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 Texas has one of the highest populations of English Language Learners (ELLs) in the 

U.S., with a complex system for their placement, education, and assessment. Spanish speaking, 

Hispanic ELLs represent a large proportion of this population. The long-term academic 

achievement of these ELLs identified in elementary is not well known, especially under the 

policy changes of No Child Left Behind. Using Hierarchical Linear Modeling, this study 

compares student achievement, as measured by high-stakes testing, of Hispanic ELLs enrolled in 

Bilingual Education, English as a Second Language, and their non-ELL, demographically similar 

peers. Data will be examined at four time points spanning 3
rd

-9
th
 grade, to suggest implications of 

Texas educational policy on student achievement.   
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Chapter One: Introduction 

English Language Learners (ELLs
1
) are among the fastest growing student 

populations in the U.S. public school system, with Texas ranking second highest of all 

states for the number of students with limited English proficiency (LEP
2
) (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2006). The growth of LEP students has been increasing at a 

faster rate compared to overall student enrollment in recent years. Between the 1995-96 

and 2005-06 school years, total enrollment in the state of Texas increased 13.6% while 

LEP student enrollment increased 34.0% (National Clearinghouse for English Language 

Acquisition and Language Instruction Educational Programs, 2007). Among this diverse 

group of ELLs, Hispanic students represent the fastest rising group, comprising one out 

of every five U.S. public school students in 2008 (Fry & Gonzales, 2008).  As a state 

with one of the highest numbers of ELLs, Texas bears a strong responsibility to establish 

effective policies in the identification, education, and assessment of these students. As 

ELL populations continue to grow within public school systems, other states may look to 

Texas as an exemplar for ELL education models.  The need to identify, educate and 

assess the growing population of ELL students across the nation presents a formidable 

challenge for policy makers and educators alike. 

 The achievement gap between ELLs and Native English Speaker (NES) students 

is well established (U.S. Department of Education, 2009a; 2009b; 2010a; 2010b). This is 

                                                           
1
 ELL is the preferred learner-centered label; has same meaning as LEP.  

2 
LEP is a label that is still used in federal and state policy contexts. Terminology will be 

further discussed in the integrative analysis.  
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illustrated through higher dropout rates, lower academic achievement, and an 

overrepresentation of ELLs in special education programs compared to their NES peers. 

There are many possible contributions to this gap, ranging from federal policy to 

classroom context. On a policy level, the United States Department of Education allows 

each state to devise their own rules and regulations surrounding the identification and 

assessment of ELLs, resulting in inconsistent laws and practices across states. 

Furthermore, the implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) 

requires all students to participate in high-stakes testing as part of a federal accountability 

system, whereas ELL data were formerly excluded from school-wide score reports. This 

requirement places the onus on schools to properly educate ELLs and ensure they are 

receiving an equitable education as their NES peers, as federal funding are now 

contingent on all student test scores. Nevertheless, educational equality does not always 

occur.  There is a significantly lower proportion of ELLs who pass these high-stakes tests 

compared to their NES peers, especially at the secondary level (Smith, 2010; TEA, 

2008).   

At the classroom level, instructional programming for ELLs continue to evolve, 

with the identification of six or more program models, ranging from dual-language 

bilingual education to English-only structured immersion classrooms (Thomas & Collier, 

2002; Genesee, 1999). However, the most prevalent language-instruction program 

models can be collapsed into three categories: mainstream English-only, Bilingual 

Education, and English as a Second Language (ESL).  The establishment of the most 
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effective model is a hotly contested research topic, especially given the constraints of 

shifting educational policies (Thomas & Collier, 2002). Availability of different program 

models also varies significantly between states and school districts. There is a lack of 

consensus on what constitutes best practice for the identification, education, and 

assessment of ELLs (Abedi, 2004; August & Hakuta, 1997). However, based on the 

achievement gap, it is clear that current educational systems are not adequately meeting 

their needs. 

 Although there is considerable evidence that current ELLs have significantly 

lower academic achievement than NES students, few studies have examined the long-

term academic achievement of ELLs after reclassification as English Language 

Proficient. The research that does examine outcomes post-reclassification compares the 

achievement of students from different program models (de Jong, 2004; Kim & Herman, 

2009; Thomas & Collier, 2002), but it rarely follows students past middle school. Most of 

these studies also utilized data collected before the implementation of NCLB, which has 

significantly altered the academic environment, as ELLs' test scores now contribute to 

federal funding decisions. Furthermore, the ELL populations featured in prior studies 

come from various contexts; differing in native language, socio-economic status (SES), 

state of enrollment, and geographic setting (rural versus urban).  Thus it is difficult to 

draw conclusions on the long-term academic trajectories of these former ELLs with 

diverse backgrounds, and there may be a cohort effect as a result of the changing 

educational policies. Research has focused on ELLs in high school, examining the 



 

4 

 

impacts of accountability, policy, and language on dropout rates and academic 

achievement on Spanish-speaking students primarily from low-SES background within 

urban school districts (McNeil, Coppola & Vasquez-Heilig, 2008; Vasquez-Heilig & 

Darling-Hammond, 2008). However, these studies focus on current ELLs, which the 

literature has already established as having poorer academic outcomes.  Further 

understanding of a cohort of ELLs as they mature and progress through the educational 

system will provide a clearer understanding about the academic trajectories of former 

ELLs and the relative effectiveness of various elementary program models on future 

achievement.  

 This study will retrospectively examine student data from a large urban Texas 

school district to investigate the effects of available classroom program models for ELLs 

identified in elementary school, on their future academic achievement. This cohort of 

former-LEP students is an important population of study due to the lack of longitudinal 

analysis on the long-term academic achievement of these students in previous research. 

By examining this data, we will be able to infer the effectiveness of current available 

academic models for preparing ELLs to exit language programming and enter 

mainstream education. In particular, this study will evaluate student high-stakes test score 

differences between ESL and bilingual education program models, as well as in 

comparison to English-only mainstream education. Due to the variety and inconsistency 

of language programming availability, the conglomerate categories of ESL and bilingual 

education will be used to maximize statistical power, and to simplify analyses.  To 
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control for the effects of diverse backgrounds, only Spanish-speaking immigrant ELLs 

from low-SES families will be included in the target groups. The comparison group will 

be comprised of low-SES, non-ELL, Hispanic students. Using Hierarchical Linear 

Modeling, this study will compare the high-stakes test scores of students enrolled in two 

language program models and mainstream English-only instruction at four points in their 

education, from third through ninth grade, in order to compare their relative implications 

for student achievement.   
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Chapter Two: Integrative Analysis 

 This integrative analysis begins with a discussion on the delineation between LEP 

and ELL as two commonly used terms to describe the same student population. The 

current policies that guide how schools identify LEP students are also explained. Next, 

the history of bilingual education in the U.S. is summarized to provide a background 

context for the current educational policies surrounding the identification, education, and 

assessment of ELLs. The following section on the achievement gap highlights the 

differential academic performance between Hispanic students, many of whom are ELLs, 

and their White counterparts. Next, various paradigms of language education and second 

language acquisition will be explored. The section following that incorporates these 

perspectives to describe the educational program models and their effects for ELLs in 

Texas. Finally, the last sections highlight former-ELLs as an under-researched 

population, and describe the current condition of educational policies in Texas to provide 

rationale for this study to focus on student achievement in this state.  

A Note on Terminology 

 There are many terms used to describe students who are not proficient in English. 

The terms "English Language Learner" and "Limited-English proficient" and their 

respective acronyms, "ELL" and "LEP" are similar in meaning. Both refer to students 

who are acquiring English as a second language. "ELL" is the preferred term in schools 

and educational research, as it labels the learner positively, whereas "LEP" ascribes a 

deficiency to the learner. However, the term "LEP" is still used today in federal and state 
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documents, as well as in a historical context. “LEP” also refers to an eligibility status in 

the state of Texas that allows the student to receive specific language accommodations 

and provisions. In Texas, a student may no longer meet eligibility for “LEP” status, but 

still has emerging English language proficiency, and thus is still considered “ELL.”  

Terminology varies across states and policy contexts; however, the focus of this study is 

on students in Texas. For the purposes of this document, "ELL" will be the 

predominantly used term for describing this population, except when referring directly to 

state, federal, or historical policy contexts and Texas eligibility status, which continue to 

refer to these students as "LEP."  

 Under the accountability systems of NCLB (2002), ELLs’ academic performance 

and test scores were evaluated on a national scale for the first time in history. Title III of 

NCLB details the provisions afforded to LEP and immigrant students, including the 

identification policy of these students. According to this act, students may be considered 

LEP if they are: school-aged, enrolled in elementary or secondary school, not born in the 

U.S. or their native language is not English, from an environment where a non-English 

language has had a significant impact on their English proficiency, and have difficulty 

with speaking, reading, writing, or understanding English that may prevent the student 

from meeting state proficiency levels of achievement or succeed in English-only 

classrooms. Considering the broad categorization of ELLs, in practice, this determination 

is most often based on the students’ Home Language Survey (HLS). This survey was 

originally recommended in the Lau Remedies of 1975 as the primary source of 
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information for determining students’ LEP eligibility, and is still widely used today. 

Based on the HLS, educators are able to determine the student’s language background 

information, as well as their current level of English proficiency. Students who meet LEP 

criteria must be offered access to appropriate language instruction programming. Parents 

have the option of accepting language instruction support, or waiving this right and 

enrolling their children in mainstream English monolingual programming.  

History of Bilingual Education 

 The 1960's served as a significant time period in the development of 

contemporary bilingual education. During this decade, the combination of the Civil 

Rights Movement, federal social legislation, and research findings on bilingualism, paved 

the way for the passage of the Bilingual Education Act of 1968 (Stewner-Manzanares, 

1988; Valencia, 2008). Although the Civil Rights Movement originally began as the 

African American struggle for equality, other issues of discrimination were soon brought 

to light during this period of heated social climate. Language scholars argued that 

discrimination extends beyond race, and encompassed issues of national origin, gender, 

religion, language and culture (San Miguel, 2004). This eventually led to federal social 

legislation enforcing an equitable education for LEP students. Title VI (42 U.S.C. § 

2000d) of the 1964 Civil Rights Act (P.L. 88-352) prohibits discrimination on the basis of 

race, color and national origin in programs receiving federal funding, including public 

education. Another critical federal social legislation was The Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 (P.L. 89-10). Under Title I (20 U.S.C. §241a) of ESEA, 
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children of low-income families were afforded funding for compensatory education, 

which included the ELL children of immigrants. This act focused educational attention 

on meeting the linguistic and cultural needs of low-income ELL students.  

 Research findings in the 1960’s on bilingualism provided empirical evidence 

supporting the value of bilingual education. Prior to this decade, the misconception that 

bilingualism had detrimental effects on children’s cognitive development was a widely 

held belief by both educators and researchers. However, in 1962, Peal and Lambert 

conducted their landmark study, which demonstrated that balanced bilingual children 

(French and English speaking) have higher intellectual abilities compared with their 

monolingual peers of a similar background. This study combined with the Civil Rights 

movement and social legislation helped pave the way for garnering support for bilingual 

education. In 1968, ESEA was amended to become the first Bilingual Education Act. 

This legislation served to correct civil rights violations, and established the right of ethnic 

minorities to seek differentiated education. Additionally, this act provided funding for 

resources for diverse educational programming, teacher training, parent involvement 

projects, and the development and dissemination of content material (Stewner-

Manzanares, 1988). 

The 1970’s continued to bring progressive change to bilingual education, 

beginning with the case of Lau v. Nichols (1974). Prior to this class-action suit, 

participation in the Bilingual Education Act was voluntary, and the law lacked specific 
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implementation guidelines. In Lau v. Nichols, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that a group 

of Chinese-speaking minority students in San Francisco were being denied access to an 

equitable education in public schools because of their limited English skills. This ruling 

gave birth to the Equal Educational Opportunity Act of 1974, which required specific 

instructional programs, in ELLs’ native language when possible, in order to overcome 

language barriers for all students. Thus the term “Limited English Proficient” was coined, 

and all students who received this label were required to receive English language 

instruction in both state and federally funded public schools. In response to this ruling, 

the Office for Civil Rights established the Lau Remedies in 1975 to provide suggestions 

for the identification, placement, and education of ELLs. The Lau Remedies remain the 

primary procedural guidelines used in practice. However, the Bilingual Education 

Initiative of 1985 allowed local school districts to determine the best method of educating 

the unique LEP population of students in each area, which allows each state to determine 

its own regulations surrounding the identification and education of ELLs. As a result, 

much variability persists among states in the actual implementation of the Lau Remedies, 

which translates to inconsistent practices and may account for poor student outcomes and 

the existence of the achievement gap. 

The new millennium brought about major shifts in educational policy with 

profound implications for bilingual education. The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

requires accountability through high-stakes testing for all students in English only. This 

may compromise the provisions of the Bilingual Education Act, as this policy does not 
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offer any support for native language education. Local and state educational agencies 

may still offer bilingual programming if perceived to be appropriate. However, with 

federal funding contingent on English-only test scores, more school districts are moving 

away from bilingual education, in an attempt to increase ELLs’ English proficiency as 

quickly as possible. This makes it more difficult to implement full bilingual 

programming. Additionally, statewide policy changes such as Proposition 227 in 

California (California Department of Education, 1999), Proposition 203 in Arizona 

(Arizona Secretary of State, 2000), and Question 2 in Massachusetts (Massachusetts 

Department of Education, 2002), allow only one year of intensive instruction for ELLs to 

gain academic English proficiency. These mandates further promoted the English-only 

agenda.   

The Achievement Gap 

 

 The “achievement gap” in education refers to the disparity between groups of 

students on their academic performance. Although an achievement gap may exist 

between any two groups of students, it is most commonly used to describe the gap 

between low-performing African-American and Hispanic students’ academic 

performance compared to their high-achieving White counterparts (e.g. achievement test 

scores, U.S. Department of Education, 2009b). A similar gap appears between students 

from low SES backgrounds, compared to their more affluent peers, which may account 

for differences in achievement between racial groups (Lubienski, 2002). The achievement 

gap is revealed when comparing student grades, standardized test-scores, dropout rates, 
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course selection, and graduation rates. Given the nature of the current research, our focus 

will be on the achievement gap between Hispanic students (many of whom are ELLs) and 

their White peers.  

 There are many ways to assess student achievement, and the existence of the 

achievement gap shows up on each of these measures. Student test scores on standardized 

assessments are a widely accepted indicator of academic performance, as are retention 

rates, dropout rates and graduation rates. The National Assessment of Educational 

Progress (NAEP) measures how well students have learned the formal curriculum, and 

assesses academic performance across content areas in grades 4, 8, and 12. In 2009, while 

91% of White 4
th

 graders performed at or above basic level in math, only 71% of 

Hispanic students achieved basic proficiency (U.S. Department of Education, 2010a). 

Reading results from the same year show a similar pattern, with 78% of White 4
th

 graders 

achieving basic proficiency, compared with 49% of Hispanic students (U.S. Department 

of Education, 2010b). Statistics for ELLs are even more disturbing, with only 30% of 

fourth grade ELLs performing at or above basic proficiency on the 2007 reading test, 

compared to 69% of non-ELL 4
th

 graders (U.S. Department of Education, 2009b).   

In Texas, there exists a substantial achievement gap between LEP students and 

their NES peers, especially during secondary education. The percentage of LEP students 

passing the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS), the state’s high-stakes 

assessment, across subjects shows a steep decline after middle school (from 6
th

 to 7
th

 

grade), and continues to drop during high school (Smith, 2010; TEA, 2008). 
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Approximately 70% of LEP third graders passed the TAKS, compared to fewer than 20% 

of LEP eleventh graders (Smith, 2010). This alarming trend demonstrates a significant 

problem, as the number of new LEP students in secondary school continues to grow. 

Furthermore, the sharp decline in passing rates between elementary and middle school 

questions the effectiveness of secondary instructional and assessment policies for LEP 

students. Current policy offers Spanish TAKS only from grades 3-5, and refuses 

linguistic accommodations to students with emerging English proficiency, after a three-

year grade period, which may contribute to their subsequent low performance (Cawthon 

& Accommodations Lab, 2010). 

The achievement gap between White and Hispanic students is further illustrated 

when examining high school dropout and graduation rates. In 2007, the total percentage 

of 16- through 24-year-olds who were not enrolled in high school, and without a high 

school credential, was 9.8% of males, and 7.7% of females (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2009a). For Hispanic youth, this percentage rose to 24.7% of males and 18% 

of females, representing the racial group with the highest percentage of dropouts.  In 

comparison, only 6% of White males, and 4.5% of White females fit this demographic in 

2007. As for graduation rates, 76.2% of White students compared to 57.8% of Hispanic 

students graduated high school across the country in the 2003-04 school year (Swanson, 

2008). These statistics clearly indicate that Hispanic students are performing significantly 

lower than White students on several national measures of student achievement.   
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While there is not a clear etiology for the achievement gap, educational research 

suggests several factors that may contribute to this discrepancy. The most obvious and 

salient of these is language difference. Students who are unable to effectively 

communicate in the dominant language are clearly at a disadvantage. Through enrollment 

in language instruction programming, ELLs are able to develop English proficiency and 

access the content curriculum. However, the biggest challenge lies in the “moving target” 

nature of reaching grade level proficiency. As ELLs struggle to learn English in addition 

to content knowledge, their NES peers are progressing more rapidly, as they only have to 

focus on learning content knowledge. Therefore, in order for ELLs to catch up 

academically, they must learn more content and language within one school year 

compared to their NES peers (Guerrero, 2004). 

Another contributing factor to the achievement gap may be the variation in 

educational policies on the structure of language-programming and instructional delivery 

for ELLs.  The allowance by the U.S. Department of Education for each state to 

formulate their own policies surrounding the identification, education, and assessment of 

ELLs results in a lack of consistency on educational policies. Additionally, NCLB (2002) 

has made it more difficult to implement bilingual programming, which gives rise to 

further variability in educational programming decisions. For example, while some states, 

such as Texas, continue to offer bilingual education options, other states, such as 

California, have passed legislation (Proposition 227) to allow only one year of intensive 

English-only education (California Department of Education, 1999) for ELLs. Both states 
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have similar demographics, and represent the top two states with the highest proportion 

of ELLs, yet their educational policies are on opposite ends of the continuum. 

Meanwhile, under NCLB (2002) accountability, all students must meet cutoffs on 

English high-stakes testing in order for schools to receive federal funding without 

regulatory controls on how these funds are spent. This provides further incentive to move 

away from bilingual education and push ELLs towards mainstreaming as soon as 

possible, regardless of student readiness. Even in sheltered English classrooms such as 

ESL, teachers may feel undue pressure to produce high standardized-test scores, which 

may translate into more emphasis on content mastery, without enough attention paid to 

promoting English acquisition.  

Perspectives of Language  

 Effective educational programs for language instruction are based on language-

planning models that either address only language, or acknowledge the intertwined nature 

of language and culture. These models have defined objectives for the program and stated 

language and cultural goals for what the learner should achieve. In some programs, this 

may be English acquisition and acculturation into mainstream culture, whereas other 

programs may strive for student bilingualism and biculturalism. Ruiz (1984) identified 

three perspectives on language: language as a problem, language as a right, and language 

as a resource. The language and cultural paradigms behind the organization of 

instructional programming for ELLs are based on these perspectives of language 

planning. Theories on how ELLs acquire a second language also contribute to 
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instructional design decisions. Cummins (1979) delineates the difference between 

academic language and interpersonal language. Collier (1987) supports the 4-8 years 

required for ELLs to acquire academic English. Through examining what is required for 

ELLs to develop fluency in a second language and the organizational rationale behind 

classroom models, we can better evaluate the effectiveness of the existing instructional 

programming.  

Language as a problem. 

 The language as a problem perspective views limited English proficiency as a 

deficiency that must be addressed within the classroom. Historically, this is the 

predominant framework utilized in English-only educational programming for ELLs, and 

is the rationale behind compensatory language instruction program models. The learner’s 

native language and culture are not utilized or even acknowledged through instruction. 

The ultimate goals of acquiring English-language proficiency and mainstream 

acculturation are emphasized through remedial English instruction. Educational policy 

decisions in Arizona, California, and Massachusetts, which only allow one year of 

intensive English instruction before mainstreaming ELLs in English-only monolingual 

classes, adhere to this perspective. Programming in Texas is less restrictive, but may still 

have elements that adhere to this perspective. Any instructional model that uses English 

as the only language of delivery also ascribes to this framework.  

Language as a right. 
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This perspective views students’ native language as a stepping-stone toward 

learning English. Instructional emphasis is placed on providing equal access to the 

curriculum through content and literacy instruction in students’ native language until 

their English proficiency is adequately developed. Program models that adhere to this 

framework capitalize on students’ native language proficiency as a way for ELLs to 

access the grade-level content curriculum while simultaneously acquiring academic 

English proficiency. The ultimate goals of this theoretical framework remain English 

competence and successful acculturating into mainstream American society. In Texas, the 

program model that most closely adheres to this framework is transitional bilingual 

education. This model respects the linguistic rights of ELLs’ native tongue, while moving 

towards the same language and cultural goals as the language as a problem framework.  

Language as a resource. 

 

This last framework views students’ native language and culture as an asset 

within the classroom, and it is the perspective that most appreciates the intertwined nature 

of language and culture. Program models that adopt this framework respect the linguistic 

human rights of students’ native language, and seek to provide ELLs with an equitable 

education with an emphasis on bilingualism and biculturalism. These program goals 

focus on equal mastery of English as well as the native language. In Texas, dual language 

bilingual instructional models follow this framework. The student makeup of these 

classrooms tends to be half ELLs and half NES peers for two-way dual language 

programs, or ELLs only in one-way dual language classrooms. The language of 
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instruction generally follows a 50-50 distribution, with equal instruction in English and 

the native language.  

 Cognitive academic language proficiency.  

 

 Cummins (1979) proposed a conceptualization of language as two distinct, 

independent continua known as Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills (BICS) and 

Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP). BICS refer to the conversational 

interpersonal language that students use for everyday, social interactions. CALP focuses 

on proficiency in academic language such as vocabulary used in classrooms, textbooks, 

and standardized tests. Cummins suggests that BICS tend to be developed through 

context-embedded communication, which relies on communicative supports such as 

physical gestures and vocal inflections to help the listener make sense of the content. On 

the other hand, CALP is developed through context-reduced communication that does not 

offer clues to support understanding, such as textbooks. Therefore, the cognitive demand 

required for developing BICS is significantly lower than what is required for CALP. 

Although ELLs are able to develop peer-appropriate BICS in as little as six months to 

two years, it takes between 4-8 years on average to develop CALP (Collier, 1987). The 

distinction between BICS and CALP is an important consideration in educational 

decision-making for ELLs. Students with developed BICS but emergent CALP may be 

erroneously mainstreamed from ESL or bilingual education into monolingual English 

classrooms before they are ready. Furthermore, with policy decisions pressuring schools 
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to transition to English-only instruction as early as possible, more ELLs run the risk of 

being mainstreamed before the necessary timeframe for CALP development.  

 Language interdependence hypothesis.   

 Collier (1987) demonstrated that ELLs between the ages of 8 and 11 are able to 

gain CALP in the shortest amount of time compared to ELLs from different age ranges. 

These students were able to achieve the 50
th

 percentile on national norms across content 

areas in only 2-5 years, whereas younger ELLs took an additional 1-3 years to reach 

proficiency, and older ELLs required up to 6-8 years to reach grade-level norms. 

Cummins’ language interdependence hypothesis (1979) suggests a common underlying 

proficiency is responsible for the development of CALP in different languages. As 

students develop CALP in their primary language, the transfer of these cognitive skills to 

a second language occurs more readily. However, this transfer is only relevant when the 

second language is structurally similar to the first, such as the case between Spanish and 

English. This may account for why older students are able to reach grade-level 

proficiency at a quicker rate than younger learners.  

 There may be important educational policy implications following the language 

interdependence hypothesis. This theory suggests that ELLs should remain in bilingual 

education long enough to develop CALP in their native language for the optimal transfer 

of language skills to the second language. This implication suggests that certain program 

models may be more effective than others from a theoretical perspective.   

Education Program Models for ELLs 
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The Bilingual Education Act of 1968 mandates that differentiated and appropriate 

education opportunities be available for ELLs. As a result, diverse program models 

emerged to meet the educational and linguistic needs of these students. Genesee (1999) 

proposes six broad categories of educational programming that serve as the basis for 

instruction of ELLs: sheltered instruction in English, newcomer programs, transitional 

bilingual, developmental bilingual, second language immersion, and two-way immersion. 

The availability of these program models vary by state and student population, yet all 

instructional models for ELLs in the U.S. fit into one of these categories.  Educational 

goals and language of instruction vary by program, as do student characteristics. Each 

program is aligned with one of Ruiz’s (1984) three perspectives on language planning, 

with differing degrees of emphasis on bilingualism and biculturalism. Not all of these 

program models are theoretically appropriate for ELLs, however all have been used in 

practice to some extent. Since the focus of this research is on Texas education policies, 

only the relevant programs models available in Texas will be reviewed and included in 

this study’s methodology. 

English-language monolingual program. 

 This program provides English-only instruction without special language support. 

Before bilingual and ESL options were available, monolingual English was the default 

program model for all students. This is not technically considered a program model for 

ELLs, as there are no specific language accommodations used in these classrooms. 
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However, parents of eligible ELLs have the option of refusing bilingual and ESL services 

when enrolling their children in school, thereby placing them in these mainstream 

English settings. ELLs in this environment are educated with NES peers, by a teacher 

who does not hold additional certification beyond the content area. Thomas and Collier 

(2002) identified ELLs enrolled in this setting as having the poorest outcomes in reading 

and math achievement by fifth grade. The largest number of dropouts also came from this 

group of students. In the current study, demographically similar students who are not 

ELL and who are enrolled in mainstream English classrooms will serve as the 

comparison group for student achievement outcomes.  

Sheltered Instruction in English. 

This type of program provides English-only instruction with scaffolded language 

support, and is generally taught by specially certified teachers. There are many program 

model subtypes under the umbrella term of sheltered instruction in English, including 

English as a second language (ESL) and structured English immersion (SEI). The key 

characteristic of these models is that all instruction is delivered in English only. Thus, the 

primary language goal is for ELLs to develop academic English proficiency. ELLs 

enrolled in this program model may receive instruction through a variety of venues. 

These program models adhere to the “language as a problem” theoretical framework, 

where students’ lack of English proficiency is viewed as a deficiency, and native 

language proficiency is largely ignored.  

English as a second language. 
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English as a Second Language (ESL) programs can be structured in a variety of 

ways. One method is the pullout model, where the student is educated amongst NES 

peers using no special accommodated language instruction for the majority of the school 

day. Students also attend a specialized language instruction classroom taught by a 

certified ESL teacher for designated time periods built into their schedule.  ESL programs 

may also follow an inclusion model, where students remain in one classroom taught by 

an ESL teacher, and content instruction is scaffolded so that ELLs learn both language 

and content knowledge simultaneously. The student population in these classrooms may 

be ELLs only or a mix between ELL and NES students.  

Structured English immersion.  

 

One-year SEI models originally developed in response to the passing of 

propositions in several states within the past decade that allow only one year for ELLs to 

master academic English. Proposition 227 in California, Proposition 203 in Arizona, and 

Question 2 in Massachusetts are based on the premise that one year of intense English 

instruction in a homogenous ELL-only classroom is sufficient for these students to 

compete with their NES peers, both linguistically and academically. As a result, many 

urban districts that formerly offered bilingual education were forced to transition to SEI 

models. Although ambitious and ideal in theory, the effectiveness of SEI programs is 

critically questioned in practice. The prospect of ELLs' ability to effectively negotiate the 

academic English terrain after one year is unlikely (Guerrero, 2004). Especially given 
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empirical evidence that suggests it takes on average 4-8 years for ELLs to fully master 

academic English (Collier, 1995; Thomas and Collier, 1997).   

Bilingual education programs. 

 

Bilingual education in the U.S. has evolved into three separate program models: 

transitional, developmental, and two-way immersion. All three instructional models 

utilize both English and students' native-language (most commonly Spanish) to deliver 

content. The ratio of English to Spanish varies by program, but all provide instruction in 

Spanish at least 50% of the school day. For transitional and developmental bilingual 

education, the classroom is composed of all Spanish-speaking ELLs. Two-way 

immersion programs are ideally composed of equal numbers of NES and ELL students.   

Transitional bilingual education program.  

As its name suggests, transitional bilingual programs have the ultimate goal of 

transitioning ELLs to mainstream English-only instruction. These programs focus on 

student integration into American culture, and development of academic English 

proficiency. The teacher's use of Spanish in instruction is perceived as a stepping-stone to 

the ultimate goal. This program model ascribes to the “language as a right” theoretical 

framework, where students’ native language proficiency is capitalized on as a way to 

develop English proficiency. Students typically enroll in transitional programs between 

pre-kindergarten and second grade, and are exited from bilingual education by the end of 

elementary school. The average length of program enrollment is two to four years. The 

classroom makeup is homogenous ELLs beginning with little to no English proficiency. 
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These programs may start out in early childhood classrooms as 90-10 models, with 90% 

of instruction in Spanish, and 10% English supplement. However, by the time students 

reach first or second grade, instruction is gradually shifted to a 50-50 model, with equal 

time spent on English and Spanish. Under recent policy changes of Texas House Bill 3 

(HB3) (2009), the last year a Spanish version of the statewide high-stakes assessment, the 

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS), will be available is fifth grade. All 

middle and high school students are assessed in English regardless of a student’s English 

language proficiency. As educational policy continue to shift in Texas, more bilingual 

education programs are following the transitional model, with students exiting bilingual 

education before middle school. 

 Developmental bilingual education program. 

Developmental bilingual programs have many similarities to transitional models, 

with a few key differences in student outcome goals. Similar to transitional programs, 

ELLs enroll between Pre-kindergarten and second grade, but spend longer time in the 

program than their transitional counterparts. Both program models begin with a 90-10 

Spanish to English ratio for instructional language, however, developmental programs 

maintain this ratio longer, and do not adopt a 50-50 model until late elementary. The 

student makeup is also similar, with the classroom comprised of Spanish-speaking 

beginning ELLs. Unlike transitional bilingual education, the language goal of this 

program model is bilingualism, with equal proficiency in academic Spanish and academic 

English. There is also an emphasis on biculturalism, as teachers explicitly work towards 



 

25 

 

helping students develop a strong cultural identity for their native heritage, while 

integrating into American mainstream culture. These programs adhere to the “language as 

a resource” theoretical model, which values students’ native language, and seek to 

continuously develop native language skills in addition to English proficiency.  

The original goal of developmental bilingual education was to serve ELLs for a 

prolonged period of time, with an average of six years but extending up to 12 years. 

However, this is not a plausible duration in today's educational climate in Texas. Given 

HB3’s mandate to assess all children in English by sixth grade, and hold federal funding 

contingent on these test scores, it is now in each school's best interest to transition 

students to English-only instruction by middle school.  Thus, the key difference between 

Texan developmental and transitional bilingual education programs in practice is that 

transitional students are mainstreamed in fourth or fifth grade, whereas developmental 

students receive bilingual instruction until sixth grade. 

 Two-way immersion bilingual education program. 

 

Two-way immersion (also known as dual-language bilingual) programs are a 

relatively new instructional model, and may offer the solution to the problems presented 

by both English-only instruction and traditional bilingual education. Like developmental 

models, dual-language programs aim for bilingualism and biculturalism for ELLs, and 

follows the “language as a resource” theoretical framework. Additionally, the classroom 

makeup consists of equal numbers of ELLs and NES students, and instruction is also 

aimed at NES students developing Spanish-language proficiency. The classroom culture 
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is structured to promote interaction and mutual respect between both groups of learners. 

Students typically enroll between kindergarten and first grade, and remain in the program 

through eighth grade, and ideally through high school. The longer duration of this 

program yields benefits for all learners. For ELLs, they are able to develop English 

proficiency at a more relaxed and natural pace, while forming genuine friendships with 

peers from the mainstream culture. For NES students, this program provides the 

opportunity to develop bilingualism without leaving the country, and also affords them 

the chance to participate in and develop a rich understanding of a minority culture. 

Several research studies support this program model as producing the highest long-term 

student academic achievement in English, of all the instructional models for ELLs 

(Thomas & Collier, 2002; Krashen, 2004).  NES students in this program also perform 

comparably to their mainstreamed English-only peers.   

Effects of Educational Models on Academic Achievement 

 Under optimal academic circumstances, ELLs are able to perform at a rate 

commensurate with their NES peers. This topic has garnered much research attention in 

the past few decades, and patterns of achievement are beginning to emerge. There are 

many factors that predict future achievement in ELLs, such as instructional model, 

classroom characteristics, and prior schooling. The current study includes these factors as 

additional independent variables to test their significance as predictors of future academic 

achievement.  
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Thomas and Collier (2002) conducted a national longitudinal study comparing the 

long-term academic achievement of ELLs enrolled in diverse classroom program models. 

Two-way dual language bilingual education programs emerged as the most promising 

model, for both ELLs and their NES classmates. ELLs in these programs performed 

significantly higher in grade 5 in all subject areas compared to ELLs enrolled in ESL, 

developmental bilingual and transitional bilingual programs. However, both transitional 

and developmental bilingual education programming produced ELLs with higher 

academic achievement than those enrolled in ESL models (Mora, Wink, & Wink, 2001; 

Thomas & Collier, 1997; 2002).  Krashen (2004) reviewed the existing literature on 

ELLs’ academic English attainment after enrollment in two-way bilingual programs. His 

results indicate that this program model produces generally positive but variable 

attainment of academic English. Krashen suggests that two-way bilingual programs show 

promising results but research still lacks conclusive evidence that this is the best program 

model for ELLs.  

The amount of schooling ELLs receive also contributes to their future 

achievement (Collier, 1987, de Jong 2004, Thomas & Collier, 2002). Thomas and Collier 

(2002) found that students who receive at least 5-6 years of dual language schooling in 

the U.S. are able to perform on grade-level in English by middle school. This is 

consistent with Collier’s (1987) assertion that ELLs require between 4-8 years on average 

to develop academic English proficiency. Cummins’  (1979) language interdependence 

hypothesis may also account for this finding, as students in dual language programming 
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are developing academic proficiency in both native language and English. The common 

underlying proficiency that supports native language development also develops 

academic English (August & Hakuta, 1997; Cummins 1979). In addition to amount of 

language instruction received in the U.S., the amount of prior schooling in ELLs’ primary 

language also contributes to higher achievement (Thomas & Collier, 2002). Immigrant 

ELLs who received continuous, strong, grade-level schooling prior to enrolling in the 

U.S. had higher academic achievement in English. Furthermore, the detrimental effects of 

low socioeconomic status had less influence on ELLs who received four or more years of 

prior schooling; the benefits of prior schooling were able to offset these negative effects.   

There are additional characteristics of the classroom environment that may 

promote high academic achievement in ELLs. When the learning environment is 

culturally sensitive, supportive, and integrates students’ home and school identities, ELLs 

feel valued and are able to achieve more academically (Garcia, 1991; Curtin, 2005, 

Iddings & Katz, 2007). Positive parental relationships with schools also promote 

learning, as students may feel more invested in their education (Garcia, 1991). Finally, 

when comprehensive language instruction is provided in a context-embedded manner, 

such as through scaffolded grade-level content instruction, ELLs are better able to learn 

both content knowledge and English language (Echevarria, Short, & Powers, 2006). 

These models have been shown to be more effective than de-contextualized language 

instruction that is separate from content instruction, such as pull-out ESL program 

models (Callahan, 2006). The success of the Structured Immersion Observation Protocol 
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model, piloted in California, supports the value of context-embedded language instruction 

(Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2000; Echevarria, Short, & Powers, 2006).   

Former-ELLs  

 

 The achievement gap between current ELLs and their NES peers is already well 

established (U.S. Department of Education, 2009a; 2009b; 2010a; 2010b). However, the 

question of what happens to this achievement gap after these ELLs complete language 

programming and are mainstreamed into English-only instruction has been largely 

overlooked. This understudied population warrants additional research attention in order 

to determine whether the achievement gap persists in their long-term academic 

achievement. The comparison of achievement outcomes for former-ELLs enrolled in 

differential program models may have strong implications for the program evaluation of 

real-world language instructional models.  

 Prior studies have attempted to follow the achievement outcomes of former-ELLs 

(de Jong, 2004, Thomas & Collier, 2002) with varying degrees of success. De Jong’s 

(2004) research compared achievement test scores of students enrolled in ESL and 

bilingual education and their NES peers in fourth and eighth grade. Results suggest that 

students enrolled in ESL have higher long-term achievement than students enrolled in 

bilingual education. However, the author failed to control for demographic variables that 

may impact achievement such as SES, age of enrollment, and native language. Thomas 

and Collier’s nationwide sample of language program outcomes provides a more 

comprehensive study of long-term achievement patterns while controlling for 
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demographic variables across different school districts. Their results support bilingual 

education programming as having the most promising outcomes of all the language 

program models studied. Nevertheless, this study was conducted before NCLB (2002) 

dramatically changed the instructional and assessment landscape. Therefore, the results 

should be interpreted with caution, as the high-stakes assessments of today, as well as the 

subsequent reactions of language program models to these federal mandates, have the 

potential of shifting former-ELLs’ achievement patterns. The current study aims to add to 

this growing body of literature by comparing differential student outcomes after NCLB 

(2002), while controlling for demographic variables.  

Focus on Texas 

   

 Texas is a state with one of the longest running high-stakes testing policy in the 

U.S. Beginning in 1984, Texas legislature first mandated making graduation contingent 

on students passing exams in math and reading. In the 1990’s, then governor George W. 

Bush established the first set of high-stakes assessments (the Texas Assessment of 

Academic Skills), which held school districts accountable for student test scores, 

including cash awards for high performance and sanctions for low ratings. When Bush 

became president, he signed the NCLB (2002) act into law, which mandates all states 

conduct high-stakes standardized assessments and is based on his previous model of 

high-stakes testing in Texas (Hursh, 2005; Vasquez-Heilig & Darling-Hammond, 2008). 

As historically illustrated, Texas educational policies have significant implications for 

policy decisions on a national level.  Furthermore, the population of ELLs in Texas is the 
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second largest in the country, surpassed only by California. Therefore, these students 

represent a significant proportion of ELLs nationwide. Their educational outcomes may 

be of interest to other states that look towards Texas as an exemplar for the identification, 

education, and assessment of ELLs.  

 Another reason for focusing on Texas is the abundant availability of student-level 

data. Texas is the national leader in creating longitudinal data, with a system of individual 

student identifiers, which allows for the tracking of individual student’s progress and 

other achievement outcomes (Losen, Orfield, & Balfanz, 2006). These individual student 

identifiers also permit the tracking of students across public schools and school districts 

within Texas. This statewide database is known as the Public Education Information 

Management System (PEIMS) and will be further discussed in the methods section. The 

existence of this data system affords researchers with the capacity for accurately 

analyzing and reporting a host of achievement outcomes that would not be possible in 

other states.  
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Chapter Three: Proposed Research Study 

Statement of Purpose 

 

ELLs are among the fastest growing student populations in the U.S. public school 

system, with Texas ranking second highest of all states for the number of LEP students 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2006). The need to identify, educate and assess ELL 

students presents a formidable challenge for policy makers and educators alike, 

particularly given the requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001(NCLB), 

which mandates that all students participate in high-stakes testing. The United States 

Department of Education allows each state to devise their own rules and regulations 

surrounding the identification and assessment of ELL. This provision results in 

inconsistent laws across states on the types of assessments used, models of English 

language instruction, and allowable accommodations.  

 In 2007, ELLs represented 16% of the total Texas student population, which 

translates to over 775,000 ELLs spanning Pre-Kindergarten through twelfth grade (Texas 

Education Agency, 2009). As a state with one of the highest numbers of ELL, Texas 

bears strong responsibility to establish effective policy on the identification, education, 

and assessment of these students. It is also a state with the longest running history of 

high-stakes testing, with a wealth of student-level data. As ELL populations continue to 

grow within public school systems, other states will potentially look to Texas as an 

exemplar for ELL education models. Therefore, it is important to determine the 

effectiveness of current policy practices as measured by student achievement outcomes, 



 

33 

 

and identify the factors which contribute to future student success starting in elementary 

school.   

 The primary interest of this study is in examining ELLs' long-term academic 

achievement across the instructional program models of ESL and bilingual education and 

in comparison to their non-LEP peers. Achievement data from a cohort of participants 

will be studied longitudinally at four points in their education. Additional independent 

variables (i.e. prior schooling, length of program enrollment, grade of program exit) that 

have been shown to be significant within the literature as factors affecting achievement 

for ELLs will also be examined. Finally, a measure of English language proficiency will 

be collected at each of these four time points (if applicable) for the target group, 

including third grade in order to establish a baseline level. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Research Question 1 

How do former-Limited English Proficient (LEP) students perform on measures of 

academic achievement from third to ninth grade compared to their non-LEP 

counterparts? 

Hypothesis 1. As a group, former-LEP students will have significantly lower scores 

on state level assessments (TAKS) than their non-LEP peers. 

Rationale. Based on the trends of current LEP students’ disparately low academic 

achievement, particularly in secondary education (Smith, 2010; TEA, 2008), it is 

predicted that former-LEP students will follow these patterns, although not to the extent 
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of current LEP students. The reason being that former-LEP students will have had more 

language instruction than current LEP students, and have had longer opportunity to 

develop the academic English proficiency necessary for scholastic achievement. 

However, considering the challenge of attaining both English language proficiency and 

content knowledge simultaneously in order to catch up to their non-LEP counterparts, it 

is predicted that there will still exist an achievement gap between former-LEP students 

and their non-LEP peers. Current LEP students will not be included in this analysis as 

prior research have already established this group's lower performance in relation to their 

non-LEP peers (Smith, 2010; TEA, 2008; McNeil, Coppola & Vasquez-Heilig, 2008; 

Vasquez-Heilig & Darling-Hammond, 2008).  

Research Question 2 

Compared with non-LEP peers, does previous program enrollment while in elementary 

grades (bilingual education vs. ESL) impact former-LEP student academic achievement 

in secondary grades?  

Hypothesis 2. Students who were enrolled in bilingual education in elementary 

school will perform significantly better on the TAKS than students enrolled in ESL, yet 

not as well as the non-LEP comparison population.  

Rationale. Thomas and Collier (2002) identified students enrolled in dual 

language bilingual programs as having the highest levels of long-term achievement, with 

students enrolled in transitional and developmental bilingual programming having the 

next highest levels of achievement, followed by students in ESL. Based on this study, 
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students enrolled in dual-language programming have similar achievement outcomes as 

their non-LEP peers, whereas students enrolled in developmental and transitional 

bilingual programming attain on average below the 50
th

 percentile (Thomas & Collier, 

2002). However, because only 10% of Texas school districts report the implementation of 

dual-language programs (Lara-Alecio, Galloway, Irby, Rodriquez, & Gomez, 2004), this 

study is unable to examine the subcategories of bilingual enrollment individually. 

Therefore, due to the amalgamation of dual-language, transitional, and developmental 

programs that comprise the category of bilingual education, it is hypothesized that the 

overall achievement of this group will be lower than that of the non-LEP comparison 

group. Additionally, in accordance with Thomas and Collier’s (2002) findings, the 

bilingual education group will perform better than the ESL group.  

Research Question 3 

Can level of secondary academic achievement be predicted by grade of exit from 

ESL/bilingual education, length of language program enrollment, and participation in 

schooling prior to U.S. immigration?  

Hypothesis 3. Students who exit language programming at fifth grade or later, 

were enrolled for three or more years, and received prior schooling before immigration, 

will have higher TAKS scores at seventh and ninth grade than students who did not meet 

all three criteria.  

Rationale. Previous research has consistently identified longer duration of 

program enrollment, older age of exit from language instruction, and participation in 
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prior schooling as predictors of academic achievement in ELLs (Thomas & Collier, 1997, 

2002; Collier 1987, Cummins 1979). The longer duration of language programming 

provides extended opportunity to develop native language proficiency, and acquire 

academic English proficiency. Prior schooling also lays the cognitive foundation for 

future learning. Therefore it is hypothesized that longer enrollment in language program 

models, and a foundation of schooling in students’ native language will improve ELLs’ 

academic achievement. However, Texas policy does not require bilingual education past 

elementary school (Texas Administrative Code, 2008), and because of this, the cutoff 

point of fifth grade for year of exit will be utilized to maximize the sample size.  

Methods 

Data Set. 

 This study will involve a secondary data analysis of individual student-level data 

derived from Texas Education Agency's Public Education Information Management 

System (PEIMS).  Student data from 2003-2010 will be collected from Bayou 

Independent School District (BISD), a fictitious pseudonym created for the purpose of 

this study. BISD is a large, urban, school district, which educates approximately 200,000 

students within the greater Bayou metropolitan area. The district serves a diverse student 

population, comprised of 61% Hispanic, 28% African-American, 8% White, and 3% 

other. Approximately 80% of BISD students participate in free or reduced-price meal 

programs, an indicator of low SES according to federal Title I standards (ESEA, 1965). 

There are approximately 55,000 LEP students within the district, who come from diverse 
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backgrounds, and combined, speak more than 90 different native languages. The majority 

of these students are native Spanish speakers.   

 The PEIMS is a statewide database supervised by the Texas Education Agency 

(TEA), and encompasses all data requested and received by TEA about public education 

in Texas. The database includes individual student information on: enrollment, 

demographics, special program participation, attendance, discipline, and school leaver 

data such as withdrawn students, graduates, and dropouts. Additionally, the PEIMS is 

linked to a separate database containing student results on the Texas Assessment of 

Knowledge and Skills (TAKS), the statewide high-stakes assessment.  

This study will utilize data from the Texas Education Research Center (Texas 

ERC) at The University of Texas at Austin. This is a virtual research center that enables 

scientific inquiry through a clearinghouse of statewide information. It is an independent, 

non-partisan, and non-profit organization focused on data-informed decision-making for 

Texas education. The Texas ERC provides access to longitudinal data from TEA that 

span pre-kindergarten through higher education. Contained in this repository database are 

PEIMS and TAKS data. Specifically, this database contains student-level data on 

enrollment, attendance, course completion, graduation, leaver/dropout, TAKS results, and 

discipline, ranging from 1993-2010. This clearinghouse of information will serve as the 

primary data source for the current study. Researchers who are interested in accessing 

this information must submit their request for data review in writing, and follow the 

agency’s protocols on security and privacy.  
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Sampling. 

 The current research will be a retrospective longitudinal study examining student 

data from ELLs enrolled in BISD spanning from third grade through ninth grade. The 

ELLs will be selected from two program models, ESL and bilingual education. In 

addition, data from a comparison group of students with similar demographic background 

enrolled in mainstream English classrooms will also be examined. All student data will 

be obtained from the same database.  

 Student sampling will be carefully conducted to only include data from those who 

meet the inclusion criteria, due to the diversity of ELLs in BISD. For the two target 

groups of ESL and bilingual education, students must be enrolled as first-year immigrant 

LEP students in third grade in those program models. LEP status is determined on an 

individual basis by the Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) on each 

campus. Students who qualify as LEP are recent immigrants, have a home language that 

is not English, and a beginning TELPAS score. The LPAC also determines when students 

are exited from LEP status, and become former-LEP students. This is achieved after three 

years of schooling in the U.S. or a TELPAS score of advanced.  For the comparison 

group, students must be enrolled in mainstream English classrooms, and not be LEP in 

third grade (i.e. home language is English, or advanced/advanced high TELPAS score, or 

student in the U.S. for at least three years).  

All students must remain in their instructional program model (ESL or bilingual) 

for at least two years, through the end of fourth grade, and only be enrolled in one 
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program model. Additionally, target students must meet the following demographic 

criteria: Hispanic, receiving free or reduced meals, and come from Spanish speaking 

households as indicated by the Home Language Survey (HLS). Students in the 

comparison group must meet all the demographic criteria except for the HLS, which may 

be either English or Spanish. The comparison group will be matched on the variables of 

race, grade, and free or reduced lunch. All students must have also remained within the 

school district for the duration of the study, through their ninth grade years, although 

mobility between schools within BISD is allowable, and students who drop out of school 

in ninth grade will still be counted. Students who do not meet these requirements will not 

be included in the data sample. Additional exclusion criteria are enrollment in special 

education, and students with missing data in more than one subject during a year of 

interest. 

Variables. 

 The dependent variables will be measures of academic achievement, as 

represented by TAKS scores in reading and math, examined in third grade, fourth grade, 

seventh grade, and ninth grade. English language proficiency (ELP) will be included as 

an independent variable, and measured through student TELPAS scores, a statewide 

assessment that is administered annually to ELLs. There are three additional independent 

variables that will be examined to answer the following questions:  

(1) Did target students receive schooling in their native country, prior to their 

immigration to the United States?  
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(2) At what grade level did students from the target groups exit their language 

programming and enter mainstream English classrooms?  

(3) How many years were target students enrolled in their program model?  The 

following table details the variables to be collected at each time point.  

 

3rd Grade: 4th Grade: 7th Grade: 9th Grade: Additional 

Independent 

Variables: 

TELPAS score TELPAS score TELPAS score TELPAS score Grade of exit 

from ESL/BE 

TAKS reading 

score  

TAKS reading 

score 

TAKS reading 

score 

TAKS reading 

score 

Length of 

enrollment in 

ESL/BE 

TAKS math 

score  

TAKS math 

score 

TAKS math 

score 

TAKS math 

score 

 

Prior schooling- 

Yes/No 

    

 

Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS).  

 Overview. The state of Texas uses the TELPAS as the statewide English 

Language Proficiency (ELP) assessment, and these scores will be utilized in the current 

study as a measure of academic achievement. This assessment plays a major role in 

educational decision-making, ranging from classification of ELLs, to curriculum 

planning and instruction (Abedi, 2007). In order to provide a fair and valid assessment for 

ELLs, and ensure an equitable educational opportunity for all students, the NCLB (2002) 

act mandates reporting of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for all students, including 
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ELLs. This accountability requires the assessment of ELLs in two ways, reliable and 

valid measurement of ELP, as well as grade-level content knowledge.  

The statewide ELP test of Texas is comprised of two components: the Reading 

Proficiency Test in English (RPTE) and the Texas Observation Protocol (TOP).  

TELPAS results have been used since 2005 to report the Annual Measurable 

Achievement Objective accountability measures as required by NCLB. The test measures 

ELLs’ annual English progress in four domains: listening, speaking, reading, and writing. 

Results are used in combination with other measures (such as the TAKS) to inform 

instructional decisions for individual students.  

 Score Reporting.  The TOP is scored holistically, with the teacher assigning a 

proficiency rating for the domains of listening, speaking, and writing. The RPTE is a 

multiple-choice, standards-based reading test. There are four TELPAS proficiency 

ratings: Beginning, Intermediate, Advanced, and Advanced High. Students are given a 

proficiency rating in each of the four language domains. To obtain a student’s composite 

score, the proficiency rating is first converted to a number from 1 (Beginning) to 4 

(Advanced High) for each language domain. Each domain rating is weighted, with 

reading given the most weight (75%) in the composite rating, followed by writing (15%), 

listening (5%) and speaking (5%) are given the least weight. The resulting weighted 

composite score ranges from 1 (ratings of Beginning in all language areas) to 4 (ratings 

of Advanced High in all language areas). In the current study, only the student’s 
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composite score will be used in the data analyses as a measure of the student’s overall 

English Language Proficiency. 

 Technical Properties. Reliability and validity estimates for TELPAS are provided 

in the Student Assessment Division’s Technical Digest (TEA, 2010). The Kuder-

Richardson Formula 20 (KR20) was used to calculate the internal consistency reliability 

estimates. For the spring 2009 TELPAS reading tests, the internal consistency estimates 

were excellent, ranging from 0.93 to 0.96. This test also had a small standard error of 

measurement (SEM) of between two and three raw score points across grades. For the 

holistically rated domains of the TELPAS, evidence of high interrater reliability was 

collected through an audit process. Further analyses indicate the weighted TELPAS 

composite ratings have reliability estimates exceeding 0.89. The TELPAS is based on the 

state English Language Proficiency Standards (ELPS), which are part of the Texas 

Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) curriculum. Both the TAKS and the TELPAS 

undergo a similar development process based on the TEKS curriculum. Texas conducted 

two studies in 2008-2009 to investigate student performance on TELPAS compared with 

student performance on the TAKS. Results indicate that as a student’s TELPAS 

proficiency rating increases, so do the TAKS Reading and ELA scale score. This strong 

relationship provides validity evidence supporting the TELPAS. Specific information on 

test reliability and validity can be found in the state’s annual technical digest (TEA, 

2010).  

 Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS). 
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 Overview. The TAKS is the high-stakes assessment of content knowledge for the 

state of Texas under NCLB (2002), and is mandatory for the majority of students starting 

in third grade. It is a criterion-referenced exam that is aligned with the TEKS curriculum, 

and measures students’ ability to apply grade-level learned content knowledge. By law, 

all public school students are annually assessed with TAKS starting in grade 3 across a 

variety of subjects including: math, reading, social studies, science, writing, and English 

language arts. Math and reading are assessed every year, whereas the other subjects are 

assessed less frequently on a predetermined schedule. In addition to the standard TAKS 

for each grade level, different versions of the TAKS are used to assess special student 

populations, including special education and LEP. The Spanish TAKS was developed to 

assess the content knowledge of ELLs enrolled in bilingual education. Until the 2009-

2010 school year, Spanish TAKS was available for grades 3-6. As of this current school 

year, and as a result of Texas HB3, the Spanish TAKS is now only available for grades 3-

5. For this study, both English and Spanish TAKS scores in math and reading will be 

used as an indicator of academic achievement for each of the four time points.     

 Score Reporting. TAKS results are reported in two ways: raw score and scale 

scored. The raw score is the number of correct answers obtained out of the total number 

of answers. A scale score is a conversion of the raw score into a score that is common for 

all forms of the assessment. This allows direct comparisons of student performance 

between different test administration and sets of test questions. Scale scores range from 

1000 to 3200, with a score of 2100 marking the cut point for meeting standard 
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performance level, and a score of 2400 marking the cut point for commended 

performance. In the current study, students’ scale scores in math and reading will be 

examined as measures of academic achievement.  

 Technical Properties. Reliability and validity estimates for TAKS are provided in 

the Student Assessment Division’s Technical Digest (TEA, 2010). The KR20 was used to 

calculate the internal consistency reliability estimates. For the 2008-2009 school year, 

most TAKS internal consistency reliabilities range from the high 0.80s to low 0.90s, 

which are in the good to excellent range for student-level interpretations. SEM values for 

this same year were approximately 31 to 60 scale score points across tests and grades. 

Evidence for the validity of the TAKS was collected based on test content, the response 

process, the internal structure, relationships with other variables, and the consequences of 

testing. Results support the TAKS to be a valid measurement of grade-level knowledge as 

determined by underlying TEKS criterion (TEA, 2010). Additionally, studies conducted 

by Pearson (Davies, O’Malley & Wu, 2007) suggest English TAKS and Spanish TAKS 

are comparable in measuring the underlying constructs of math, reading, and science. For 

more information, consult the state’s annual technical digest (TEA, 2010).   

Data Analyses and Expected Results 

Hierarchical Linear Modeling.  

This study will employ hierarchical linear modeling (HLM), synonymously a 

growth curve analysis, to study the change of academic achievement and related 

outcomes between target and comparison students. Compared to conventional statistical 
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methods such as a within-subject design analysis of variance (ANOVA) and a repeated-

measure multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), HLM has several advantages for 

the analysis of longitudinal data.  First, responses on any outcome variable from the same 

student over time will be correlated, thus violating the assumption of independent 

observations, which is embedded in most statistical models dealing with cross-sectional 

data. HLM takes this correlation, precisely the intra-class correlation (ICC), into 

consideration. The ICC measures the proportion of variance in an outcome variable that 

is between students: a high ICC indicates that much variation in the outcome variable is 

due to students (that is, more information in the occasion-level data is redundant), which 

signifies the need to use HLM. Second, when applying conventional linear models (e.g. 

an ordinary least square regression or OLS) to analyze longitudinal data, one generally 

underestimates the standard errors of the impacts and therefore may erroneously assume 

statistical significance. HLM effectively addresses this problem as well as others inherent 

in longitudinal data, such as time-varying covariates, unequal groups at each data point 

over time, and the need to control for the effects of potentially confounding independent 

variables (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002; Diggle, Liang, & Zeger, 1994; Lindsey, 1993). 

These advantages make HLM more appropriate than the conventional repeated measures 

analysis used in longitudinal studies.  

Conceptually, HLM may be viewed as a modeling process that runs OLS 

regression several times at different levels. A typical HLM growth curve analysis 

involves two levels. At level 1, one regresses an outcome variable of all students from all 
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occasions (i.e. third, fourth, seventh, and ninth grades) on a time variable (i.e. length of 

time between data collection points or grades) and other time-varying covariates (e.g. 

TELPAS score), plus an error term. The intercept and slopes at level-1 are called “fixed 

effects”, because for a given value of the level-1 predictor the effect is fixed. At level 2, 

one takes each level-1 estimated fixed effect as a dependent variable and regresses it on 

the student’s characteristics, and the key independent variables for this study: the 

indicator variables measuring former-LEP students and their non-LEP counterparts, plus 

an error term. The error terms of the level-2 equations are called "random effects,"  

because the values vary by level-2 unit or student (for instance, if the study sample has 

100 students, for each level-2 error term the model estimates 100 specific values). The 

level-2 regression slopes of the equations that do not use the level-1 intercept as a 

dependent variable are called "cross-level interactions," and play an important role in 

testing research hypotheses about differential change rates between former-LEP and non-

LEP students. 

Determination of Sample Size and Statistical Power Analysis. 

This study will employ the general framework of power analysis (Cohen, 1988) 

and the framework for optimal design of longitudinal study using HLM (Raudenbush & 

Liu, 2001) to determine the needed sample size. Specifically, a power analysis for models 

using HLM aims to determine the number of required students for this study that 

produces statistical significance (< 0.05) with adequate statistical power ([1 - 

>. For an HLM analysis, factors affecting needed sample size include: the effect 
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size (i.e. the difference on an outcome variable between the target and comparison 

groups), intra-class correlation coefficient (i.e. percentage of variation on outcome 

variable that is due to students), and number of time points the longitudinal data provide 

(four for this study). The power analysis will be conducted after preliminary data are 

available. The study will employ the Optimal Design software (Spybrook, Randenbush, 

Cogdon, & Martinez, 2009) to perform the power analysis.  

Tests of Research Questions. 

In general, we will use a similar HLM setup to test all research hypotheses. These 

models will use the same LEP variable (or its variant), the same set of time-varying 

covariates in the level-1 equation, and the same set of student characteristics in level-2 

equations, as described below. The models differ on outcome variables, the inclusion of 

cross-level interactions based on significance tests of the interaction terms, and the 

structure of random effects. 

Research Question 1 

How do former-Limited English Proficient (LEP) students perform on measures of 

academic achievement from third to ninth grade compared to their non-LEP 

counterparts? 

Hypothesis 1. As a group, former-LEP students will have significantly lower scores 

on state level assessments (TAKS) than their non-LEP peers. 

Expected Results. The following HLM equations show how the growth-curve 

analysis work and helps answer this research question.  
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Y
ti 

is a TAKS score in math or reading for student i at time t (i.e. t = 1 for baseline 

or grade 3, t=2 for grade 4, t=3 for grade 7, and t=4 for grade 9); (TIME)
ti 

is the length of 

time between baseline and time t for student i, measured in years (i.e. TIME = 0 if t=1, 

TIME = 1 if t=2, TIME = 4 if t=3, and TIME = 6 if t=4); X1ti is TELPAS score, a time-

varying covariate for student i at time t. (LEP)i is a dummy variable for student i that is 

coded as 1 if the student is a former-LEP student, and 0 if otherwise; W1i and W2i are two 

covariates to be controlled for. W1i is a race variable coded as 1 if the student is Hispanic, 

and 0 for any other race. W2i measures free or reduced lunch (an indicator of income 

level), coded as 1 if the student receives free or reduced lunch, and coded as 0 if not. By 

this setup, 
1i

 is the main effect of time or change rate that indicates the amount of yearly 

change in TAKS math or reading score for all students after controlling for all other 

variables. 
01 

is the main effect of LEP.  
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If Hypothesis 1 is true, we would expect to see a negative value on this coefficient 


01

, meaning that other things being equal, former-LEP students have a lower score than 

their non-LEP counterparts at any point in time, and we would also expect to see that this 

coefficient is statistically significant (p<.05). More importantly, 
11

is the cross-level 

interaction between time and group status, which indicates differential change rate of 

TAKS math or reading score between former-LEP and non-LEP students. If Hypothesis 1 

is true, then we would expect to see a negative value on this coefficient, meaning that 

other things being equal, former-LEP students have a slower change rate on TAKS math 

or reading score than their non-LEP counterparts, and the coefficient should be 

statistically significant (p<.05). Based on all three coefficients 
1i 

, 
01

, and 
11

, this study 

will also produce a line chart to show model-predicted change trajectories for the two 

groups. The research hypothesis will be confirmed if the chart shows a slower change 

rate, indicated by a smaller slope of the trajectory for the former-LEP group than that for 

the non-LEP group, or lower scores at most time points, indicated by the change 

trajectory for former-LEP group that is below that of the non-LEP group. 

To run the growth curve model, this study will follow Raudenbush and Bryk 

(2002) and employ HLM software (or similar procedure provided by a statistical software 

package such as SPSS or Stata). A few methodological notes are warranted. First, the 

above example employs TAKS math or reading scores as a continuous outcome variable. 

For this type of variable, HLM uses a full maximum likelihood or a restricted maximum 



 

50 

 

likelihood method to estimate the fixed and random effects of a multilevel model. 

Second, the study will follow strategies recommended by Raudenbush and Bryk (2002) 

to test the structure of the random effects. That is, random effects u
0i

 and u
1i

 may not both 

exist in the final model. Only those that are statistically significant from the deviance test 

or from the Chi-square tests of individual random effects would be retained in the final 

model. The structure of random effects serves a central role in HLM analysis, as a correct 

specification of random effect structure not only affects significance test, but also the 

estimated magnitude of the fixed effects.  

Research Question 2 

Compared with non-LEP peers, does previous program enrollment while in elementary 

grades (bilingual education vs. ESL) impact former-LEP student academic achievement 

in secondary grades?  

Hypothesis 2. Students who were enrolled in bilingual education in elementary 

school will perform significantly better on the TAKS than students enrolled in ESL, yet 

not as well as the non-LEP comparison population.  

Expected Results. To test the first part of this hypothesis, the study will create a 

dichotomous variable BLE1 (i.e. BLE1 = 1 if the student enrolled in a bilingual education 

in elementary school, and BLE1 = 0 if the student enrolled in ESL), and substitute 

variable LEP in the above equations with BLE1. With this setup, if Hypothesis 2 is 

confirmed, we will find a positive value of 
01

(p<.05), meaning that other things being 

equal, students who were enrolled in bilingual education in elementary school have a 
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higher score than their ESL counterparts at any point in time. Additionally, we expect a 

positive value of 
11

 indicating a differential change rate of the outcome variable between 

the two groups of students: other things being equal, students who were enrolled in 

bilingual education in elementary school have a faster change rate on the outcome than 

their ESL counterparts (p<.05). Based on all three coefficients 
1i 

, 
01

, and 
11

, the study 

will also produce a line chart to show model-predicted change trajectories for the two 

groups. 

 The second part of the hypothesis will be tested using a similar model. 

Specifically, the study will create a dichotomous variable BLE2 (i.e. BLE2 = 1 if the 

student is non-LEP, and enrolled in mainstream English classrooms in elementary school, 

and BLE2 = 0 if the student enrolled in a bilingual classroom), and substitute variable 

BLE1 in the above equations with BLE2. Expected results for 
1i 

, 
01

, and 
11

from this 

model will have same directions and statistical significance on the estimated coefficients 

as those in the above model, signifying non-LEP students will perform better than 

bilingual students on measures of academic achievement.  

Research Question 3 

Can level of secondary academic achievement be predicted by grade of exit from 

ESL/bilingual education, length of language program enrollment, and participation in 

schooling prior to U.S. immigration? 
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Hypothesis 3. Students who exit language programming at fifth grade or later, 

were enrolled for three or more years, and received prior schooling before immigration, 

will have higher TAKS scores at seventh and ninth grade than students who did not meet 

all three criteria.  

Expected Results. To test this hypothesis, the study will utilize the same sample 

equation as that used for testing Hypothesis 1. A new dichotomous variable GROUP will 

be created in the following ways: GROUP = 1 if the student exited language 

programming at fifth grade or later, was enrolled for three or more years, and received 

prior schooling before immigration, and GROUP = 0, if otherwise. GROUP will be used 

to replace LEP in the equations testing Hypothesis 1. The study expects positive values 

for 
01

and 
11

(p<.05). The model predicted change trajectories from all three 

analysesLEP, ESL, Bilingual, GROUP = 1, GROUP = 0) will be compared in a final 

graphic analysis. If Hypothesis 3 is confirmed, the students coded 1 on GROUP will be 

expected to have the best outcomes at any point in time and the fastest change rate. 
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Chapter Four: Summary and Implications 

Summary 

 Over the past decade, our educational system has faced many changes in its 

organization, policies, and composition. While student populations of ELLs are 

continuously growing, our educational policies are moving away from bilingual 

education and towards English-only instruction. The advent of NCLB (2002) places more 

emphasis and accountability on ELLs’ rapid acquisition of English-proficiency than ever 

before. Educational policy decisions on state and district levels are responding to this 

accountability by reducing accessibility to bilingual education in an effort to promote 

English acquisition. These decisions are in contrary to what research has continuously 

demonstrated to be most effective in the education of ELLs. Dual-language bilingual 

education programs produce the highest long-term achievement (Thomas & Collier, 

1997; 2002). ELLs require anywhere from five to ten years of intensive instruction in 

order to develop proficient academic English (Collier, 1997). Development of second 

language proficiency is tied to academic proficiency in ELLs’ native language 

(Cummins, 1979).  

 Historically, Texas has been on the forefront of the high-stakes testing debate, as 

the first state to make important educational decisions such as graduation and grade 

retention contingent on students’ test scores (Hursh, 2005; Vasquez-Heilig & Darling-

Hammond, 2008). Texas is also unique for having one of the largest ELL populations in 

the country, second only to California. Because of this combination, Texas state 
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education policies regarding ELLs are particularly important, as they may serve as an 

exemplar for other states’ policy decisions.  Finally, the availability of longitudinal 

student-level data in Texas’ educational databases increases allows for the tracking of 

student progress and other achievement outcomes (Losen, Orfield, & Balfanz, 2006). 

The current study seeks to evaluate the effectiveness of Texas policy on the 

identification, education, and assessment of ELLs in Texas, under NCLB (2002). This 

retrospective longitudinal study will examine student achievement data on ELLs who 

were identified as LEP in third grade in 2002, and enrolled in either ESL or bilingual 

education, in comparison to demographically similar students in mainstream English 

classrooms. Measures of student achievement in the form of TAKS math and reading 

scores will be examined at three additional time points over the course of seven years, 

from 2002-2009, ending when the students are in ninth grade. Additional variables of 

length of enrollment in language programming, attendance in prior schooling, and grade 

of exit from language programming, which are established predictors of student 

achievement, will also be examined.  

Results are expected to confirm prior research supporting the effectiveness of 

bilingual education over ESL programming for producing higher levels of student 

achievement. Nevertheless, it is expected that bilingual students will still perform lower 

than their non-LEP counterparts. Additionally, students who were enrolled in prior 

schooling, experience three or more years of language support, and exit language 

programming after fifth grade or later will have higher levels of academic achievement. 
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However, overall levels of ELL student achievement will be lower than that of the 

comparison group, suggesting that ELLs continue to be at an academic disadvantage. 

This significant difference in achievement level is hypothesized to be as a result of 

NCLB’s push towards English-only assessments and subsequent short duration of 

language support services.  

Limitations 

 The scope of bilingual education policy and second language acquisition is a 

diverse and vast area of research. As such, it is unlikely that the researcher was able to 

capture all the relevant studies in the literature within the limited purview of this 

prospectus. This study attempts to highlight the major developments in the field, 

particularly within the past decade. However, it is possible that important pertinent 

references may have been overlooked. The researcher recognizes the limitations of the 

integrative analysis, as it may not be an all-encompassing review of the existing 

literature.  

Due to limitations in study design, caution should be used when interpreting the 

significance of projected results. First, as with any study that does not employ random 

assignment to conditions, there is a threat to internal validity. It is unethical to randomly 

assign ELLs to instructional program models, thus it is likely that there are lurking 

characteristics specific to how students are assigned to their respective program models 

which are not accounted for in this study. This may affect the generalizability of results.  
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Another limitation of this study is the inclusion criteria necessitating ELLs to be 

enrolled for all seven years in the same school district.  The reality of this population is 

that many of these students live a migratory lifestyle and move between school districts 

frequently. By only including students enrolled in one school district, the researcher may 

be examining a subset of students with more stability than most ELLs. This group may 

not necessarily be a representative sample of the entire ELL population, and there may be 

confounding variables associated with the ability to stay in one geographic location for 

years, such as parental employment, social support, and level of family stability. This 

study does not account for the differential attrition of subjects over the years.  

 The measures of student achievement employed in this study may have significant 

drawbacks. It is possible that the TAKS scores and grade-level retention status used to 

determine student achievement and passing rates are not reliable or valid in measuring 

actual student content knowledge. This is especially a problem for ELLs, as Texas only 

employs a Spanish version of TAKS through elementary education. It is possible that 

ELLs in secondary education may understand the subject content of assessments in their 

native language, but are unable to demonstrate this ability on an English format test. On 

the other hand, these are the measures employed in practice that guide educational 

decision-making. Therefore, although this is a threat to the study’s internal validity, the 

external validity of using these measures is high.  

The composition of ELLs in the U.S. is extremely diverse, and the demographics 

of subjects in the current study account for only a fraction of ELLs nationwide. The 
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researcher does not purport to generalize the study’s findings to ELLs outside of Texas, 

or ELLs who do not fit this low-income, Hispanic, Spanish-speaking profile. Therefore, 

one possible criticism of this study may be the limited scope and generalizability of 

findings. However, a potential area of strength for this study lies in the lack of prior 

research targeting a specific demographic of ELLs while evaluating the long-term 

academic trajectory of these students. Statistically, the largest population of ELLs in the 

U.S. are Spanish-speakers. The majority of these students are Hispanic, low-income, and 

reside in urban metropolitan areas. These students are the target population of this study. 

In this regard, the external validity is strong, as the sample is representative of this large 

population of at-risk youth. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

Future research should continue to explore the long-term achievement trajectories 

of former-ELLs, across Texas and the nation. By expanding the scope of the data to 

include students in school districts across the state and country, trends for the particular 

characteristics of each location may be elucidated (e.g. geographic setting, urbanity, state 

policies).  It would also prove helpful to examine these students’ achievement through 

high school and post secondary education. Graduation rates and attainment of higher 

education may serve as additional outcome measures of academic achievement.  There 

are also further measures of academic achievement that may be examined. The inclusion 

of variables such as grade retention status, teacher-assigned grades, high school track 
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level, extracurricular participation and discipline records may add a multidimensional 

perspective to the literature on achievement outcomes.  

Implications 

There are important implications for educational policy in Texas if significant 

results are found in this study. If former-LEP students are indeed performing lower 

academically than their non-LEP peers, while controlling for race and income, then this 

suggests that the current educational systems are not adequately meeting ELLs’ needs. A 

longitudinal perspective on student achievement after the consequential adoption of 

NCLB (2002) would provide a significant evaluation on how this policy change is 

impacting ELLs in practice. By shifting the focus from current LEP to former-LEP 

students, we can examine the long-term impacts of language programming models. 

Furthermore, if students enrolled in bilingual education perform higher than those 

enrolled in ESL programming, then this would support the value of developing native 

language proficiency to aide in the acquisition of English, thus confirming the theories of 

second language development. This finding would also reinforce Ruiz's (1984) "language 

as a right" and "language as a resource" perspectives as having better student outcomes 

for both language and culture development than the more prevalent "language as a 

problem" framework. 

On a policy level, given the theory that it takes four to eight years to develop 

academic English proficiency, the length of the language "grace period" for new 

immigrants in Texas should be extended from three years to at least four. If this study 
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supports a longer duration of language instructional programming, and later transition to 

mainstream English classrooms as having better student outcomes, then this could have a 

significant impact on policy decisions. This finding would support prolonged enrollment 

in bilingual education, and encourage the availability of both bilingual and ESL 

programming in secondary education. Additionally, the recent passing of Texas HB3, 

which eliminates the provision of Spanish TAKS in sixth grade, would not be supported 

by this research. Contrarily, the study would support native language high-stakes testing 

or at least the provision of language accommodations for ELLs, through secondary 

education.  

Overall, the findings from this prospectus could encourage policy makers to 

critically examine their decisions, and evaluate whether current educational policies are 

grounded in theory and adequately supporting ELLs’ success, or merely arbitrary 

decisions of popularity and convenience. This study could potentially shed light on the 

real-world impacts of current language program models, and provide empirical evidence 

to fuel future policy decisions to better support the nation’s growing ELL populations.  
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