs, students receive part of their instruction in their native language, while the 

remainder consists of English language instruction. Texas Administrative Code 

§89.1201(b) states that the goal of BE programs shall be to enable limited English 

proficient students to become competent in the comprehension, speaking, reading, and 

composition of the English language through the development of literacy and academic 

skills in the primary language and English (TEA, 2008a). The state policy also stated that 

such programs shall emphasize the mastery of English language skills, as well as 
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mathematics, science, and social studies, as integral parts of the academic goals for all 

students to enable limited English proficient students to participate equitably in school 

(TEA). Texas Education Code §29.055(a) stated that a bilingual program established by a 

school district shall be 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 

for carefully structured and sequenced mastery of English language skills (TEA). Ovando 

et al. (2006) notes that ESL is ―an essential component of all bilingual education 

programs in the United States for students who are English language learners‖ (p. 9). 

 English as a second language (ESL) is a program for teaching English language 

skills in an English-speaking community or country to students whose first language is 

not English (Harris & Hodges, 1995). Additionally, ESL is a system of instruction that 

enables students who are not proficient in English to acquire academic proficiency in 

spoken and written English, and is used to teach academic content for ELLs when native-

language academic instruction is not feasible (Ovando et al., 2006). ESL classes may be 

pullout or self-contained, especially in academic content areas where language and 

academic content are taught together. These strategies are also referred to as sheltered 

instruction, and are taught by a teacher who has certification in the content area and in 

instructional strategies designed to meet the linguistic and cultural needs of ELLs 

(Ovando et al.). ESL content teaching or sheltered instruction, the school curriculum can 

be a natural, motivating, hands-on way to acquire language through experimenting, 

solving problems, analyzing the community, exploring authentic literature, and reading 

and writing across the curriculum (Ovando et al.) 
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 Texas Administrative Code  §89.1201(c) stated that the goal of ESL programs 

shall be to enable limited English proficient students to become competent in the 

comprehension, speaking, reading, and composition of the English language through the 

integrated use of second language methods (TEA, 2008a). The ESL program 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 limited 

English proficient students to participate equitably in school (TEA). 

 Additionally, in ESL programs, the goal is fluency in English. Hence, students 

receive their instruction in English with typically little or no support for students‘ home 

languages, and ESL students are integrated into mainstream, English-only classrooms 

with no special assistance (Linquanti, 1999). While ESL programs provide flexibility in 

accommodating small numbers of ELL students with diverse languages in the same class 

since teachers do not need to be fluent in primary language(s) of students, concerns are 

that this program does not need to build on students‘ primary language for academic 

development and that additional ESL resource teachers must be used (Linquanti).  

Challenges in Bilingual Education 

 Even though federal legislation and research studies support BE, opponents and 

critics of BE programs have gained influence in recent years due to issues related to 

students‘ lack of academic achievement (Porter, 2000). In addition, opposition based on 

results of BE programs has grown slowly and steadily among educators and parents of 

bilingual children; yet, large-scale resistance began as early as the 1990s (Porter). 

Evaluating BE is difficult because programs differ widely in teacher qualifications, 

cultural differences, and student socio-economic status (Snow et al., 1998). Ramirez 
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(2000) stated that ―while bilingualism in of itself is not seen as the cause of reading 

difficulties, the relationship of speaking two or more languages to reading development 

in the different languages is not understood‖ (p. 10). Therefore, educators have looked 

more closely at BE instructional models with greater scrutiny due to accountability.  

 The English-only movement in the United States remains as strong today as when 

it was introduced in the 1980s, even despite federal legislation supporting BE (Koss-

Chioino and Vargas, 1999). Krashen (1996) reported that some of the resistance related 

to BE is not based on effective pedagogy; rather, it is representative of anti-Hispanic 

sentiments. Conversely, those advocating for BE cite the time-on-task or ―maximum 

exposure: principle as an effective method that leads to students‘ success.  This particular 

principle provides students with as much exposure and carefully planned instruction in 

the language as possible (Porter, 2000). Porter (2000) stated that children learn what they 

are taught, and that more time needs to be spent in the instruction of the second language 

rather than dedicating teaching time to native language instruction. 

 Manuel (2008) suggests that a large number of bilingual students were 

subsequently being excluded from state assessments that were routinely administered to 

all other students. Due to changes in federal and state accountability, there are very few 

exemptions of bilingual students from taking assessments (Porter, 2000). All states are 

expected to collect data that is used to determine the effectiveness of BE programs and to 

determine whether schools, districts, and states are meeting federal Adequate Yearly 

Progress (AYP) as mandated by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB, 2002).  
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Advocates for Bilingual Education  

 Bilingual education continues to be a politically sensitive topic; yet, supporters of 

BE continue to present both its importance and relevance. Krashen (1996) stated that the 

underlying premise of successful BE is the fundamental principle of language acquisition 

and literacy development. Language is the only means by which students can develop 

their own voice, a prerequisite to the development of positive self-worth (Macedo, 2000). 

Krashen maintained that children receiving a quality education in their primary language 

are given two things: (a) knowledge, both general knowledge of the world and subject 

matter knowledge, which result in more English language acquisition; and (b) literacy, 

which transfers across languages.  

 Bilingual education advocates have conclusively illustrated that evaluating BE is 

difficult because programs differ widely. Important differences among programs include 

teacher qualifications, cultural differences, and student socio-economic status (Snow, 

Burns, & Griffin, 1998). The International Reading Association‘s (2001) position 

statement on second-language literacy instruction advocated initial literacy instruction in 

a child‘s home language; it stated that such instruction is consistent with building on 

children‘s strengths; finally, it stated its consistency with connecting unfamiliar material 

to the familiar content (i.e., students‘ background knowledge) to maximize learning 

efficiency. Snow et al. affirmed that learning to speak English first contributes to 

children‘s eventual fluency in English reading. In particular, this process is possible 

because it provides a foundation that supports the subsequent acquisition of alphabetic 

principles through an understanding of the sub-lexical structures of spoken English 

words, as well as the language and content of the material they are reading (Snow et al.). 
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Additionally, Snow et al. confirmed the intellectual, cultural, economic, and social 

benefits of being able to read and write in two languages. A positive relationship between 

bilingualism and reasoning abilities, which include nonverbal problem solving skills and 

divergent thinking skills, has also been indicated (Garcia-Vazquez, Vazquez, Lopez, & 

Ward, 1997).  

School Leadership 

 School leadership is another critical factor necessary for ensuring that ELL 

students are afforded opportunities to be successful in school. Evidence from several 

studies confirms that school leaders and teachers are the two most important factors in 

student success and improving student achievement, especially in relation to urban 

schools in high need areas. The school leader provides direction and has influence in 

shaping a school‘s individual circumstance in order for teachers to be most effective, as 

well as to provide students an educational environment conducive to high levels of 

academic achievement. Stability is also provided by school leaders, which necessary for 

the formation and development of a strong instructional foundation at the campus level 

(Seashore, Lenthwood, Walstrom, & Anderson, 2010; Rodriquez, 2011). 

 School leaders are under an obligation to train their school staff in the legal 

requirements established for serving ELLs and to support them in their efforts to 

implement such programs. Most importantly, school leaders must ensure ELLs are 

integrated into the core instructional program, as well as champion the expectation that 

all ELLs achieve in the content areas. Another important aspect in regard to school 

leaders is that they must ensure that programs serving ELLs are monitored, evaluated, 

and adjusted. The execution of such roles is critical in that they help to ensure the success 
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of all ELLs – not only in acquiring English as a second language, but also in developing 

the academic proficiency that will help them progress academically throughout their lives 

(Flynn & Hill, 2005; Rodriquez, 2011). Seashore, Lenthwood, Walstrom and Anderson 

(2010) state that school leaders can fundamentally impact ELL achievement by 

influencing teachers‘ motivation and supporting positive working conditions that can 

significantly alleviate some of the challenges associated with teaching ELLs. 

Empirical Studies 

 Through the years, in response to the controversial implementation of ELL 

programs both nationally and internationally, and to initiate a comprehensive research-

based effort on approaches to reading and literacy instruction, researchers have 

investigated and reported on effectiveness of BE (August & Hakuta, 1997; August & 

Shanahan, 2006, 2008; Lara-Alecio, Irby, Mathes, Rodriguez, & Tong, 2008; Manuel, 

2008; Porter, 2000; Ramirez, 2000; Rossell & Baker, 1996; Tong, 2006; Tong, Lara-

Alecio, Irby, Mathes, & Kwok, 2008). In response to the controversy, Greene (1998) 

stated the following:  

Both advocates and opponents of this initiative banning the use of foreign 

language in instruction of younger children with limited English 

proficiency claim that scholarly research supports their case, but their 

reading of the literature is often selective, exaggerated, and distorted.   

(p. 1) 

In a meta-analysis of the effectiveness of BE, Greene (1998) conducted 

systematic, statistical review of the literature on the effectiveness of BE and found that 

children with limited English proficiency who are taught using at least some of their 
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native language perform significantly better on standardized tests than similar children 

who are taught only in English. To be included in Greene‘s meta-analysis, the studies had 

to: (a) compare student in a BE program to a control group of similar students; (b) control 

statistically significant differences between the treatment and control groups or 

assignment to treatment and control groups had to be random; (c) base results on 

standardized test scores in English; and (d) determine differences between the scores of 

treatment and control groups by applying appropriate statistical tests. Given that no 

consistent meaning or detailed features are fully described, only studies that compared 

bilingual instruction to English-only instruction were included without differentiation by 

ELL program labels, such as TBE, ESL, immersion, submersion, and maintenance BE. 

Greene also noted that program labels, such as transitional BE, ESL, immersion, 

submersion, and maintenance BE, have no consistent meaning in the evaluations, nor are 

the detailed features of many programs fully described. The only consistent and accurate 

division of programs is whether native languages are used within instruction or not 

(Greene). 

Only recently have educators recognized that quality of instruction is as important 

as language of instruction in the success of ELLs (Manuel, 2008). In their best-evidence 

synthesis, Cheung and Slavin (2005) stated that ―the focus of policy debates relating to 

the reading education of English language learners (ELLs) has been on the question of 

language of instruction, contrasting bilingual and English-only approaches‖ (p. 241). 

Cheung and Slavin examined the quantitative evidence on replicable reading programs 

for ELLs to discover how much of a scientific basis there is for competing claims about 

effects of various programs. To be included in the best evidence synthesis, the studies (a) 
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involved elementary children identified as ELLs or language-minority students in 

English-speaking countries; (b) compared children taught in classes using a given reading 

program; (c) used the same language of instruction in experimental and control groups; 

(d) used random assignment or matching with appropriate adjustments for any pretest 

differences; (e) included quantitative measures of reading performance (i.e., reading 

comprehension); and (f) required a minimum treatment duration of 12 weeks (Cheung & 

Slavin). Only a handful of studies met these minimal inclusion standards applied in the 

review by Cheung and Slavin. In order to more fully understand how various 

interventions affect the development of reading skills among ELLs, Cheung and Slavin 

recommended large-scale, randomized, longitudinal evaluations of well-justified 

approaches to more confidently recommend effective strategies for ELLs. Instead of 

ideological debates, researchers should ―focus on good science, good practice, and 

sensible policies for children whose success in school means so much to themselves, their 

families, and our nation‘s future‖ (Cheung & Slavin, p. 263). 

Slavin (2008) defined evidence-based reform as ―the movement toward the use of 

programs and practices found to be effective in rigorous research‖ (p. 5), and stated that it 

has begun to be advocated in federal policies. There is a need to balance those factors 

such as research designs, effect sizes, and numbers of studies in rating the overall 

strength of evidence supporting each program (Slavin). The No Child Left Behind Act 

(NCLB, 2002) stated that the use of programs and practices should be founded on 

scientifically-based research. Slavin defined a program as ―any set of replicable 

procedures, materials, professional development, or service configurations that educators 

could choose to implement to improve student outcomes‖ (p. 6). Due to program 
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evaluations‘ association with ―high-stakes‖ testing, syntheses regarding these evaluations 

should have correct conclusions based on a process that is open, consistent, impartial, and 

in accordance with both science and common sense (Slavin). Additionally, caution 

should be used if the number of studies is very small, and the involvement of commercial 

companies adds to the possibilities for bias (Slavin). 

Lara-Alecio et al. (2008) shared the design and implementation of a research 

project funded by the Institution of Education Sciences. The goals for Project ELLA 

(English Language and Literacy Acquisition) were the following:  

1. Determine which instructional delivery model is most effective in promoting 

English language acquisition and literacy; 

2. Study under what circumstances certain students respond more favorably to a 

specific model; and 

3. Follow children from kindergarten through grade 3 (Lara-Alecio et al.). 

In addition, the model included both teacher and student interventions. Teacher 

interventions included monthly training sessions and self-assessment through reflections.  

Student interventions included four conditions:  typical structured English immersion 

(SEI-T); enhanced structured English immersion (SEI-E); typical transitional bilingual 

education (TBE-T); and enhanced transitional bilingual education (TBE-E). In addition to 

regular Language Arts instruction in Spanish and/or English, all four conditions 

contained a structured ESL instructional component, as well as small group tutoring for 

struggling students. Curriculum components included oral language activities targeting 

science vocabulary and written language – namely, storytelling and retelling, intensive 

English instruction, and reading interventions. Teachers collected data using an 
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observation record, field notes, feedback, and the Transitional Bilingual Observation 

Protocol (TBOP).  

Based on end of second grade English measures, Lara-Alecio et al. also found that 

students participating in the SEI-E on an average reduced the initial performance gap and 

marginally bettered in comparison with the SEI-T students. Students participating in the 

TBE-E model statistically outperformed students participating in the TBE-T model with 

effect sizes of .30 to .77 on all reading components assessed. TBE-E students were 

commensurate or better to SEI-E students scored statistically higher than SEI-T students 

with effect sizes of .22 to .31 on word assessments. TBE-E students outperformed TBE-T 

students on word assessments with effect sizes of .25 to .38. Furthermore, Lara-Alecio et 

al. concluded that students instructed in English achieved greater gains in English than 

students instructed in Spanish without interventions; that students instructed in Spanish 

achieved greater gains in Spanish than students instructed in English; that the TBE-E 

(One-Way Dual Language) children had proportionate or better achievement as students 

in the SEI model; that the students in TBE-E (One-Way Dual Language) were 

maintaining their native language of Spanish while, at the same time, acquiring English; 

that TBE-E students‘ self-esteem was much higher; and that educators have learned ways 

that second language learners learn (Lara Alecio et al.). 

 Irby, Tong, Lara-Alecio, Mathes, Rodriguez, Guerrero-Valecillos, et al. (2008) 

evaluated the effectiveness of a developmental bilingual educational (DBE) model as 

compared to a traditional transitional bilingual education (TBE) model. Irby et al. made 

said comparison based on students‘ learning outcomes in language and literacy 

acquisition in both Spanish and English longitudinally from kindergarten through second 
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grade. This study was part of an on-going longitudinal randomized trial project targeting 

Hispanic English learners‘ English language and literacy acquisition (project ELLA), 

from kindergarten through third grade. All significant findings were in favor of the 

treatment group, which demonstrated effect sizes ranging between .19 and .71. DBE 

students demonstrated statistically higher performance than TBE students on 

contextualized work reading fluency. Although both groups of students made meaningful 

gains in oral language development, the overall performance level of the treatment group 

was still 1.23 standard deviations below the normative value, and the overall performance 

level of the control group was 1.65 standard deviations below the normative value. In this 

study, as compared to students in TBE models, gains in English literacy acquisition 

appeared to influence the gain in Spanish literacy particularly for students in DBE models 

(Irby et al.). 

 Tong (2006) followed 534 native Spanish-speaking ELL students attending 

kindergarten through 1
st
 grade to compare students‘ oral English development and its 

impact on emergent reading achievement on three time points – specifically, the 

beginning of kindergarten, end of kindergarten, and end of 1
st
 grade. The purpose of 

Tong‘s study was to identify the effectiveness of various program types that promote 

young ELLs‘ L2 language and literacy acquisition at an early elementary level. Program 

models included an experimental (enhanced) and control transitional bilingual education 

(TBE), as well as an experimental (enhanced) and control structured English immersion 

(SEI) program. Tong measured the respective growth trajectory and rate of oral English 

acquisition among ELL students in her study. Subsequently, statistical analyses 

demonstrated a significant positive linear pattern of growth in students‘ oral English 
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development with equal gain for each group for each of the two study years, regardless of 

classroom instruction. Acquisition rate was significantly higher for the experimental 

(enhanced) SEI model than for the enhanced TBE model. The model comparison 

between controlled TBE and controlled SEI suggested that students in the SEI group had 

a higher level of oral proficiency than those in the TBE classroom. Tong‘s recommended 

alterations in program models for students receiving initial instruction in their first 

language. And, according to Tong, such alterations would result in two primary 

outcomes: (a) English oral language enhancement at a faster rate of growth, which in turn 

facilitates (b) English literacy acquisition. Additionally, Tong suggested that ―considering 

the strong need to prepare ELLs for academic English participation, it is imperative to 

refer to English monolingual students as a baseline to evaluate instructional 

effectiveness‖ (p. 97).  

 In a longitudinal panel study of 1100 language minority students in a large Texas 

school district, Wrobel (2005) identified and isolated which specific factors lead to 

academic achievement among ELL students. Panel participants within this study began 

school in prekindergarten or kindergarten and were subsequently tracked through the end 

of the 5
th

 grade in elementary school. With regard to his research methodology, Wrobel 

used both qualitative and quantitative methods to evaluate the effectiveness of language 

minority programs in the district involved in the study. Qualitative methods described 

actual classroom practices, observations of teacher and student behaviors, available 

resources, and teaching techniques utilized. Quantitative methods included the use of a 

multinomial logic analysis to determine if placement practices were consistent with the 

district‘s policy. Additionally, Wrobel used multiple regression and path analysis to 
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evaluate how student characteristics, program assignment, campus effects, and classroom 

effects contribute to student performance on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills 

(TAAS) test. These findings supported the hypothesis that there are many factors, which 

are independent of program, that contribute to the success of students on TAAS; and, for 

some students, some bilingual instruction is beneficial (Wrobel). 

 In another study, Reese, Goldenberg, and Sanders (2006) examined the reading 

performance in English and Spanish of students in four ELL programs – namely, 

structured English immersion, TBE, DBE, and dual language. They found that students in 

English programs had the highest reading scores on English measures, and students in the 

Spanish programs had higher scores on Spanish measures. However, the study was not 

able to separate school program effects from community and home effects due to 

available community language-learning opportunities (Reese et al.). Goldenberg (2008) 

notes that ELLs learning to read and write need essentially the same balanced and 

comprehensive literacy instructional opportunities as English-speakers; that ELLs need 

additional structure and support; that learning to read and write in one‘s primary language 

is helpful for acquiring second language literacy; and, that two-way BE might be the best 

way for ELLs to acquire literacy. Goldenberg stated that two-way BE offers benefits for 

children who are fluent in English as they maintain their English while acquiring a 

second language and for ELLs as they maintain and learn academic skills in their native 

language. 

 Tong et al. (2008) found that, until fairly recently, the literature related to ELL 

oral English development has been dominated by language of instruction, and 

overwhelmingly focused on reading outcomes. Most recently, August and Shanahan 
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(2008) reported the findings of the 2006 National Literacy Panel on Language-Minority 

Children and Youth. August and Shanahan (2006) advocate that ―literacy in English is 

essential to achievement in every academic subject and to educational and economic 

opportunities beyond schooling‖ (p. 1). The research panel here identified, assessed, and 

synthesized research on the education of language-minority children with respect to their 

attainment of literacy. The following five domains were included in the overall 

investigation: (a) the development of literacy in language-minority children and youth; 

(b) cross-linguistic and cross-modal relationships; (c) sociocultural contexts and literacy 

development; (d) instruction and professional development; and (e) student assessment 

(August & Shanahan, 2008). The initial search of the literature produced approximately 

1,800 articles, which was eventually reduced to 970 studies that met the criteria for the 

research study. Of these 970 studies, 293 were used because of their relevance to the 

research domains established by the research panel (August & Shanahan, 2008). 

According to August and Shanahan (2008), the research panel found the following: 

Certain aspects of second-language literacy development are related to 

performance on similar constructs in the first language which suggest that 

common underlying abilities play a significant role in both first- and 

second- language development, and that well-developed literacy skills in 

the first language can facilitate second-language literacy development.  

(p. 7-8)  

Another finding from the synthesis of research also identified a need to develop stronger 

English language proficiency, which emphasized early, ongoing, and intensive 
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instructional approaches, as the basis for becoming literate in English (August & 

Shanahan, 2008). 

 A more recent study conducted by A. Rodriquez (2011) examined the reasons 

why some bilingual students – specifically, those who are academically successful while 

they are in a bilingual program – do not perform as well after transitioning into all-

English instructional settings, while the majority of their peers do. Rodriquez collected 

data through a 43-item Likert-scale survey instrument that was previously developed and 

validated, supplementing the quantitative portion with structured, open-ended interviews. 

His results showed that participants believed the main reasons why students have low 

academic achievement after transition are: (a) a low proficiency in the area of English as 

a second language, (b) a lack of formal English as second language instruction, especially 

in the areas of vocabulary and comprehension, and (c) inadequate implementation of the 

bilingual program model. He also found no statistically significant difference across 

teachers‘ knowledge, attitudes, and beliefs toward ELLs (Rodriquez, 2011). 

Theoretical Frameworks 

Bilingual education programs have been implemented in various formats 

throughout the United States and in other countries with the support of several theoretical 

frameworks. As proposed by Cummins (2000), the first theory that explains language 

acquisition and has been used as the guide for implementation of ELL programs is the 

interdependence theory. The interdependence theory suggested that the acquisition of 

first and second languages is interdependent. This interdependence is based on the 

premise that native language instruction effectively promotes native language 

proficiency, and that there is a transfer of this proficiency to the second language, given 
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adequate exposure to the second language and the motivation to learn it (Cummins, 

1998). The interdependence theory implies that learners of a second language build upon 

what they have already learned through the acquisition of the native language and that the 

―continued development of bilingual children‘s two languages during schooling is 

associated with positive educational and linguistic consequences‖ (Cummins, 2000, p. 

175). Cummins (1998, 2000) used the term common underlying proficiency (CUP) to 

―refer to the cognitive/academic proficiency that underlies academic performance in both 

languages‖ (p. 3). Cummins (1998, 2000) also believed that academic proficiency 

transfers across languages such that students who developed literacy in their first 

language will tend to make stronger progress in acquiring literacy in their second 

language. However, Cummins (2000) reiterated that ―the interdependence theory does not 

support neglect of the majority language itself in the context of extensive reading and 

writing of language‖ (p. 23).  

Both early and more recent empirical studies support the interdependence theory. 

For example, Greene (1998) conducted a systematic, statistical review of the literature on 

the effectiveness of BE and found that children with limited English proficiency who are 

taught using at least some of their native language perform significantly better on 

standardized tests than similar children who are taught only in English. Also through their 

documentation of the academic achievement of ELLs over a long period of time (4-12 

years) and across content areas, Thomas and Collier (2001) found that the greater the 

number of years student has received schooling in his first language, the higher his/her 

English achievement is shown to be. August and Shanahan (2008) also synthesized 



45 

 

 

research on the education of language-minority children with respect to their attainment 

of literacy and found the following: 

Certain aspects of second language literacy development are related to 

performance on similar constructs in the first language which suggest that 

common underlying abilities play a significant role in both first- and 

second-language development, and that well-developed literacy skills in 

the first language can facilitate second-language literacy development.  

(p. 7-8) 

 There are certain components of the interdependence theory that help explain 

second language acquisition. For instance, the threshold hypothesis is one of those 

components. Cummins (2000) stated that the threshold hypothesis explained how the 

relationship between the native and second languages influences cognitive and linguistic 

growth. Specifically, based on the threshold hypothesis, continued academic development 

of both languages conferred cognitive/linguistic benefits, whereas less-developed 

academic proficiency in both languages limited cognitive and academic benefit. In other 

words, Cummins believed that students who are deficient in their native language skills 

are likely to have increasing difficulties in learning the second language, and that students 

who have higher levels of language proficiency in both languages perform better 

academically than do monolingual learners. Cummins maintained that the threshold 

hypothesis does not imply that ―instruction in the majority language should be delayed 

until a certain threshold level of L1 literacy has been attained‖ (p. 198).  

 Next, basic interpersonal communicative skills (BICS) are another component to 

the interdependence theory. BICS is a form of social language which represents more 
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than simply the acquisition of listening and speaking; additionally, it includes the 

development of literacy for use in context-embedded or conversational situations 

(Cummins, 2000; Ovando et al., 2006). Another component to Cummins‘ hypotheses is 

cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP), or academic language, which is the 

complex network of language and cognitive skills and knowledge in all content areas for 

successful academic performance at all upper levels of instruction (Cummins).  

 Another theory supported by those against BE is the time-on-task or maximum 

exposure principle, which provides students with as much exposure and carefully planned 

instruction in the language as possible (Porter, 1990). Porter stated that children learn 

what they are taught, and that more time needs to be spent on the instruction of the 

second language instead of time spent teaching in the native language. Porter maintained 

the following: 

The evidence of direct correlation between early, intensive second-

language learning and high level of competence in the second language is 

inescapable, as is the time-on-task principle—that is, the more time spent 

learning a language, the better you do in it, all other factors being equal. 

(p. 119) 

Porter believed that students in immersion programs succeed in learning the second 

language quickly and effectively because all of the instructional time in school is spent 

using the second language, rather than the smaller percentages of time dedicated within 

PE programs. 

 An additional empirical study that supports the time-on-task or maximum 

exposure principle is that of Rossell and Baker (1996), who found that TBE was not 
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supported by research evidence as a superior form of instruction for ELL children. 

Moreover, the researchers held structured immersion was a better ELL program for ELL 

learners (Rossell & Baker).  Specifically, Rossell & Baker cited that structured 

immersion is a special program for ELL students ―where the children are in a self-

contained classroom composed solely of English learners, but the instruction is in English 

at a pace they can understand‖ (p. 7).  

Another study by Baker and de Kanter (1981) examined the success of TBE 

programs.  In particular, Baker and de Kanter found that there was not sufficient evidence 

at the time for the effectiveness of TBE to justify the government‘s exclusive reliance on 

this method of instruction; that evidence did not support the requirement of teaching non-

language subjects in the student‘s native language; and, that immersion programs showed 

promising results. The researchers also recommended at the time that school districts 

should have the latitude to decide what type of program is most appropriate for the 

students in their respective districts (Baker and de Kanter). Thus, based on a review of 

research studies, Rossell (2002) also stated that the most effective way for students to 

learn a second language is to learn in  the second-language—as in structured immersion, 

ESL pullout, sink-or-swim approach—rather than learn in the native language of the 

student as in TBE or two-way program.  

Accountability and High Stake Testing  

 Texas Administrative Code §89.1250 stated that a district shall use state and local 

funds for program purposes (TEA, 2008a). The No Child Left Behind Act, Title III, Title 

I, or other available funds may be used to supplement the BE program (TEA). 

Additionally, there are available funds appropriated by the Legislature from the 
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Foundation School Program for the support of summer school programs provided under 

the Texas Education Code §29.060 (TEA). There are also provisions for the facilities to 

be used for the BE program under Texas Administrative Code §89.1235, which stated 

that BE and ESL programs shall be located in the regular public schools of the district 

rather than in separate facilities, and that districts may concentrate the programs at a 

limited number of schools within the district provided that the enrollment in those 

schools shall not exceed 60% limited English proficient students (TEA).  

 The increased emphasis on school accountability in the 1990s, both nationally and 

in Texas, has led to an effort to include students with limited English proficiency in large-

scale national surveys and assessments, such as the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills 

(TAAS); an assessment implemented in the fall of 1990 and continued through the 2001 -

2002 school year. Eventually, the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) 

replaced the TAAS as the primary statewide assessment program in the 2002 – 2003 

school year and continued until June 2011 (TEA, 2008a). The TAKS was designed to be 

more comprehensive than its predecessors, and to more offer a more comprehensive 

measurement of the state-mandated curriculum (i.e., the Texas Essential Knowledge and 

Skills [TEKS]) at more grade levels than did the TAAS. Consequently, students now had 

to pass exit level TAKS in English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies 

in order to graduate from a Texas public high school. It should also be noted that Spanish 

versions of TAKS are available for administration in grades 3 – 6 (TEA) 

 The Student Success Initiative (SSI), a 1999 legislative mandate, requires 

satisfactory performance on the grade 3 reading assessment, the grade 5 reading and 

mathematics assessments, and the grade 8 reading and mathematics assessments as a 
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promotion requirement for Texas students (TEA, 2008a). The SSI was implemented with 

the first cohort of students in grade 3 in 2002-2003, students in grade 5 in 2004-2005, and 

grade 8 in 2007-2008 (TEA). 

 In Texas, the Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS) has 

been used to collect individual student level data on Texas public schools for a sufficient 

number of years to conduct analyses of the education progress of limited English 

proficient (LEP) students from the time they enter school (TEA, 2008a). The TEA also 

publishes a yearly Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) State Profile Report 

that pulls together a wide range of information on the performance of students in each 

school district in Texas every year (TEA). Performance indicators on the AEIS reports 

include results of the TAKS tests by grade, by subject, and by all grades tested;  

participation in the statewide assessment programs; exit-level passing rates; progress of 

prior year test failers; results of SSI; progress of ELLs; attendance rates; annual dropout 

rates; completion rates; and college readiness indicators (TEA). 

 The Texas state accountability system is an integrated system of standard and 

alternative education accountability procedures (TEA, 2008a). Since 1990-1991, state, 

district, and campus accountability ratings are generated annually following the 

administration of all TAAS and TAKS tests at grades 3–Exit Level, and are provided as 

part of the AEIS report. Adequate yearly Progress (AYP) is a federal accountability 

program mandated under the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and is also a report 

associated with the state accountability system (TEA).  
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Summary 

 The Hispanic population in the United States continues to increase and is growing 

at a pace four times that of the total population. The Hispanic/Latino population, which 

already accounts for the nation‘s largest minority group, is predicted to triple in size and 

will account for the majority of the nation‘s population growth over the next several 

decades (Pew Research Center, 2008). Due to the rapid growth in the Latino population, 

an influx of students needing to learn English as a second language are entering our 

schools daily. With this significant shift in overall ethnic demographics, the federal 

government is requiring that states and local school districts meet the needs of these 

children. Moreover, according to Lunenburg and Ornstein (2000), ―The federal Office of 

Civil Rights (OCR) has been insisting that special educational opportunities be improved 

for limited English proficient and non-English proficient students‖ (p. 247-248). The 

need for scientifically-based research and successful programs, therefore, will remain a 

top priority for educators as the demographics of the population within public schools 

continue to change. Educators must continue to evaluate existing programs and research 

experimental methodologies in order to meet the needs of diverse and ever-changing 

student populations. And, although it is important to speak both a native language and 

English, the importance of developing strong literacy skills is imperative in order to 

achieve in every academic subject and to educational and economic opportunities beyond 

schooling (August & Shanahan, 2006). Additional research studies in BE need to be 

conducted in order to provide empirical support regarding the effectiveness of ELL 

programs.  
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 Within this review of the literature, the present researcher has found that 

educational practices for ELL students – particularly those in the area of BE – have been 

controversial topics since before the inception of BE in 1968. As stated above, increases 

in immigrants around World War I caused concern and, in turn, caused a restriction in the 

use of languages other than English for instruction in schools (August & Hakuta, 1997). 

The Bilingual Education Act (BEA), which was passed in 1968, was marked by much 

controversy and, as the BEA was reauthorized many times to add language defining BE 

and eligibility criteria, controversy ultimately followed. The most recent authorization of 

the BEA has impacted schools significantly by charging local education institutions with 

the responsibility to ensure equal access to quality education for language minority 

students (Wiese & Garcia, 1998).  

Through the years, judges, legislators, educators, and researchers have sought to 

provide educational opportunities that will increase achievement for English language 

learners as a means of reducing or closing the achievement gap. Language acquisition 

and literacy development are the fundamental principles of a BE program – as they are 

for an English immersion program. With regard to their programmatic differences, 

however, BE programs provide initial literacy instruction in a child‘s native language; 

then, those skills transfer to second language learning. Recent empirical studies suggest 

that ELL students have commensurate achievement in both BE and English immersion 

programs; that both groups of ELL students are learning; that students instructed in 

English do better in English; that students instructed in Spanish do better in Spanish; and, 

that English oral proficiency is a strong predictor for reading achievement.  
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Although federal legislation and research studies support BE, the program still 

faces a number of formidable. For example, BE programs typically deal with a lack of (or 

lower rates of) academic achievement, a wide-array of differentiation amongst BE 

programs, and multifarious cultural differences among students. Nevertheless, the 

English-only movement in some areas of the United States remains strong. For instance, 

English-only movement are sustained by individuals such as Porter (2000) - who 

advocates that children learn what they are taught, and that more time needs to be spent 

in the instruction of the second language instead of time spent teaching in the native 

language. It has also been suggested that a large number of bilingual students were being 

left out of state assessments that were administered routinely to all other students and this 

affects accountability. 

It is also important to note that, while the critics of BE most certainly exist, there 

are also a large number of proponents as well. Supporters continue to present the 

importance of such programs by showcasing that the premise of successful BE is the 

fundamental principle of language acquisition and literacy development (Krashen,1996). 

The International Reading Association (2001) states that initial literacy instruction in a 

child‘s home language is key, and stated that such instruction is consistent with building 

on children‘s strengths and with connecting unfamiliar material to the familiar to 

maximize learning efficiency, especially for second-language literacy. Being bilingual 

and able to read and write in two languages shows a positive relationship between 

bilingualism and reasoning abilities, which include nonverbal problem solving skills and 

divergent thinking skills (Garcia-Vazquez, et al., 1997).   
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School leadership is another critical factor necessary for ensuring that ELL 

students are given support and opportunities to be successful in school. The school leader 

provides direction and has influence in shaping a school‘s individual circumstance in 

order for teaches to be most effective, and to provide students an educational 

environment conducive to high levels of academic achievement. Seashore, Lenthwood, 

Walstrom and Anderson (2010) cite that school leaders can fundamentally impact ELL 

achievement by influencing teachers‘ motivation and supporting positive working 

conditions that can significantly alleviate some of the challenges associated with teaching 

ELLs. 

Several empirical studies have been conducted in response to controversy related 

to the implementation of BE programs in order to have research-based efforts on 

approaches to reading and literacy instruction for ELLs. These studies showed that 

students with limited English proficiency who are taught using at least some of their 

native language perform significantly better on standardized tests than similar child who 

are taught only in English. The studies have also pointed out that the quality of 

instruction is as important as language of instruction in the success of ELLs (Manual, 

2008). Such studies have assisted in the development of theoretical frameworks for the 

different BE programs. 



 
 

 

CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 

Introduction  

The purpose of this study was to examine data, provide research, and gain insight 

from school leaders regarding the effectiveness of bilingual education.  In particular, as a 

measure of programmatic effectiveness, this research examined students‘ academic 

success on the fifth-grade Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) Reading 

and Mathematics scores amongst students in eight elementary schools in a large urban 

school district. The study also studied Traditional and Developmental bilingual education 

programs within the same large urban school district. Specifically, students who were 

enrolled in one of the eight schools identified as having similar demographics, and who 

were taught under a Developmental or Traditional bilingual education program. The 

research utilized data of those students who had been enrolled in the Houston 

Independent School District (HISD) continuously since the first grade, who were 

identified as a LEP student, and who had not received special education services. Three 

cohorts of students‘ data were analyzed. Academic success was assessed by reviewing 

outcomes of TAKS scores of fifth-grade students from three different years. As 

mentioned above, TAKS scores in both reading and mathematics were disaggregated. 

Additionally, principal interviews were also conducted in order to gain insight on the 

effectiveness of bilingual education from the perspective of school leaders. This chapter 

will detail a description of the sample, instruments, procedures, and data analysis. 
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Research Questions 

 Resulting from the purpose of this study, the following research questions will be 

addressed: 

1. Is there a difference in Reading TAKS scores between the LEP fifth-graders who 

are in a Traditional bilingual program compared to those in a Developmental 

bilingual program? 

2. Is there a difference in Math TAKS scores between the LEP fifth-graders who are 

in a Traditional bilingual program compared to those in a Developmental 

bilingual program? 

3. How do elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of bilingual education 

for improving English reading skills and other general content knowledge of 

ELLs in an urban school district in Texas? 

4. What if any, are the possible benefits of bilingual education according to the 

principals involved in the study? 

5. How can the findings of this study inform policy and assist school leaders in 

meeting the needs of ELLs? 

Participants 

 The participants in this research study are students who had been enrolled in one 

of the eight schools being reviewed since 2004, 2005, or 2006; depending on the cohort 

of students they are grouped with. Three groups of students were compared: (a) students 

who enrolled in first-grade in the fall of 2004 and completed the fifth-grade TAKS 

assessment in the spring of 2009; (b) students who were enrolled in first-grade in the fall 

of 2005 and completed the fifth-grade TAKS assessment in the spring of 2010; and (c) 
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students who were enrolled in first-grade in the fall of 2006 and took the fifth-grade 

TAKS assessment in the spring of 2011. All students had been enrolled in their same 

school continuously and without interruption. 

 Principals from the eight participating elementary schools were also asked to 

participate in a structured interview in order to gain insight about their perspective 

regarding the effectiveness of the bilingual program in their schools. Subsequently, five 

of the eight principals who were solicited volunteered to be interviewed for this study.  

Population 

 The Houston Independent School District (HISD) is the largest school district in 

Texas, and the seventh largest in the United States. HISD demographics consist of a 

racially-, ethnically-, and economically-diverse population. During the 2008-2009 school 

year, the district served approximately 200,000 students, which include approximately 

40,700 students in bilingual programs. In the 2009-2010 school year, it served 

approximately 201,000 students, including 41,800 students in a bilingual program. In the 

2010-2011 school year, it served approximately 203,000 students, including 

approximately 42,500 students in a bilingual program. Over that past three years, 

Hispanics averaged approximately 62% of all students enrolled in within HISD, and 

accounted for approximately 94% of ELLs in the district. Students in the district who 

were considered economically disadvantaged account for about 81% of the student 

population overall, with 95% of ELLs being identified as economically disadvantaged 

(HISD, 2011) 
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Bilingual Programs within HISD 

 During the 2010-2011 academic year, 42,500 students were enrolled in bilingual 

programs throughout the district. Overall, there were 163 elementary schools that offered 

a program to serve LEP students. Of these programs, 87 schools (53%) served LEP 

students under the Traditional bilingual program; 44 schools (27%) served LEP students 

under the Developmental bilingual program; and 32 schools (27%) served LEP students 

under a different bilingual program or an ESL program (HISD, 2011).  

 The Texas Education Code (§ 29.051) requires school districts to provide every 

language minority student with the opportunity to participate in a bilingual, or other 

special language program. Texas Education Code (§ 29.053) further specifies that 

districts must offer a bilingual program at the elementary grade level to English language 

learners (ELLs) whose home language is spoken by 20 or more students in any single 

grade level across the entire district. If an ELL student‘s home language is spoken by 

fewer than 20 students in any single grade level across the district, elementary schools 

must provide an English as a second language (ESL) program, regardless of the students‘ 

grade levels, home language, or the number of such students.  

 The Houston Independent School District exceeds this mandate by offering four 

bilingual programs in addition to two ESL programs. Bilingual programs offered for 

students who speak Spanish include the Traditional bilingual program, as well as two 

dual-langue programs (Developmental bilingual program and Two-way bilingual 

immersion program). In addition, based on the 20 students rule, the Texas Education 

Code requires that the district provide bilingual program support to students who speak 

Vietnamese, Mandarin, Arabic, and Urdu as their primary language. A new program, 
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titled the Cultural Heritage Bilingual Program (CHBP), has also been developed for 

students in these language groups; currently, however, it is only being implemented for 

native Vietnamese speakers. In total, HISD offers four types of bilingual programs as 

well as two ESL programs (Content-based ESL and ESL pullout). 

Sample 

 The study was conducted using a mixed-method approach to collect and analyze 

data. According to Gay, Mills, and Airasian, (2008), a mixed-methods design combines 

qualitative and quantitative approaches by mixing them in a single study. Quantitative 

research seeks to collect and analyze statistical data in order to clarify, forecast, or control 

issues of interest by controlling contextual factors and using enough participants to 

produce statistically meaningful data (Gay et al.). The quantitative portion of this study 

used student archival data obtained from the HISD. The study investigated academic 

achievement of LEP students who were enrolled in one of the eight schools with similar 

demographics since the first grade and received services with the Traditional or 

Developmental bilingual program. Criteria for inclusion in this study were the following: 

(a) students who were enrolled in HISD in first-grade during the 2004-2005 academic 

year, and were still enrolled in HISD during the 2008-2009 academic year; (b) students 

who were enrolled in first-grade in the 2005-2006 academic year, and were still enrolled 

during the 2009-2010 academic year; (c) students who were enrolled in HISD in first-

grade during the 2005-2006 academic year, and were still enrolled during the 2010-2011 

academic year; (d) students who were enrolled continuously in the same school since 

first-grade; (f) students who had not been retained; and (g) students who were in a 

bilingual class, but did not receive any special education services.  
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All subject inclusion data will be based on information in the Public Education 

Information Management System (PEIMS) database. Students were divided into two 

groups – each based on the bilingual program in which they received services. In total, 

the study included approximately 433 students who met the inclusion criteria. Lastly, in 

order to provide subjects protection and overall anonymity of data, the individual student 

participant identities will remain confidential. 

 Qualitative research seeks to interpret and comprehend narrative and visual (i.e., 

non-numerical) data in order to gain understanding of the specific issue of interest (Gay 

et al., 2008). The qualitative portion of this study sought to define the effectiveness of 

bilingual education by examining the experiences, knowledge, and perception of 

principals who are involved in bilingual programs at their schools. Five principals of the 

eight participating schools volunteered to be interviewed to gain more insight. These 

specific principals were asked via email (see Appendix B) to participate since the 

archival student data used in this study included their schools. In the end, only five of 

those solicited agreed to participate in the interviews. Once again, for the reasons stated 

above, the identities of all principal interview participants will remain confidential. 

Informed Consent 

 Each principal participant received a copy of the informed consent form followed 

by an explanation of the study procedures and risks. The consent included all the 

essential elements necessary to maintain federal requirements (see Appendix C). The 

consent form included a statement indicating the purpose of the research, procedures, and 

a statement describing the researcher‘s protocol in the interest of maintaining the 
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confidentiality of data and participants. Moreover, names and identities were excluded 

from the study and replaced by unidentifiable letters and numbers.  

The research also included a statement that the present study included no risks of 

dangers that could be reasonably expected as a result of participation, and that 

participants could stop the interview if they felt uncomfortable at any time during the 

process. Also, within the informed consent section, the research included the possible 

benefits of participating in study, and that there were no alternatives since the interview 

was on voluntary basis. 

Data Sources 

 All student data were derived from student records available through district 

information systems. In particular, student retention and special education status were 

gathered from the district PEIMS records. TAKS data will also be collected from the 

district. 

 Data for the study involving the principals included the 20–30 minute semi-

structured interview, which were conducted at individual school locations. Interviews 

were conducted for the purpose of understanding and capturing the essence and totality of 

each response and to avoid any misunderstandings. Questions were open-ended and 

specific to obtain fundamental information pertaining to the study. A list of the questions 

used for the interviews is listed in Figure 3.1. 
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Figure 3.1. Interview questions for principals. This figure lists the specific interview 

questions utilized for the qualitative component of the study. 

 

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) 

 The Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) is a state-mandated, 

criterion-reference test that was administered to students in Texas from the spring of 

2003 until spring of 2011. There was both an English and Spanish version of the 

assessment. The English version was administered in the areas of reading (in grades 3 

through 9), English language arts (in grades 10 and 11), mathematics (in grades 3 through 

11), writing (in grades 4 and 7), science (in grades 5, 8, 10, and 11), and social studies (in 

grades 8, 10, and 11). The Spanish version was given in the areas of reading (in grades 3 

through 5), mathematics (in grades 3 through 5), writing (in grade 4), and science (in 

grade 5). The Spanish version of the TAKS was not a direct translation of the English 
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version; however, it included some items that were translated taking into account cultural 

and linguistic appropriateness, as well as items that were developed in Spanish 

independently. Additionally, whether a student would take the English or Spanish version 

of the assessment was dependent upon the individual student‘s language of instruction in 

reading and language arts (TEA, 2008a). 

 For this study, only data from the English version of the  fifth-grade TAKS 

assessments will be utilized. This condition is necessary because all student participant 

data needs to be compared using the same assessment, and the Spanish version is not a 

direct translation of the English version. Lastly, students in a Developmental bilingual 

program will have taken the Spanish version of TAKS during their fourth-grade year, and 

students in a Traditional bilingual program will have taken an English version of the 

TAKS during their fourth grade year. 

Student Retention 

 A student who was enrolled in their first-grade in the 2004-05 academic year 

should have been in fifth-grade during the 2008-09 academic year. Furthermore, a student 

who was enrolled in their first-grade in the 2005-06 academic year should have been in 

their fifth-grade during the 2009 – 2010 academic year. A student who was enrolled in 

first-grade in the 2006-07 academic year should have been in fifth-grade during the 2010-

11 academic year. Further, the research holds the assumption that students did not repeat 

or skip a grade. Data will be extracted from PEIMS to identify those students who have 

been retained in order to eliminate their data from the sample. 
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Special Education Students 

 It is important note that those students who received special education services 

during the academic years of 2004 through 2011 will be extracted from PEIMS data. 

Furthermore, that these particular students were receiving individualized plans and 

receiving special accommodations, modifications, and interventions, is another 

justification for their exclusion from the sample data. 

Research Design 

 This study was conducted using a mixed-method design incorporating both 

qualitative and quantitative designs. Principal interviews were conducted and the 

questions and responses were broken down into six different theme categories. 

Quantitative methodology and design of causal-comparative research using Chi-square or 

an ex-post facto design was used to analyze student archival data. Due to student 

enrollment in either a Traditional bilingual program or a Developmental bilingual 

program having already been pre-determined, a Chi-Square test was the appropriate 

design to use. Participation in either bilingual program was based on the program the 

school offered in which the student attended. Fraenkel and Wallen (2010) explain that a 

Chi-squared test is used to analyze data that are reported in categories. It is based on a 

comparison between expected frequencies and actual and is always testing the null 

hypothesis. Chi-square is a statistical test commonly used to compare observed data with 

data we would expect to obtain according to a specific hypothesis. Chi-square is the sum 

of the squared difference between observed (o) and the expected (e) data (or the 

deviation, d), divided by the expected data in all possible categories.  
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This study selected all students who were enrolled in the eight schools chosen to 

participate in this study who were identified as LEP and receiving services from a 

bilingual program. Once the students were identified, the sample was narrowed down to 

include the following: Only those students who had also been enrolled in the same school 

all consecutive years of their cohort (2004-2009; 2005-2010; 2006-2011); those who had 

not received special education services; and those who had not been retained. 

A disadvantage to using a causal-comparative research design is not having the 

ability to control other variables that may subsequently affect or influence a cause-effect 

interpretation due to the data already existing. This may, in fact, be true for this particular 

study. Variables that may have affected this study were school expectations, leadership, 

teacher experience, parental support, professional development opportunities, school 

resources, school programs, and supplemental materials. A disadvantage of using 

interviews is that the responses are subject to interpretation.  

Procedures 

Data Collection 

A request for data was submitted to the Houston Independent School District 

research and accountability department and permission was obtained from the district to 

conduct this study (see Appendix A). The district fifth-grade results for March 2009, 

March 2010, and March 2011 of both reading and mathematics TAKS were requested. 

From the data gathered, scores were compared to determine whether there exists any 

significant difference in the scores of the students amongst the groups in the study. Only 

those students with continuous enrollment from first- through fifth-grade at their current 

school, have not been retained, or received special education services were  included in 
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the study. Principal interviews were conducted face to face and transcribed by the 

primary investigator.   

Data Analysis 

 Quantitative analysis. This study involved comparing the performance of two 

different groups of students – specifically, one of which was served through a Traditional 

bilingual program, and one group in which was served through a Developmental 

bilingual program. Performance comparisons were made in relation to reading and 

mathematics TAKS scores. 

 A Chi-square test was conducted to compare reading and mathematics 

achievement scores of the students in the samples to determine if there were any 

significant differences in the scores of those served in a Traditional bilingual program 

versus those served in a Developmental bilingual program. The independent variable for 

this study will be the bilingual program students are being served under. The scores for 

the first administration of the fifth-grade reading and mathematics TAKS test will serve 

as the dependent variables.  

 Qualitative analysis. Interviews with individual principals were conducted 

through a face-to-face format and lasted no more than 30 minutes. A semi-structured 

interview method was used to allow the opportunity for answers that provide a deeper 

insight into each principal‘s thoughts and experiences. Data analysis and interpretation 

for the principal interviews were also conducted using the steps described by Creswell 

(2009). The information was organized into categories and themes that were identified. 

The information gained from this portion of the study was principals‘ perceptions on the 

effectiveness of bilingual education. The responses to the ten questions (as depicted in 
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Figure 3.1 above) were interpreted and broken down into six thematic categories once 

responses from the interviews were analyzed. 

Summary 

This study involved testing the hypotheses that students fifth-grade TAKS scores 

would differ depending on the type of bilingual program they were served under. 

Specifically, one area of interest included bilingual students served in either a Traditional 

or Developmental bilingual program and took a Spanish version of reading TAKS in 

third-grade and an English version in fifth-grade. Another area of interest included 

bilingual students served in either a Traditional or Developmental bilingual program and 

took a Spanish version of mathematics TAKS in third-grade and an English version in 

fifth-grade. Depending on the type of bilingual program students were served under, they 

took either an English or Spanish version in fourth-grade; thus, which is why fifth-grade 

scores were used for this study to compare English only scores.   

This chapter described the procedures used in the implementation of this study, including 

research design, selection of participants, instrumentation, data collection, and data 

analysis procedures. The qualitative portion of this study was to investigate the 

effectiveness of bilingual education through the examination of the experiences, 

knowledge, and perceptions of principals who are involved in bilingual programs at their 

individual campuses. Principals were selected amongst the eight elementary schools 

which student‘s archival data was retrieved. Data was collected through semi-structured 

interviews, and responses were interpreted using steps described by Creswell (2009). For 

the quantitative portion of this study, a Chi-square test was conducted to compare reading 

and mathematics achievement scores of the students in the samples to determine if there 
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were any significant differences in the scores of those served in a Traditional bilingual 

program versus those served in a Developmental bilingual program. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

Introduction  

Across the United States, the Latino population is growing rapidly; and, in 

Houston alone, Latinos in the region increased dramatically from one-fifth of the 

population (20.8 %) in 1990 to more than one-third (35.5 %) in 2010. The Latino 

population, which follows closely behind the proportion of Anglos, is now the second 

largest ethnic group in the Houston metropolitan area. If the growth of the population 

continues at its current rate, Latinos will eventually surpass Anglos to take the number 

one spot in the Houston region (Kinder Institute, 2010). In these times of ―high-stakes‖ 

testing and accountability in our schools, BE needs to be examined closely in relation to 

whether it is adequately meeting the needs of ELLs.  The true need for BE has been 

debated by many opponents who argue that the program is too expensive and that 

students in bilingual education are exiting school with poor reading skills – both in 

English and their native language (Slavin, 2008).  Yet, many students have benefited 

from such programs since the inception of the Bilingual Education Act in 1968. It is 

important to remember, moreover, that Bilingual programs are different from district to 

district, and from state to state, which directly leads many to question the effectiveness of 

BE.  

 The purpose of this study was to investigate the scores on the state-wide TAKS 

test amongst fifth-grade students based on their Limited English Proficiency (LEP) status, 

while comparing scores of those students in a Traditional bilingual program who 

transition in fourth-grade to those in a Developmental bilingual program who transition in 
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fifth-grade. This study also sought to gain insight about the perspectives of principals 

with regard to the effectiveness of the bilingual program in their schools. 

 Further clarification of the problem is achieved by considering the following 

research questions: 

RQ1: Is there a difference in Reading TAKS scores between the LEP fifth-graders 

who are in a Traditional bilingual program compared to those in a 

Developmental bilingual program? 

RQ2: Is there a difference in Math TAKS scores between the LEP fifth-graders who 

are in a Traditional bilingual program compared to those in a Developmental 

bilingual program? 

RQ3: How do elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of bilingual education 

for improving English reading skills and other general content knowledge of 

ELLs in an urban school district in Texas? 

RQ4: What, if any, are the possible benefits of bilingual education according to the 

principals involved in the study? 

RQ5: How can the findings of this study inform policy and assist school leaders in 

meeting the needs of ELLs? 

Research Location Site and Participants  

 The study took place in a large urban school district located in Southeast Texas. 

The district consists of 175 elementary schools, 42 middle schools, 55 high schools, and 

eight special campuses, which currently serve approximately 203,000 students (HISD, 

2011). More specifically, approximately 31% of the students enrolled in the district are 

considered LEP – 8% served through an ESL program, and 21% served through a 
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bilingual program. Eight elementary schools were chosen to obtain archival student data 

from – four schools that had the Traditional bilingual program, and four schools that had 

the Developmental bilingual program. In addition, five of the eight principals from which 

student data was obtained agreed to participate in the interviews as part of this study. 

Student archival data is broken down by cohorts and listed in Table 4.1. Cohort 1 

consisted of those LEP students who were enrolled in first-grade in 2004 and continued 

being served at the same school under a bilingual program until fifth-grade in 2009. 

Cohort 2 consisted of those LEP students who were enrolled in first-grade in 2005 and 

continued being served at the same school under a bilingual program until fifth-grade in 

2010. Cohort 3 consisted of those LEP students who were enrolled in first-grade in 2006 

and continued being served at the same school under a bilingual program until fifth-grade 

in 2011. Next, Table 4.2 shows all cohorts and was the data used to conduct the Chi-

Square tests.  

Table 4.1 

                        Demographics of Cohorts in Elementary Schools Included in Study 

    
             

  

Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3 

  

(Grade 5 in 2008-09) (Grade 5 in 2009-10) (Grade 5 in 2010-11) 

Group Campus 

# 

Students #R #M 

# 

Students #R #M 

# 

Students #R #M 

           DEV ES-1 26 26 26 22 22 22 23 22 22 

 

ES-2 32 31 31 29 27 27 20 18 18 

 

ES-3 25 25 25 18 17 17 8 7 7 

 

ES-4 19 19 19 36 36 36 33 32 32 

  
 

        TRAD ES-5 15 15 15 10 10 10 12 11 11 

 

ES-6 10 8 8 5 4 4 7 6 6 

 

ES-7 18 18 18 24 22 22 17 17 17 

  ES-8 13 13 13 2 2 2 9 9 9 
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Table 4.2 

     Demographics of Total Students Included in Study 

 

     

  

            All Cohorts (Total) 

Group Campus # Students #R #M 

     DEV ES-1 71 70 70 

 

ES-2 81 76 76 

 

ES-3 51 49 49 

 

ES-4 88 87 87 

     TRAD ES-5 37 36 36 

 

ES-6 22 18 18 

 

ES-7 59 57 57 

  ES-8 24 24 24 

 

Data Analysis Procedure 

 Chi-square tests were used to compare the means of the two groups, and to 

examine the differences between the two groups (i.e., students served through the 

Traditional bilingual programs or students served through the Developmental bilingual 

program). The following two constructs measured as representing the dependent 

variables: (a) TAKS reading scores for the first administration of fifth-grade students, and 

(b) TAKS math scores for the first administration of fifth-grade students. The 

independent variable used within this study was the bilingual program students were 

served under. In addition, data analysis and interpretation of the interviews were 

conducted using steps described by Creswell (2009). This process of interpreting the 

interview questions generated theme categories that contained the perceptions, 

knowledge, feelings, viewpoints and lived experiences of each principal participant. 
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Quantitative Findings 

Research Question One 

 

RQ1 asked, ―Is there a difference in Reading TAKS scores between the LEP fifth-

graders who are in a Traditional bilingual program compared to those in a 

Developmental bilingual program?‖ The first information examined was the number of 

LEP fifth-grade students from the identified eight elementary schools who passed the 

Reading TAKS. Table 4.3 indicates that there is statistically significant difference 

between students who were served under the Traditional bilingual program versus 

students who were served under the Developmental bilingual program. Using a Chi-

square test, the results indicate that those students served through the Developmental 

bilingual program were more successful than those students served through the 

Traditional bilingual program. 

Table 4.3 

         Comparison of Students Meeting Standard on Reading TAKS 

 
     

 

Met Std Not Met Total %Met Std 

     Traditional  80 55 135 59.3 

     Developmental 196 86 282 69.5 

     TOTAL 276 141 417   

     Traditional  89.35252 45.64748 

  
     Developmental 186.6475 95.35252 

  
     

 

9.352518 9.352518 

  
     

 

9.352518 9.352518 

  
     

 

0.978927 1.916198 

  
     

 

0.468635 0.917329 

  
 

     = 4.281088 

   

     p =  0.019269       
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Not only was there a higher percentage of students from the Developmental bilingual 

program that met minimum standard on the Reading TAKS, but there was also a 

significant difference amongst commended scores as indicated in Table 4.4. Commended 

scores are considerably above state passing standard and are considered high academic 

achievement (TEA, 2008a).   

Table 4.4 

    

     Comparison of Students Obtaining Commended Performance on Reading TAKS 

     

 

Met Comm Not Comm Total 

%Met 

Comm 

     Traditional  5 130 135 3.7 

     Developmental 47 235 282 16.7 

     TOTAL 52 365 417 

 
     Traditional  6.83453237 118.16547 

  

     Developmental 35.1654676 246.83453 
  

     

 

11.8345324 11.8345324 
  

     

 

11.8345324 11.8345324 
  

     

 

8.31957511 1.1852545 
  

     

 

3.98277532 0.5674091 
  

 

     = 14.0550141 
   

     p =  0.00008877 
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Through further examination into Reading TAKS scores and breaking them down by 

cohorts, students in a Developmental bilingual program clearly outperform students in a 

Traditional bilingual program as demonstrated in Figure 4.1. 

 

 

Figure 4.1. Percentage of students meeting minimum standard on reading TAKS by 

cohort. This figure illustrates the Met Standard comparisons between traditional and 

developmental programs for Cohort 1, Cohort 2, and Cohort 3. 

Research Question Two 

RQ2 asked, ―Is there a difference in Math TAKS scores between the LEP fifth 

graders who are in a Traditional bilingual program compared to those in a 

Developmental bilingual program?‖ The information examined was the number of LEP 

fifth-grade students from the identified eight elementary schools who passed the Math 

TAKS. Table 4.5 indicates that there is statistically significant difference between 

students who were served under the Traditional bilingual program versus students who 

were served under the Developmental bilingual program. Once again, through the use of 
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a Chi-square test, the results indicate that those students served through the 

Developmental bilingual program were more successful than those students served 

through the Traditional bilingual program. 

 

Table 4.5 

    

     Comparison of Students Meeting Standard on Math TAKS 

 

     

 

Met Comm Not Comm Total 

%Met 

Comm 

     Traditional  108 27 135 80 

     Developmental 247 35 282 87.6 

     TOTAL 355 62 417   

     Traditional  114.9281 20.07194 
  

     Developmental 240.0719 41.92806 
  

     

 

6.928058 6.928058 
  

     

 

6.928058 6.928058 
  

     

 

0.417635 2.391297 
  

     

 

0.199932 1.14477 
  

 

     = 4.153634 
   

     p =  0.020773       

 

Meeting the minimum standard on the Math TAKS assessment was not the only 

significant difference amongst scores of students between both bilingual programs, but 

there was also a significant difference amongst commended scores as indicated in Table 

4.6. Similar to the reading scores, the math scores indicate that students from the 
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Developmental bilingual program are outperforming students served under the 

Traditional bilingual program. 

 

 

Table 4.6 

    
     Comparison of Students Obtaining Commended Performance on Math 

TAKS 

     

 

Met Comm Not Comm Total 

%Met 

Comm 

     Traditional  35 100 135 25.9 

     Developmental 114 168 282 40.4 

     TOTAL 149 268 417   

     Traditional  48.2374101 86.76259 

  

     Developmental 100.76259 181.23741 

  

     

 

13.2374101 13.2374101 

  

     

 

13.2374101 13.2374101 

  

     

 

3.63263751 2.019638 

  

     

 

1.7390286 0.966848 

  
 

     = 8.35815212 

   

     p =  0.00191981       

Through further examination into Math TAKS scores and breaking them down by 

cohorts, students in a Developmental bilingual program clearly outperform students in a 

Traditional bilingual program as demonstrated in Figure 4.2. 
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Figure 4.2. Percentage of students meeting minimum standard on math TAKS by cohort. 

This figure illustrates the math TAKS comparisons between traditional and 

developmental programs for Cohort 1, Cohort 2, and Cohort 3. 

In analyzing the data, it is clear from this study that the students served through the 

Developmental bilingual program outperformed students in the same district that were 

served through the Traditional bilingual program on the Reading TAKS and the Math 

TAKS. Figures 4.3 and 4.4 both illustrate a clear picture of the students TAKS scores at 

meeting minimum standard and at the commended level. 
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Figure 4.3. Percentage of students meeting minimum standard on TAKS. This figure 

illustrates the percentage Met Standard comparisons between traditional and 

developmental programs for all cohorts combined. 

 
Figure 4.4. Percent of students meeting commended level on TAKS. 

This figure illustrates the Commended percentages between traditional and 

developmental programs for all cohorts combined. 
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Qualitative Findings 

Research Question Theme Categories 

A total of ten questions were asked during the interviews. The questions sought to 

describe the participant‘s experiences and perceptions of bilingual education in order to 

investigate its effectiveness.  Six theme categories emerged from the ten interview 

questions.  Table 4.7 provides a list of the theme categories, the data source which they 

emerged, and the research questions they addressed.  Six of the categories addressed a 

research question. One interview question did not address a research question; rather, it 

provided a basis for obtaining more insight on a principal‘s perception of parental 

support. 

Table 4.7 

     Theme Categories, Data Sources, and Related Questions 

    

  

Research Question 

Theme Categories Data Sources Addressed 

   Number of years' 

  experience in BE Interview Question 1 Research Question 3  

   Principal's knowledge and  

  understanding of BE program Interview Questions 3, 4, 5 Research Question 3  

   Principal's perceived  

  value of BE Interview Questions 2 and 6 Research Question 3  

   Benefits of BE 

  program Interview Question 9 Research Question 4  

   BE workshops, attendance, 

  availability Interview Question 8 Research Question 5  

   Principal's suggestions how  

  to improve BE program Interview Question 10 Research Question 5 

 



80 

 

 

 

Research Question 3 

 RQ3 of this study dealt with the principal interviews and asked, ―How do 

elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of bilingual education for improving 

English reading skills and other general content knowledge of ELLs in an urban school 

district in Texas?‖  The intent of this question was to develop a first-hand view of the 

effectiveness of bilingual education by the principals directly involved with the bilingual 

programs.  RQ3 was addressed in part by interview questions one, two, three, four, five, 

and six.  Interview question one addressed principals‘ number of years of experiences in 

the program in order to capture the essence of their perception.   

 Interview questions three, four, and five sought to interpret principals‘ knowledge 

of the bilingual program in their schools in order to validate their responses. Interview 

questions two and six sought to determine how principals value the bilingual education 

program and whether or not the program effectively provides the necessary academic 

skills necessary for students to be successful when they enter middle school in the 

English dominant program.  

 Three thematic categories were associated with RQ3. The first thematic category 

associated with RQ3 was Number of years of experience in bilingual education. The 

second thematic category associated with RQ3 was Principals’ knowledge and 

understanding of the bilingual education program.  The third thematic category 

associated with RQ3 was Principal’s perceived value of bilingual education. Further 

explanation and discussion follows. 
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Thematic Category One. The first thematic category – Number of years of 

experience in bilingual education – targeted principal credibility.  Knowing the amount 

of administrative experience principals have within the realm of bilingual education 

provides insights relative to understanding principal‘s experiences and perceptions of the 

program while it also establishes credibility. Thematic category one emerged from 

interview question one. The breakdown of principal‘s experience is show in table 4.8. 

Table 4.8 

         Breakdown of Administrator Experiences 

     
     

 

Years of 

Admin 

Experience 

Years of 

Working  

with 

Bilingual 

Education 

Years at 

Current 

School 

Other Educational 

Experiences 

     EP-1 8 20 3 1st gr. bilingual tchr. 

    

2
nd

 gr. bilingual tchr. 

    

4
th

 gr. bilingual tchr. 

    

Instructional Coord. 

    

Assistant Principal 

     EP-2 6 18 8 1
st
 gr. bilingual tchr. 

    

3
rd

 gr. bilingual tchr. 

    

4
th

 gr. bilingual tchr. 

    

Title I Coordinator 

    

Instructional Coord. 

     EP-3 6 10 3 5
th

 grade teacher 

    

Instructional Coord. 

    

Assistant Principal 

     
EP-4 7 17 4 2

nd
 gr. bilingual tchr 

    

4
th

 gr. bilingual tchr. 

    

Assistant Principal 

     EP-5 4 9 4 2
nd

 g. bilingual tchr. 

    

Title I Coordinator 

        Instructional Coord. 
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Thematic Category Two. The second thematic category – Principals’ knowledge 

and understanding of the bilingual education program – resulted from interview 

questions three, four, and five. These questions sought to decipher principal‘s knowledge 

of the program based on what they have observed and experienced. Interview question 

five asked, ―On average, how long do students remain in the bilingual program at your 

school?‖ Responses to this question were all very similar. There was no distinction 

among responses depending on the type of bilingual program offered in the school each 

principal was over. Principals agreed that students were to transition into English 

classrooms no later than fifth-grade.  However, there should be a distinction depending 

on the type of bilingual program being offered at each school. Additionally, as the follow 

example demonstrates, principals were not consistent with knowing which years to count 

as part of the bilingual program or not: 

EP-3 stated: ―Too long! Usually they enter in PK and transition in 4
th

 grade, so 

about 5 years‖ (Interview Response, 2-23-2012). 

EP-1 stated: ―On average, beginning at…..if we include Pre-K, and they 

transition out at fourth grade, that would be a total of 6, but if we are going by 

guidelines, it starts at first grade so it‘s first, second, third, fourth, so it is four 

years‖ (Interview Response, 2-21-2012).  

EP-5 stated: ―On average students enter in the Pre-K level and enter the 

transitional grade in fourth grade with a successful exit at the end of 4
th

 grade. 

The average years if Pre-K would count would be five years, but according to 

state guidelines the years in school begin in first grade so it would be three years‖ 

(Interview Response, 2-28-2012). 
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In analyzing their responses, principals should have been able to clearly answer interview 

question five consistently and understand that the years in a bilingual program do not 

begin to be counted until the first-grade. Understanding the guidelines correctly is a vital 

part of an effective bilingual program and was addressed with interview question three. 

Question three asked, ―On a scale of 1 to 5, one being the lowest and 5 being the highest, 

how familiar are you with the bilingual guidelines of the district? Explain your 

response.‖  As the following example illustrates, principals rated themselves as high in 

being familiar with the district‘s bilingual guidelines: 

EP-5 stated: ―I would rate myself as a five and the reason I would choose this 

rating is because I have extensive knowledge of bilingual guidelines. I have been 

an active member of the Language Proficiency Acquisition Committee (LPAC) 

for the last eight years. Through meetings held by the district three times a year 

and by having spent time on learning bilingual guidelines and laws, I am 

comfortable in monitoring a bilingual program that complies with implementation 

of the district‘s guidelines and policies. I also am familiar with researching an 

answer that I may not be completely sure of through the multilingual page on the 

district‘s website‖ (Interview Response, 2-28-2012). 

EP-4 stated: ―Five, as an AP, I went to extensive training and was LPAC Chair. 

As a building principal it is my responsibility‖ (Interview Response, 2-23-2012). 

EP-1 stated: ―I think I am a five. I am pretty familiar with the guidelines. I was a 

bilingual teacher as a teacher and then when I came out of the classroom I became 

the LPAC person for all those years.  And then, I‘m actually the LPAC chair here 

at ------. So I am pretty much in the loop with the guidelines and the timelines at 
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each different grade level tradition versus development programs within the 

district‖ (Interview Response, 2-21-2012). 

The other two principals rated themselves as four out of five for interview question three. 

The other question that tied into category two was interview question four. This particular 

question asked, ―How do you assure that the ESL component of the bilingual program is 

being implemented as it should be according to district guidelines and policy?‖ It is 

important to note that this question provided additional insights to a principal‘s 

understanding of the district‘s guidelines in implementing a bilingual program in their 

schools. For example: 

EP-1 stated: ―The most effective way to assure it is being implemented is 

classroom observations. Since I spend a lot of time in the classrooms one of the 

things I do look for or plan to do is go in during ESL instruction specifically, to 

monitor ESL instruction.  Because our kids do regroup at 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 grade level I 

make sure that within one week period I‘ll go into the lowest level, the medium 

level and the highest level, they are grouped into three groups during that specific 

ESL time to kind of monitor the type, quality of instruction the higher order 

thinking skills even with ESL instruction‖ (Interview Response, 2-21-2012). 

EP-2 stated: ―We of course attending the LPAC meetings that the district holds, 

we attend yearly so that were updated on any changes that may have come down 

but based on those meetings we come up as a school with a focused walk through 

and as administrators we go in during the ESL schedule time. Every teacher is 

required to turn in a schedule so we walk in there and we just jot down what are 

we seeing during ESL, is it consistent, is it being done, are they using strategies, 
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is the theory in place but we do it through all the grade levels to make sure that its 

consistent‖ (Interview Response, 2-21-2012). 

EP-5 stated: ―I assure that the ESL component of the bilingual program is 

implemented as it should be according to district guidelines by first having the 

bilingual teachers submit their daily schedule with the ESL time included. I then 

monitor through walk-through and classroom observations during their ESL 

instruction time as indicated in the schedules. I also take teachers‘ lesson plans 

and align them with the English Language Proficiency Standards (ELPS). 

Teachers fill out a monitoring form for students who are in their first two years of 

exiting the program. The LPAC committee meets as needed to address students in 

danger or students who are failing and plan an intervention to remedy the subject 

the student needs help on. The LPAC committee meets at least three times a year 

to decide bilingual program implementation, student progress, indicate student 

participation in state and district assessments and review exit criteria for students. 

LPAC members also have an active participant role in the Admission Review 

Committee (ARD) for special education students who are ELLs‖ (Interview 

Response, 2-28-2012). 

Thematic Category Three. The third thematic category – Principal’s perceived 

value of bilingual education – emerged from interview questions two and six. Interview 

question six asked, ―On a scale of 1 to 5, one being the lowest and 5 being the highest, 

how would you rate the effectiveness of the bilingual education program in your school in 

providing the necessary academic skills for students to be successful when they enter 

middle school in the English dominant program? Explain your response.‖ This question 
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sought to investigate principals‘ perception of the effectiveness of the bilingual education 

program by the rating proposed and by the responses given. Most ratings fell at the mid-

range with only one principal scoring this question with the highest possible answer of a 

five. Figure 4.1 details each principal‘s response as to how they see how effective their 

bilingual program is in terms of providing them with the necessary academic skills to be 

successful when students enter middle school in the English dominant program. 

 

Figure 4.5. Principal‘s self-ratings of effectiveness of bilingual programs. This figure 

illustrates each principal‘s perceived rating of how effective their bilingual program is in 

regard to providing necessary academic skills for middle school success.                                   

As the following example shows, the Principals were positive in their comments 

that, although their bilingual programs were not all perfect, they have seen improvements 

over the years in working with ELL students:  

EP-2 stated: ―I rated our school as a three, although I think we have a stronger 

ESL program and we are seeing our students transition earlier and this being the 
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first year we still have gaps to fill with our transitional students and that‘s where 

were trying to figure out how do we best service them and although 4
th

 grade is a 

transition year and we get them to where they need to be we still see that they‘re 

struggling in 5
th

 grade and so that‘s a battle that we continue to fight , we think 

their ready, they show us that they‘re ready based on all assessments but there still 

not academically were they need to be in order to be successful at the middle 

school‖ (Interview Response, 2-21-2012). 

EP-3 stated: ―Three, it has gotten a lot better over the last few years as we closely 

monitor and hold teachers accountable for the ESL instruction; however, we still 

have far too many students that make the transition to middle school not prepared 

due to language deficiencies that should have been resolved in the primary years‖ 

(Interview Response, 2-23-2012). 

Perceived value of the bilingual programs as seen by principals was also analyzed 

from interview question two, ―How do you monitor the bilingual program on your 

campus to assure it is being effective?‖ This question sought out to gain insight on the 

value principals put on monitoring the programs in their schools. It was evident that each 

principal had a system in place, and all principals mentioned classroom walk-through 

observations and looking at assessment results. As the following example illustrates, 

there were additional ways principals monitor the bilingual programs in their schools: 

EP-5 stated: ―When results from Texas English Language Proficiency 

Assessment (TELPAS) are received, I disaggregate the results by the years that 

the students have been in US schools, the grade level tested and the proficiency 

level they have attained in Listening, Speaking, Reading and Writing. Based on 
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the data and through conversations with teachers, I set a goal to work towards and 

reach for the end of the school year to reach English proficiency. Monitoring of 

faithful implementation of the bilingual program begins and is tracked through 

classroom walk-through and observations as well as noted on teacher‘s lesson 

plans. All bilingual teachers teach science in English, English Language Learners 

(ELLs) are intermixed with English speakers in the ancillary classes the students 

attend daily. Teachers turn in English writing samples monthly to administration 

and conversations in Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) concentrate 

once a month in meaningful discussions of strategies to focus on for ELLs. 

Student data is tracked and monitored‖ (Interview Response, 2-28-2012). 

EP-1 stated: ―Umm, one of the things we do is we monitor through assessments, 

common assessments on grade level and the teachers we decide ahead of time a 

calendar of assessments, how often we are going to assess, a window of when we 

are going to assess. Teachers administer the English assessment and it‘s 

progressive at the beginning. We start with vocabulary, heavy on vocabulary, root 

words and things like that. And then we move forward and include 

comprehensive mirroring it as much as we can to TELPAS and then with the new 

requirements especially that of the transition grades. So we do the benchmark 

tests and then teachers report during PLCs. They have to give reports and they 

have to reports and they have to tell you know report out the strengths are and 

what the areas of concern and then we kind of adjust our instruction based on that 

data. One thing that teachers at 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 grade are doing are switching or 
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sharing doing flexible grouping with the kids so that the kids are grouped by level 

for ESL instruction‖ (Interview Response, 2-21-2012). 

Research Question Four 

RQ4 of this study was ―What if any, are the possible benefits of bilingual 

education according to the principals involved in the study?‖ The idea behind this 

question was to determine principals‘ perception of the value of bilingual education by 

how they describe the benefits students receive while in the bilingual program in their 

schools, as well as to ascertain the benefits their particular program provides. There was 

one particular question that encompassed the fourth thematic category in this study. 

Thematic Category Four.  The fourth thematic category – Benefits of bilingual 

education – emerged from interview question nine, ―What are some of the benefits for 

students who participate in a bilingual program?‖ This question sought to capture what 

principals felt and believed were the benefits of students being served through a bilingual 

program. Overall, each of the principals interviewed felt that students being bilingual in 

today‘s society made them more marketable, especially since they would be competing 

for jobs with individuals from all across the globe.  

EP-2 stated: ―What we have seen is that of course the strong foundation in their 

native language makes that transition easier but we‘ve also seen a shift in their 

self-esteem because we are so focused on ESL now, they no longer feel like they 

are apart from the other classes. They are now integrated throughout the day and 

so you can go into any classroom and especially ancillary and you‘ll see the 

classes mixing together so it‘s no longer bilinguals over here and regulars over 
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here.  It‘s changing the culture of the school but it‘s also raising their self-esteem‖ 

(Interview Response, 2-21-2012). 

EP-3 stated: ―If it is a truly bilingual program, students benefit from gaining 

literacy proficiency in two different languages will prepares them to be 

marketable in the future as they compete globally for jobs, college entrance, etc.‖ 

(Interview Response, 2-23-2012)  

Research Question Five 

RQ5 for this study was ―How can the findings of this study inform policy and 

assist school leaders in meeting the needs of ELLs?‖  RQ5 was addressed in interview 

questions eight and ten.  Question eight asked, ―How often do your teachers attend 

workshops dealing with bilingual education?‖ Interview question ten asked, ―How can 

this program be improved?‖ The intent of these two questions was to determine the 

principal‘s perception of how the district leaders of how the district balances the success 

of the bilingual program and to list areas where they thought bilingual education could be 

improved district and campus wide.  The first theme category associated with RQ5 was 

coded as Bilingual education workshops, attendance, and availability.  The second 

thematic category associated with RQ5 was coded as Principal’s suggestions for 

improving the bilingual education program. The categories in RQ5 will be addressed as 

category five and six in the overall list of the study theme categories. 

Thematic Category Five. The fifth thematic category was coded as Bilingual 

education workshops, attendance, and availability.  This thematic category was 

generated from interview question 8, which asks, ―How often do your teachers attend 

workshops dealing with bilingual education?‖ As the follow example demonstrates, in 
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their responses to this question, many principals admitted that their teachers had limited 

exposure to more than what the district mandates for their teachers in terms of 

professional development in the area of bilingual education: 

EP-1 stated: ―My bilingual teachers go to what is required.  I do have a few that 

will represent a team and will attend a workshop and bring back information 

regarding bilingual education. So they may go to and ESL workshop or what have 

you and we do it that a lot on campus anyways for all content areas because we 

are a small campus and time is limited. But for bilingual education it is usually 1 

or 2 that attend and come back and train everybody else and share materials‖ 

Interview Response, 2-21-2012). 

EP-3 stated: ―Not very often as they tend to focus more on what‘s tested for 

teacher accountability and student promotion‖ (Interview Response, 2-23-2012). 

Thematic Category Six. The sixth thematic category was coded as Principal’s 

suggestions for improving the bilingual education program.  This category generated 

from interview question 10 which asked, ―How can this program be improved?‖  This 

question generated various suggestions from all five principals. The overall theme 

gathered from the responses to this question was that the bilingual program needed to be 

more consistent throughout the entire school district. Below are the responses: 

EP-1 stated: ―It can be improved if we could figure out a way to get it all in 

during the day and do it well.  I think we would do the doing well part very well if 

we just had more time to implement a program where our students could be fully 

engrossed in learning the second language.  And I think it can be improved if we 

could stream line be more specific with the vertical plans making sure that by the 
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end of PK, our students in ESL, this is our goal, then kinder, first grade and go all 

the way to third and fourth and really prepare our kids for transition. Our kids do 

really well in transition.  In the past three years we have had coming out of fourth 

grade into fifth grade only 12 kids not transition. In the past two years and then 

last year it was 10. So our kids do well. You know in order to transition they have 

to pass the TAKS test in the past so they do well‖ (Interview Response, 2-21-

2012). 

EP-2 stated: ―For the campus or for the district? Continue with the consistency, I 

think we need to really look at where are we missing the ball or dropping the ball 

for our transitional students. Do they not have enough support or is it the teachers 

that don‘t have enough training and what specific training are they needing 

because those students are the once that you see need that extra support and 

sometimes its failure on our part in providing support for those students. As a 

district consistency. Right because we do have a child that came from another 

school across town in our bilingual program and because ESL is an important part 

of our program, she‘s a second grader. Mom was up here every day complaining 

that we are just teaching her daughter to much English, that she‘s not use to it, the 

other school didn‘t focus on it and so when I explained to her the purpose of it she 

understood but for me that was difficult in that how can I explain it to a teacher as 

an administrator when a school across town in the same district is doing 

something different and her child ultimately  was suffering as well because she‘s 

like, ―I didn‘t know I had to know English,‖ so the district needs to get some sort 
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of plan where its consistent from school to school‖ (Interview Response, 2-21-

2012). 

EP-3 stated: ―Bilingual/ESL instruction needs to be closely monitored by 

administration as closely as we monitor everything else for accountability. The 

profession needs to recruit teachers who are PROFICIENT in both languages 

(reading, writing, and speaking) not just in their native language. We need to 

provide opportunities for non-native speaking teachers to grow in English so that 

can support their students. Also, we must provided students with opportunities to 

socialize and interact with strong bilingual mentors and other students‖ (Interview 

Response, 2-23-2012).  

EP-4 stated: ―Common program throughout the district; more PD for teachers‖ 

(Interview Response, 2-23-2012). 

 

EP-5 stated: ―The program can be improved if the amount of time required for 

ESL instruction is increased in second grade and third grade. The students should 

also have two subjects, for example, Science and Social Studies taught in English. 

A high frequency test should be given to first-third graders in English, 

comparable to the test given in their native language. Support systems to involve 

parents must be established and monitored for effectiveness and to improve 

support for students. Support systems for recent arrivals to have immersion 

programs of sheltered instruction in elementary schools as middle and high 

schools currently have. Monitoring systems must be established and aligned 

across the district so that all schools are evaluating teachers in the program 

implementation regimen‖ Interview Response, 2-28-2012). 
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Summary 

 Chapter Four presented and analyzed the data related to all five research 

questions. The first two questions dealing with student data on archival TAKS scores was 

addressed using Chi-square tests. The p value of on both reading and math Chi-square 

tests that were conducted clearly indicate that there is a statistically significant difference 

between TAKS scores amongst students served under the Developmental bilingual 

program versus those students served under the Traditional bilingual program.   

The purpose of the qualitative portion of this study was to explore the experiences 

and perceptions of principals working with bilingual programs in their schools within an 

urban school district in Texas. The semi-structured interviews were appropriate to the 

study since it provided opportunities for principals to share their perceptions, opinions, 

feelings and understanding of bilingual education. Principals participated in a face-to-

face interview and provided answers to open-ended interview questions that examined 

their perception and lived experiences with bilingual education. Principals to be 

interviewed for the study were taken from the eight elementary school chosen to obtain 

student archival data from. Six theme categories emerged from data collection and 

analysis.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSION 

Introduction 

Students who speak English as a second language represent a growing proportion of the 

student-age population in America and public school districts across the country are feeling the 

impact. In the United States, the Hispanic population comprises 16 percent of the total population 

and is the largest and fastest growing minority group (U. S. Census Bureau, 2010). In the Houston 

metropolitan area, Latinos are expected to become the largest racial/ethnic group within the next 

few years (Kinder Institute, 2010). As accountability requirements from federal and state 

governing agencies increase, the Hispanic population presents a host of new opportunities and 

challenges for school districts. School districts are now faced with educating and facilitating 

interventions necessary to meet the needs of this growing minority as the demographic shift 

continues to expand beyond a handful of geographic locations within the United States (USDE, 

2004). The United States education system is based on a system of law that believes all children 

can learn and achieve high standards, and that every child can meet a proficiency standard over 

time (USDE, 2005b).  

For decades, bilingual education has been a controversial topic having both advocates 

and opponents. And, due to the rapid growth of Latinos and ELLs, educators must continue to 

evaluate existing programs and research experimental methodologies in order to meet the needs 

of such a diverse and every-changing population. Moreover, due to ―high-stakes‖ testing and 

accountability, meeting the needs of all students is paramount and understanding bilingual 

education will assist in the process of educating all students. 
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Overview of the Study 

The purpose of this research study was to provide research and data examining 

the effectiveness of bilingual education in terms of academic success on the fifth-grade 

TAKS Reading and Mathematics scores amongst eight elementary schools in a large 

urban school district. This study also sought to define the effectiveness of bilingual 

education by examining the experiences, knowledge, and perception of principals who 

were involved in bilingual programs at their schools. A mixed-methods design was used 

to answer the five research questions. Chi-square tests were used for research questions 

one and two and semi-structured interviews were used to answer research questions three, 

four, and five. 

Findings 

Research Question One 

Research question one sought to find out whether there was a difference in 

Reading TAKS scores between LEP fifth-graders who were in a Traditional bilingual 

program compared to those in a Developmental bilingual program. Using a Chi-square 

test, it was found that there was a statistically significant difference between the number 

of LEP students who met minimum standard on a fifth-grade Reading TAKS that were 

served through the Developmental bilingual program versus those students who were 

served through the Traditional bilingual program. P equaling 0.019269 clearly indicated 

that students who were in the Developmental bilingual program outperformed students 

who were in the Traditional bilingual program. Statistics for students achieving at the 

commended level indicate the same as students meeting minimum standard. P equaled 
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0.00008877 for students meeting at the commended level, which clearly indicates a 

statistically significant result. 

Research Question Two 

Research question two sought to find out if there was a difference in Math TAKS 

scores between LEP fifth-graders who were in a Traditional bilingual program compared 

to those in a Developmental bilingual program. Again, using a Chi-square test, it was 

found that there was a statistically significant difference between the number of LEP 

students who met minimum standard on a fifth-grade Math TAKS that were served 

through the Developmental bilingual program versus those students who were served 

through the Traditional bilingual program. P equaling 0.020773 clearly indicated that 

students who were in the Developmental bilingual program outperformed students who 

were in the Traditional bilingual program. Statistics for students achieving at the 

commended level indicate the same as students meeting minimum standard. Lastly, P 

equaled 0.001919805 for students meeting at the commended level which clearly is 

statistically significant. 

Research Question Three 

Research question three of this study dealt with principal‘s perceptions on the 

effectiveness of bilingual education for improving English reading skills and other 

general content knowledge of ELLs in an urban school district in Texas. The intent of this 

question was to develop a first-hand view of the effectiveness of bilingual education by 

the principals directly involved with the bilingual programs. Data was gathered from the 

responses to interview questions one, two, three, four, five, and six to answer research 

question three. Three theme categories were defined from the interview questions. 
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Thematic category one. The first thematic category – Number of years’ 

experience in bilingual education – established credibility and an understanding of the 

principal participant lived experiences and perception of bilingual education. Principals‘ 

number of years of experience as an administered also ranged from four to eight, and 

number of years working with bilingual education ranged from nine to twenty.  

Thematic category two. The second thematic category – Principals’ knowledge 

and understanding of the bilingual education program – gave insight to inspect whether 

principals understood the bilingual guidelines in the district. Depending on the type of 

bilingual program offered, responses should have been distinguishable; however, they 

were not in the case of this study. Most of the principals understood when a student 

should transition into English classes, but were not clear as to when to start counting the 

years in a bilingual program. Hence, the principals struggled with not counting pre-

kindergarten and kindergarten – as stipulated by the district guidelines. Moreover, 

although they struggled with answering the number of years a student remains in a 

bilingual program, Principals did rate themselves at the highest level for being familiar 

with the district‘s bilingual guidelines. 

Thematic category three. The third thematic category – Principals’ perceived 

value of bilingual education program – sought to investigate principals‘ perception of the 

effectiveness of the bilingual education program by the rating proposed and by the 

responses given. The value principals placed on the process of monitoring the bilingual 

programs in their schools was also investigated under this thematic category. Overall, 

four of the five principals interviewed rated the effectiveness of the bilingual education 

program in the mid-range, with the exception of one rating the program as the highest 
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possible rating. Although the ratings were not at the highest level, all principals stated 

that they have seen improvements over the years within the bilingual programs in their 

schools. Thus, based on the responses they offered, it was apparent that these principals 

had systems in place to monitor the bilingual programs in their own schools. In addition, 

each of the principals interviewed mentioned classroom walk-through observations and 

looking at assessments results as a way to monitor the program along with other 

additional systems.   

Research Question Four 

 Research question four sought out to discover the possible benefits of bilingual 

education according to the principals. The idea behind this question was to determine 

principals‘ perception of the value of bilingual education by how they describe the 

benefits students receive while from the bilingual program in their schools and to 

ascertain the benefits their particular program provides. 

 Thematic category four. The fourth thematic category – Benefits of bilingual 

education – sought to capture what principals felt and believed were the benefits of 

students being served through a bilingual program. Overall, the principals interviewed 

felt that being bilingual in this day and age was a positive trait, especially since such 

individuals would be competing for jobs with individuals from all across the world. 

Another positive comment mentioned was in relation to the self-esteem of these students. 

That is, due to bilingual programs, bilingual students are becoming more exposed to the 

mainstream curriculum and have shown to be successful academically. 
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Research Question Five 

Research question five of this study was intended to gain insight in order to be 

used to inform policy makers and assist school leaders in meeting the needs of ELLs.  

The intent of RQ5 was to determine the principal‘s perception of how the district leaders 

(i.e., how the district) balances the success of the bilingual program, and to list areas 

where they thought bilingual education could be improved district and campus wide. 

Data was gathered from the responses to interview questions eight and ten. Two theme 

categories were defined from the interview questions. 

Thematic category five. The fifth thematic category – Bilingual education 

workshops, attendance, and availability – helped clarify the trainings made available to 

teachers working within a bilingual program, and whether they took advantage of the 

professional development. It was clear from the principals‘ responses that teachers 

attended what was required; yet, these responses also indicated that very few attended 

more than were required. 

Thematic category six. The sixth thematic category – Principal’s suggestions for 

improving the bilingual education program – sought to collect feedback on how to 

improve the bilingual education program in the district. The overall theme gathered from 

the responses was that the bilingual program needed to be more consistent through-out 

the entire school district. Other suggestions included streamlining and being more 

specific with vertical planning and more training specifically to meeting the needs of 

ELLs for teachers working in a bilingual program.   
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Limitations 

 As in every study, this study had limitations as well. The findings are difficult to 

generalize due to the small sample size. The study did not control for extraneous 

variables such as the implementation of each bilingual program in individual schools, 

teacher experience, student behavior, teacher-student relationships, parental support, at-

risk status, and other variables that impact the teaching and learning experience. In 

addition, gender and socioeconomic status were not controlled.   

 Additionally, this research was conducted on 8 of 163 elementary schools (i.e., 

less than 5% of the schools), which can be considered another limitation. Moreover, only 

five of the eight principals volunteered to be interviewed which can also be considered a 

limitation.  

Recommendations 

 The purpose of this study was to investigate the scores on the state-wide TAKS test 

among fifth-grade students based on their Limited English Proficiency (LEP) status while 

comparing scores of those students in a Traditional bilingual program who transition into English 

instruction in fourth-grade to those in a Developmental bilingual program who transition into 

English instruction in fifth-grade. The study also sought to define the effectiveness of bilingual 

education by examining the experiences, knowledge, and perception of principals who are 

involved in bilingual programs at their schools. The findings of this study have suggested that 

students served under the Developmental bilingual program outperform students who were served 

under the Traditional bilingual program in the same district. The findings also suggest that the 

bilingual programs need to be more consistent within the district and guidelines need to be more 

transparent.  
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 The following recommendations based on the results of data collected and analyzed in 

this research study: 

 The study could be replicated by including former LEP students who have exited the 

bilingual program, but have continued in the same school under a regular class. This 

would allow those students who had previously been served under a bilingual program to 

be included in the study. 

 Further study could include more than eight schools. The study could collect archival 

data from 20 schools. This would allow for more principals to be included in the study. 

 Additional studies could include the other types of bilingual programs, not only the 

Traditional and Developmental bilingual programs.  

 Additional studies could include looking at scores from different grade levels. 

Implications 

 This study, The Effectiveness of Traditional vs. Developmental Bilingual 

Programs within the Same Large Urban Texas School District: Implications for School 

Leaders, was conducted by comparing scores of fifth-grade LEP students taking an 

English version of TAKS Reading and TAKS Math. Principal interviews were also 

conducted to gain insight into the perceptions of school leaders working with the 

bilingual programs. The practical implication for this study was to determine the 

effectiveness of the bilingual programs in the instruction and learning of students being 

served under these programs. 

Given that the findings support that students served under the Developmental 

bilingual program outperform students served under the Traditional bilingual program on 

the fifth-grade TAKS Reading and TAKS Math assessments, the most important 

implication for this study is to share the data with school leaders and policy makers 
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within the district. The data suggest strong support in favor of the Developmental 

bilingual program. This data should also be shared in order to further expand the already 

existing Developmental bilingual program within the district.  

The qualitative portion of this study based on principal‘s perception of the 

effectiveness of bilingual education has significant implications for policy makers and 

educators interested in implementing changes affecting bilingual education. This study‘s 

findings provide some significance to existing literature findings supporting the 

effectiveness of bilingual education. Studies stated that students with strong native-

language proficiency are more likely to develop greater English proficiency, and native 

language instruction bolsters English language learners‘ academic success (August, et. al. 

1997; Meyer & Feinberg, 1992). It was also noted by Greene (1998), that children with 

limited English proficiency who are taught using at least some of their native language 

perform significantly better on standardized tests than similar children who are taught 

only in English. It is important for those making decisions in regards to educating ELLs 

understand the need of these students and programs that can meet their needs. 

This study also has implications for educational researchers and educational 

leaders in school districts. Educational leaders should consider how to further educate 

school leaders and teachers in enhancing their skills and knowledge of instruction for the 

Developmental bilingual program. Educational researchers should continue to examine 

the success of the Developmental bilingual program for ELL students achieving in other 

content areas such as writing, science and social studies. 
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Conclusion 

 Since the time of World War I, which itself lead to an increase in immigrant 

populations, and caused concern with regard to the preservation of American culture and 

values, Bilingual programs have been a heated topic in the United States (Manuel, 2008). 

Beginning with the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Bilingual Education Act in 1698, and 

today‘s ―high-stakes‖ accountability due to No Child Left Behind, meeting the needs of 

ELLs is still an area in education that is under intense scrutiny. As the number of ELLs 

enrolling into today‘s schools increases, meeting their needs is becoming more 

challenging for educators. Research also indicates that serving these students through a 

bilingual program is the best way to obtain success. However, there are several types of 

bilingual programs being used to serve ELLs. This research study has found significant 

evidence that suggests the Developmental bilingual program is more effective in meeting 

the educational needs of ELLs than a Traditional bilingual program.   

As a result of these findings, and to address the needs of ELLs, it is recommended 

that the district continue to strengthen their bilingual programs through the use of 

developmentally appropriate practices and that future research focus on student 

achievement. Moreover, school leaders should examine bilingual programs for critical 

elements. Slavin (2008) recommended that bilingual education programs have a set of 

clear goals, implement methods that are aligned with the goals, and assess progress 

toward these goals. Much can be said about the implementation of the program; the basic 

characteristics of the programs must address the needs of the campus learners and address 

the factors for successful bilingual education programs.  
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The selection of education programs should be data-driven and needs based. This 

research was intended to provide support for school leaders and policy makers as they 

seek to improve the educational achievement of ELLs. The results of this study support 

that students served under the Developmental bilingual program outperform students who 

were served under the Traditional bilingual program. Results from the principal 

interviews also support that the district needs to be more consistent with the bilingual 

programs and more professional development is needed for teachers to meet the needs 

ELLs.  
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Participant Code:  EP-1 

 

Date:  February 21, 2012 

 

Site bilingual program type: Traditional Bilingual Program 

 

1.  How many years have you been an administrator in HISD? 

This is my second year as a principal, and um HISD prior to that I was an 

assistant principal for 5 years and one year I completed the principal internship so 

this will be 8 years. 

 

2. How do you monitor the bilingual program on your campus to assure it is being 

effective? 

 

Umm, one of the things we do is we monitor through assessments, common 

assessments on grade level and the teachers we decide ahead of time a calendar of 

assessments, how often we are going to assess, a window of when we are going to 

assess. Teachers administer the English assessment and it‘s progressive at the 

beginning. We start with vocabulary, heavy on vocabulary, root words and things 

like that. And then we move forward and include comprehensive mirroring it as 

much as we can to TELPAS and then with the new requirements especially that of 

the transition grades. So we do the benchmark tests and then teachers report 

during PLCs. They have to give reports and they have to reports and they have to 

tell you know report out the strengths are and what the areas of concern and then 

we kind of adjust our instruction based on that data. One thing that teachers at 2
nd

 

and 3
rd

 grade are doing are switching or sharing doing flexible grouping with the 

kids so that the kids are grouped by level for ESL instruction. 

 

3. So question number 3, on a scale of 1 to 5, one being the lowest and 5 being the 

highest, how familiar are you with the bilingual guidelines of the district? Explain 

your response. 

 

I think I am a 5. I am pretty familiar with the guidelines. I was a bilingual teacher 

as a teacher and then when I came out of the classroom I became the LPAC 

person for all those years.  And then, I‘m actually the LPAC chair here at De 

Zavala. So I am pretty much in the loop with the guidelines and the timelines at 

each different grade level tradition versus development programs within the 

district.   

 

4. How do you assure that the ESL component of the bilingual program is being 

implemented as it should be according to district guidelines and policy? 

 

The most effective way to assure it is being implemented is classroom 

observations. Since I spend a lot of time in the classrooms one of the things I do 
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look for or plan to do is go in during ESL instruction specifically, to monitor ESL 

instruction.  Because our kids do regroup at 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 grade level I make sure 

that within one week period I‘ll go into the lowest level, the medium level and the 

highest level, they are grouped into three groups during that specific ESL time to 

kind of monitor the type, quality of instruction the higher order thinking skills 

even with ESL instruction.    

      

5. On average, how long do students remain in the bilingual program at your school? 

On average, beginning at…..if we include Pre-K, and they transition out at fourth 

grade, that would be a total of 6, but if we are going by guidelines, it starts at first 

grade so it‘s first, second, third, fourth, so it is four years.  

 

6. On a scale of 1 to 5, one being the lowest and 5 being the highest, how would you 

rate the effectiveness of the bilingual education program in your school in 

providing the necessary academic skills for students to be successful when they 

enter middle school in the English dominant program? Explain your response. 

 

The effectiveness of the bilingual education at my school currently is probably a 

3.5. And I say that because we have good systems in place, we have teachers, 

truly bilingual teachers beginning at 2
nd

 grade and on. My kinder and first grade 

bilingual teachers are….they are bilingual but they are more comfortable in their 

native language which is Spanish. But they do teach ESL instruction, and actually 

do a good job at it. So at 2
nd

 thru 5
th

 grade they are truly bilingual in that we do 

some teaching in the content, teaching in the science content across the school 

across the campus in English instruction. Vocabulary development is key.  And I 

don‘t rate it higher than that because of course our biggest challenge is time. 

Having adequate time to develop the language, the English langue to the extent 

that it is necessary for a kid to be really ready for all English classes in middle 

school.  It is a 3.5 because we transition at 4
th

 grade so our kids at least have 2 

years of elementary level to prepare and learn the academic vocabulary and learn 

it and be able to use it and apply it .  

 

7. What type of support if any do you get from the parents? 

Very little from the parent regarding ESL instruction in our bilingual program.  

They support bilingualism. They know it is important and it is something they do 

desire for their children.  But as far as them support to push the English 

instruction, some do it earlier than others, but most just go with the flow.  

 

8. How often do your teachers attend workshops dealing with bilingual education? 

My bilingual teachers go to what is required.  I do have a few that will represent a 

team and will attend a workshop and bring back information regarding bilingual 

education. So they may go to and ESL workshop or what have you and we do it 
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that a lot on campus anyways for all content areas because we are a small campus 

and time is limited. But for bilingual education it is usually 1 or 2 that attend and 

come back and train everybody else and share materials. 

 

9. What are some of the benefits for students who participate in a bilingual program? 

Will obviously being bilingual is beneficial while in school and of course in their 

careers and college years.  We all know that bilingual people get paid more, 

bottom line, they get paid more for having that skill and that ability.  So it is 

beneficial for them to be bilingual.  The other benefit of it is the academic 

language because a lot of our academic language is based in some Spanish 

context or some Spanish roots so a lot of the technical terms especially in science. 

Our kids are able to grasp that faster because they can use the context or use…I 

forgot what it is called. The lingo. They have that knowledge in Spanish so it is 

easier for them to translate it into English and know what those technical words 

are. So that‘s the advantage is for them being bilingual versus monolingual 

students who have no schema about root words. Our bilingual students have an 

advantage. 

 

10. How can this program be improved? 

It can be improved if we could figure out a way to get it all in during the day and 

do it well.  I think we would do the doing well part very well if we just had more 

time to implement a program where our students could be fully engrossed in 

learning the second language.  And I think it can be improved if we could stream 

line be more specific with the vertical plans making sure that by the end of PK, 

our students in ESL, this is our goal, then kinder, first grade and go all the way to 

third and fourth and really prepare our kids for transition. Our kids do really well 

in transition.  In the past three years we have had coming out of fourth grade into 

fifth grade only 12 kids not transition. In the past two years and then last year it 

was 10. So our kids do well. You know in order to transition they have to pass the 

TAKS test in the past so they do well. 
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Participant Code: EP-2 

 

Date: February 21, 2012 

 

Site bilingual program type:  Traditional Bilingual Program 

 

1.  How many years have you been an administrator in HISD? 

3 years 

2. How do you monitor the bilingual program on your campus to assure it is being 

effective? 

 

We have focused walk throughs, benchmarks during PLC‘s, common assessments 

and aprenda.  

 

3. On a scale of 1 to 5, one being the lowest and 5 being the highest, how familiar 

are you with the bilingual guidelines of the district? Explain your response. 

 

I would rate myself as a 4, I am I have experience as a bilingual teacher. My 

education career started as a bilingual teacher. I‘ve served on LPAC committees 

in two different districts so I‘m well versed as to the laws and the guidelines and 

the philosophy and theory behind bilingual education.   

 

4. How do you assure that the ESL component of the bilingual program is being 

implemented as it should be according to district guidelines and policy? 

 

We of course attending the LPAC meetings that the district holds, we attend 

yearly so that were updated on any changes that may have come down but based 

on those meetings we come up as a school with a focused walk through and as 

administrators we go in during the ESL schedule time. Every teacher is required 

to turn in a schedule so we walk in there and we just jot down what are we seeing 

during ESL, is it consistent, is it being done, are they using strategies, is the 

theory in place but we do it through all the grade levels to make sure that its 

consistent.    

 

5. On average, how long do students remain in the bilingual program at your school? 

4 to 5 years if they start in Pre K, although that‘s changing thou. We previously 

are historically have transitioned students in 4
th

 grade, this year we‘ve piloted a 

3
rd

 grade classroom that transitioned in 3
rd

 grade and next year were hoping to 

transition all bilingual students into English by 3
rd

 grade. 

 

6. On a scale of 1 to 5, one being the lowest and 5 being the highest, how would you 

rate the effectiveness of the bilingual education program in your school in 
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providing the necessary academic skills for students to be successful when they 

enter middle school in the English dominant program? Explain your response. 

 

I rated our school as a 3, although I think we have a stronger ESL program and we 

are seeing our students transition earlier and this being the first year we still have 

gaps to fill with our transitional students and that‘s where were trying to figure 

out how do we best service them and although 4
th

 grade is a transition year and 

we get them to where they need to be we still see that they‘re struggling in 5
th

 

grade and so that‘s a battle that we continue to fight , we think their ready, they 

show us that they‘re ready based on all assessments but they‘re still not 

academically were they need to be in order to be successful at the middle school.  

 

7. What type of support if any do you get from the parents? 

For the parents that truly believe in the bilingual program, their very supportive in 

that their child get that foundation in their native language but they‘re a little bit 

concerned about the English portion. Some parents feel it‘s too much and some 

parents feel it‘s not enough, of course you have those parents that are totally 

against the program and so any efforts that you try to convince them that that‘s 

the best for their child goes by the waste side because their just, they want their 

child to learn English from the get go so that‘s a struggle but overall they‘re very 

supportive.   

 

8. How often do your teachers attend workshops dealing with bilingual education? 

4 to 6 times per year. 

9. What are some of the benefits for students who participate in a bilingual program? 

What we have seen is that of course the strong foundation in their native language 

makes that transition easier but we‘ve also seen a shift in their self esteem because 

we are so focused on ESL now, they no longer feel like they are apart from the 

other classes. They are now integrated throughout the day and so you can go into 

any classroom and especially ancillary and you‘ll see the classes mixing together 

so it‘s no longer bilinguals over here and regulars over here.  It‘s changing the 

culture of the school but it‘s also raising their self esteem.  

 

10. How can this program be improved? 

For the campus or for the district? Continue with the consistency, I think we need 

to really look at where are we missing the ball or dropping the ball for our 

transitional students. Do they not have enough support or is it the teachers that 

don‘t have enough training and what specific training are they needing because 

those students are the once that you see need that extra support and sometimes its 

failure on our part in providing support for those students. As a district 

consistency. Right because we do have a child that came from another school 



133 

 

 

across town in our bilingual program and because ESL is an important part of our 

program, she‘s a second grader. Mom was up here every day complaining that we 

are just teaching her daughter to much English, that she‘s not use to it, the other 

school didn‘t focus on it and so when I explained to her the purpose of it she 

understood but for me that was difficult in that how can I explain it to a teacher as 

an administrator when a school across town in the same district is doing 

something different and her child ultimately  was suffering as well because she‘s 

like, ―I didn‘t know I had to know English,‖ so the district needs to get some sort 

of plan where its consistent from school to school.        
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Participant Code: EP-3 

 

Date:  February 23, 2012 

 

Site bilingual program type: Traditional Bilingual Program 

 

1.  How many years have you been an administrator in HISD?  

6 yrs.  

2. How do you monitor the bilingual program on your campus to assure it is being 

effective?  

 

Walkthroughs, observations, monitoring of ESL block, EOY TELPAS results, 

PLC discussion, student interviews, student ESL work samples   

 

3. On a scale of 1 to 5, one being the lowest and 5 being the highest, how familiar 

are you with the bilingual guidelines of the district? Explain your response.  

 

4, I am familiar with Bilingual rights and responsibilities as they pertain to 

instruction and ESL blocks of times vs. Spanish instruction  

 

4. How do you assure that the ESL component of the bilingual program is being 

implemented as it should be according to district guidelines and policy?  

 

Walkthroughs, observations, monitoring of ESL block, EOY TELPAS results, 

PLC discussion, student interviews, student ESL work samples, teacher schedules 

contain a solid block for ESL instruction  

 

5. On average, how long do students remain in the bilingual program at your school?  

 

Too long! Usually they enter in PK and transition in 4
th

 grade so about 5 years.  

 

 

6. On a scale of 1 to 5, one being the lowest and 5 being the highest, how would you 

rate the effectiveness of the bilingual education program in your school in 

providing the necessary academic skills for students to be successful when they 

enter middle school in the English dominant program? Explain your response.  

 

3, It has gotten a lot better over the last few years as we closely monitor and hold 

teachers accountable for the ESL instruction; however, we still have far too many 

students that make the transition to middle school not prepared due to language 

deficiencies that should have been resolved in the primary years.  

 

7. What type of support if any do you get from the parents?  
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Very little academically; however, they support their students to gain more 

English proficiency but can‘t help them at home due to their limited English.  

 

8. How often do your teachers attend workshops dealing with bilingual education?  

 

Not very often as they tend to focus more on what‘s tested for teacher 

accountability and student promotion 

 

9. What are some of the benefits for students who participate in a bilingual program?  

 

If it is a truly bilingual program, students benefit from gaining literacy proficiency 

in 2 different languages will prepares them to be marketable in the future as they 

compete globally for jobs, college entrance, etc.  

 

10. How can this program be improved?  

 

Bilingual/ESL instruction needs to be closely monitored by administration as 

closely as we monitor everything else for accountability. The profession needs to 

recruit teachers who are PROFICIENT in both languages (reading, writing, and 

speaking) not just in their native language. We need to provide opportunities for 

non-native speaking teachers to grow in English so that can support their students. 

Also, we must provided students with opportunities to socialize and interact with 

strong bilingual mentors and other students.  
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Participant Code: EP-4 

 

Date: February 23, 2012 

 

Site bilingual program type: Developmental Bilingual Program 

 

1.  How many years have you been an administrator in HISD?  

7 

2. How do you monitor the bilingual program on your campus to assure it is being 

effective?  

 

Classroom observations; student work; assessments; vertical planning 

 

3. On a scale of 1 to 5, one being the lowest and 5 being the highest, how familiar 

are you with the bilingual guidelines of the district? Explain your response.  

 

5, as AP went to extensive training – LPAC Chair; as principal it is my 

responsibility 

 

4. How do you assure that the ESL component of the bilingual program is being 

implemented as it should be according to district guidelines and policy?  

 

Common ESL block among bilingual teachers makes it easier to monitor; student 

work samples 

 

5. On average, how long do students remain in the bilingual program at your school?  

 

5 year years (PK-3) 

 

6. On a scale of 1 to 5, one being the lowest and 5 being the highest, how would you 

rate the effectiveness of the bilingual education program in your school in 

providing the necessary academic skills for students to be successful when they 

enter middle school in the English dominant program? Explain your response.  

 

5, we transition all bilingual students in 4
th

 grade; English vocabulary 

development for all students-common time, vertical aligned; English writing 

program for bilingual students-vertical aligned  

 

7. What type of support if any do you get from the parents?  

 

They make themselves available and ensure their students are doing assignments 

and projects  
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8. How often do your teachers attend workshops dealing with bilingual education?  

 

Whenever they are made available. 

 

9. What are some of the benefits for students who participate in a bilingual program?  

 

Being truly bilingual 

 

 

10. How can this program be improved?  

 

Common program throughout the district; more PD for teachers 
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Participant Code: EP-5 

 

Date:  February 28, 2012 

 

Site bilingual program type:  Developmental Bilingual Program 

 

1.  How many years have you been an administrator in HISD? 

4 years 

2. How do you monitor the bilingual program on your campus to assure it is being 

effective? 

 

When results from Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment (TELPAS) 

are received, I disaggregate the results by the years that the students have been in 

US schools, the grade level tested and the proficiency level they have attained in 

Listening, Speaking, Reading and Writing. Based on the data and through 

conversations with teachers, I set a goal to work towards and reach for the end of 

the school year to reach English proficiency. Monitoring of faithful 

implementation of the bilingual program begins and is tracked through classroom 

walk-through and observations as well as noted on teacher‘s lesson plans. All 

bilingual teachers teach science in English, English Language Learners (ELLs) 

are intermixed with English speakers in the ancillary classes the students attend 

daily. Teachers turn in English writing samples monthly to administration and 

conversations in Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) concentrate once a 

month in meaningful discussions of strategies to focus on for ELLs. Student data 

is tracked and monitored. 

 

3. On a scale of 1 to 5, one being the lowest and 5 being the highest, how familiar 

are you with the bilingual guidelines of the district? Explain your response. 

 

I would rate myself as a five and the reason I would choose this rating is because I 

have extensive knowledge of bilingual guidelines. I have been an active member 

of the Language Proficiency Acquisition Committee (LPAC) for the last eight 

years. Through meetings held by the district three times a year and by having 

spent time on learning bilingual guidelines and laws, I am comfortable in 

monitoring a bilingual program that complies with implementation of the 

district‘s guidelines and policies. I also am familiar with researching an answer 

that I may not be completely sure of through the Multi-lingual page on the 

district‘s website. 

 

4. How do you assure that the ESL component of the bilingual program is being 

implemented as it should be according to district guidelines and policy? 

 

I assure that the ESL component of the bilingual program is implemented as it 

should be according to district guidelines by first having the bilingual teachers 
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submit their daily schedule with the ESL time included. I then monitor through 

walk-throughs and classroom observations during their ESL instruction time as 

indicated in the schedules. I also take teachers‘ lesson plans and align them with 

the English Language Proficiency Standards (ELPS). Teachers fill out a 

monitoring form for students who are in their first two years of exiting the 

program. The LPAC committee meets as needed to address students in danger or 

students who are failing and plan an intervention to remedy the subject the student 

needs help on. The LPAC committee meets at least three times a year to decide 

bilingual program implementation, student progress, indicate student participation 

in state and district assessments and review exit criteria for students. LPAC 

members also have an active participant role in the Admission Review Committee 

(ARD) for special education students who are ELLs. 

 

5. On average, how long do students remain in the bilingual program at your school? 

On average students enter in the Pre-K level and enter the transitional grade in 

fourth grade with a successful exit at the end of 4
th

 grade. The average years if 

Pre-K would count would be five years, but according to state guidelines the years 

in school begin in first grade so it would be three years. 

 

6. On a scale of 1 to 5, one being the lowest and 5 being the highest, how would you 

rate the effectiveness of the bilingual education program in your school in 

providing the necessary academic skills for students to be successful when they 

enter middle school in the English dominant program? Explain your response. 

 

I would rate my school a three. The reason for such a rating is that we have in the 

last four years have approximately twelve students who do not meet exit criteria 

at the end of fourth grade, therefore; the students receive instruction from an ESL 

certified teacher while in fifth grade. I have found that the language acquisition 

widens as they enter middle school. I believe the reason that these students are not 

as successful could be because the segment of the brain responsible for language 

acquisition begins to close at approximately the age of twelve to thirteen which is 

middle school age. If the students were given adequate remediation in ESL 

methodologies and instructional strategies to minimize language deficiency; 

students would have a better chance of success. Research would have to be 

conducted to prove that this theory could result in gains for the students‘ in 

English acquisition and application. 

 

7. What type of support if any do you get from the parents? 

Unfortunately, the support from parents is very minimal. Because of the low 

social economic status, parents‘ survival responsibilities often impede active 

participation and or involvement from their end. Parent‘s support is vital in 

student‘s elementary schooling as this sets the foundation for their education. 

 



140 

 

 

8. How often do your teachers attend workshops dealing with bilingual education? 

Teachers almost never attend any workshops on bilingual education as the district 

falls short in offering any. The only offerings are three times a year for the LPAC 

committee members. 

 

9. What are some of the benefits for students who participate in a bilingual program? 

Some of the benefits for students that participate in the bilingual program are that 

the students learn a new language while they are learning their own native 

language.  

Students whose native language is strong acquire the new language skills at or 

above the same level of proficiency as their native language. Also, parents have 

the necessary support for their children in their native language. 

 

10. How can this program be improved? 

The program can be improved if the amount of time required for ESL instruction 

is increased in second grade and third grade. The students should also have two 

subjects, for example, Science and Social Studies taught in English. A high 

frequency test should be given to first-third graders in English, comparable to the 

test given in their native language. Support systems to involve parents must be 

established and monitored for effectiveness and to improve support for students. 

Support systems for recent arrivals to have immersion programs of sheltered 

instruction in elementary schools as middle and high schools currently have. 

Monitoring systems must be established and aligned across the district so that all 

schools are evaluating teachers in the program implementation regimen. 

 

 

 


