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Language policy reform movements have increased accountability in order for 

schools to improve student achievement and measure the progress of English language 

learners. The number of English language learners (ELLs) has grown significantly in the 

school population, yet the level of academic achievement for this population continues 

to lag. Language planning and policy provide critical decisions about how to measure 

what students know in all subjects. In 1999, the 76th Texas Legislature approved the 

assessment of the state curriculum to account for student learning while nationally the 

No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) requires assessment and accountability to measure 

what students know. Long term English language learners (LTELs) in high school are of 

particular concern because they have not been able to meet standards on the state’s 

assessments. These assessments are used for national NCLB accountability under 

Annual Yearly progress (AYP) indicators, the state’s accountability and the Texas 

graduation criteria. The purpose of this study has been to examine the impact of 

educational language planning and policy on LTELs who have lived and attended US 

schools for more than four school years.  
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CHAPTER I 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Federal and state policy mandates have produced educational accountability 

measures to ensure student improvement. New accountability systems now focus on 

student learning based on state standardized tests that purportedly measure the 

achievement of knowledge and skills expected of students. New accountability systems, 

however, continue to show the increasing disparity between the number of those who 

complete high school and those who do not. Roughly one in three high school students 

in our nation fail to meet assessments required in high school. Nationally 71% of 

students graduate from high school, but an alarming one half of our Hispanic students 

fail to graduate from public high schools with their class (National Governors 

Association, 2005). In the state of Texas, the Intercultural Development Research 

Association (IDRA) reported a 35% attrition rate for the 2005-2006 school year. The 

Hispanic attrition rate rose from 45% to 47% during the last two decades (IDRA, 2006).  

Of the 45 million school-aged children in US schools, 5.5 million are identified as 

English language learners (ELLs) with almost 80% of them being Spanish speakers 

(Hispanic Education Coalition, 2006). High school ELLs who have lived and attended 

US schools for several years and are performing below grade level face academic 

challenges.  Olsen and Jaramillo (1999) categorized these students as long-term 

English learners (LTELs). Educating older struggling LTELs in a language program for 

more than four years is a challenge for Texas school districts because these students 

cannot be exempt from the state exams as they are no longer considered immigrants.  
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It is of paramount importance that students who no longer fall into the immigrant 

category in the state of Texas be identified so schools can better prepare them to meet 

standards on the Exit Texas Assessment Knowledge of Skills (TAKS) exam in order for 

them to receive a high school diploma. These students generally demonstrate an 

adequate command of oral English, yet often lack the academic language skills needed 

to comprehend text in order to succeed in the content courses. They are exposed to 

linguistically challenging texts after having received specialized language support for 

only a few years in English as Second-Language (ESL) or bilingual classes. Although 

they have received more than four school years of ESL support, these students 

encounter the challenges of the English language in reading academic English and 

trying to understand complex sentence structures in expository texts found in 

assessments. By analyzing LTELs’ performance, educators can then focus and 

organize their instruction to assist these students by providing rigorous research-based 

practices in the students’ low performing areas.  

Through legislation, the government determines how language is to be used in 

the public context and in education. Language planning and policy directly impact the 

education of ELLs through the state education agency that incorporates the developed 

mandates from the federal and state legislation into the school systems in order to meet 

the political demands of these policies. This study examined how language in education 

planning has impacted Texas language policy that brings a graduation challenge for our 

long term English language learners. 
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Statement of the Problem 

This study looked at how national and state language-in-education planning 

occurs in the context of government policies. Of particular focus were policies that 

impact the education of all English language learners (ELLs), and specifically those that 

produce academic challenges for high school LTELs who have been in a language 

program for more than four complete school years. Though state policy focuses on 

assessments to evaluate the English proficiency and the knowledge of academic 

content of our ELLs, the Texas graduation plan under Chapter 74 stipulates that ELL 

high school students who are no longer immigrants may not be served in an English for 

Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) classroom (TEA, 1998). For the purpose of this 

study I referred to these students as long-term English learners. This is a term used to 

describe students who have been in the US for multiple years but are below grade level 

in reading and writing. They may earn adequate grades but demonstrate low testing 

scores and might have had ESL or bilingual instruction with no consistency in a 

language program (Olsen & Jaramillo, 1999). Most LTELs exhibit conversational fluency 

in English but lack the academic vocabulary to succeed in the content area courses 

(Freeman & Freeman, 2002). These LTELs face high stakes testing that will determine 

whether they graduate.  

Current language policy categorizes all high school ELLs as Limited English 

proficient (LEP) under the Texas Public Education Information System (PEIMS). This 

label assumes that by identifying all ELLs as LEP, they are all alike (Freeman & 

Freeman, 2002). The LEP identification in PEIMS prevents school districts from 

distinguishing newcomer immigrants with prior education from recent immigrants with 
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limited schooling and LTELs who are no longer considered immigrants. These 

struggling LTELs have an ample knowledge of oral English language, yet need the 

background vocabulary and instructional approaches in literacy to enhance their 

academic knowledge to fully comprehend the content. They are no longer eligible to be 

served in an ESOL classroom because the Texas graduation plan under Chapter 74 

specifically designates these courses for immigrants (TEA, 1998). Unless the individual 

district keeps a database of these students, their learning deficits may not be 

adequately addressed because they are not identified through the PEIMS database 

system.  

Traditionally ELLs are grouped on their level of English proficiency. Though 

English proficiency is necessary to succeed academically, track placement has shown 

to be an advanced indicator of the academic achievement for ELLs. Track placement 

takes into account a student’s previous schooling and length of time in the US schools 

while highlighting the importance of quality instruction (Callahan, 2005). The lack of 

tracking could lead students to less challenging instructional settings in an 

accountability system of high stakes testing.   

Tests and accountability greatly impact what is taught. Test scores are the 

measures that our high school LTELs face in order to receive their diploma. Federal and 

state language planning result in policies that affect the learning and teaching of ELLs. 

Ruiz de Velasco (2005) identifies two assumptions that often underlie mandated policy 

reforms: 
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1. The basic elements for academic success already exist in the classroom (i.e., 

classrooms are staffed by trained and skilled educators with appropriate 

resources and know-how). 

2. Students are ready to perform at or near the desired performance level (p. 37).  

 

Present policy assumes students are ready to compete successfully and all they 

need are the performance standards and the accountability system to meet the 

expectations (Ruiz de Velasco, 2005). Unless LTELs receive a challenging curriculum 

that scaffolds instruction to build their academic English and teachers deliver lessons to 

create confident students who value school and themselves as learners, LTELs face 

obstacles in passing the TAKS test required to graduate.  

 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to review the implementation of educational 

policies for LTELs in Texas from a language policy perspective. There is a lack of 

research about the value of including ELLs in high stakes testing in regard to language 

policy. The study described how LTELs face mandated restrictions implemented by 

federal and state language policy. The researcher examined how a selected district 

interprets and implements language policy by identifying LTELs to differentiate their 

instruction with rigorous researched-based curriculum to achieve passing standards on 

the TAKS. The study demonstrates the practical significance of identifying LTELs by 

comparing their TAKS scores to immigrants in an ESOL class and non-ESOL students 

in similar grades. A teacher survey explored their perceptions of LTELs’ preparedness 
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and drawbacks of the test. A student survey determined LTEL perception regarding 

their preparedness to pass standardize assessments. 

This dissertation examined the following research questions: 

(1) How has federal or state educational legislation impacted language policies in 

one Texas school district for high school long-term English learners? 

(2) How do high school long-term English learners in one Texas school district 

score on the Reading/Language Arts TAKS when compared to scores of 

recent immigrants and non-ELLs in a similar grade level? Under this research 

question the following hypotheses were tested: 

Hypothesis I: Long-term English learners score significantly lower on the 

Reading/Language Arts TAKS than do immigrant students served in an 

ESOL class at the similar grade level.  

Hypothesis II: Long-term English learners score significantly lower on the 

Reading/Language Arts TAKS than do non-LEP students in a monolingual 

non-ESOL classroom at the similar grade level. 

(3) What are teachers’ perceptions of LTELs preparedness to face standardize 

assessments? 

(4) What are the perceptions of long-term English learners regarding their 

preparedness to pass standardized assessments for graduation? 

 

Identified Long-term English learners in grades 9 and 10 from four high schools and one 

education center were the primary focus of this study. English teachers of these LTELs 

and ESOL high school teachers were part of the study population and provided their 
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perspective of these students’ preparedness for the TAKS test. A statistical analysis 

was conducted to determine the level of achievement represented by the LTELs’ mean 

TAKS tests score in comparison to those of newcomer ELLs and the district’s non-ELL 

in grades 9 and 10.  

 

Significance of Study 

Public school enrollments reflect a dramatic increase in the number of English 

language learners (ELLs) who bring the richness of linguistic and cultural diversity with 

them to school (Garcia, 2000). Hispanics are the fastest growing group and represent 

approximately 16.98% of the total population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000). The 

educational significance of this demographic shift indicates that many immigrants are 

children or are adults who gave birth to children who enter schools speaking little or no 

English. Texas Hispanic students now comprise the majority in the state’s largest urban 

school districts – Houston, Dallas, Ft. Worth, and San Antonio.  

The Texas Education Agency (2006) reported 4.5 million students in its public 

schools during the 2005-2006 school year. Of this number 732,154 students were 

identified as Limited English proficient (LEP) or 16.2% of the total student population. 

Only 10 % of the total LEP students are recent immigrants. 
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Figure 1. Texas high school LEP 2005-2006. 

 

At the high school level 35,077 students were identified as ELL in 9th grade; 20, 

371 were identified as ELL in 10th grade; 15, 341 were identified as ELL in 11th grade 

and 10, 735 were identified as ELL in 12th grade. About 11.44% of the total student LEP 

population were ELLs in high school. Out of the 127 languages spoken by Texas 

children during the 2005-2006 school year, Spanish speakers were the dominant non-

English language group.  

English language learners continue to achieve significantly lower than the 

general school population on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 

also known as the nation’s report card. In 2005, 29% of eighth grade ELLs scored at or 

above the basic achievement level in reading as compared to 75% of non-ELLS 

(Goldman, 2003). This historical noticeable gap was the driving force to include the ELL 

student in the 2001 No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation (National Council of La 

Raza, 2006). 
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Background Study 

This study incorporated a few elements from a previous qualitative research 

model by Menken (2005), who examined the effects of high-stakes testing on language 

policy and the education of ELLs. Menken looked at the ways in which schools have 

changed the educational programs for ELLs to meet the demands of standardized tests. 

The study was conducted in ten New York City high schools, with an in-depth 

ethnographic study of one high school campus. The study’s focus was on the Regents 

Examinations in New York, which is required to graduate from high school. One study 

finding was that a disproportionate number of ELLs were unable to pass the exam. The 

consequences attached to standardized testing greatly impacted the instruction and 

educational experiences of high school ELLs. Menken reported the principal findings in 

categories that included: (a) linguistic challenges of the Regents exam for ELLs; (b) 

testing implementation issues in validity and reliability (c) test stories that affect the lives 

and experiences of ELLs; (d) teaching to the test; (e) benefits and drawbacks of 

including ELLs in the accountability system. Some New York schools increased the 

amount of English instruction that students received while others increased native-

language instruction. Menken concluded “Tests have become de facto language policy 

in schools” (p. 237) and she argued that traditional language planning fails to describe 

ad hoc policies created by tests.  

The Menken (2005) study was inclusive of all ELLs in high school. This 

dissertation study focused solely on long-term English learners. Identification and 

restrictions to this group were set forth by Olsen and Jaramillo (1999) and adapted by 

Freeman and Freeman (2002). They identified LTELs as students enrolled in U. S. 
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schools for more than seven years. In the investigation, the decision to adapt the 

description to include “more than four complete school years” was made to align with 

NCLB’s definition of immigrants as those students who have not been attending one or 

more schools in any one or more states for more than three full academic years. This 

was the initial definition used in Title VII of the Bilingual Education Act, now known as 

NCLB Title III. The Texas Education Agency guided districts to use this definition when 

the 1998 Graduation Plan was introduced under Chapter 74. Upon recommendation, 

district policy could allow ELL students an additional year as immigrants under Chapter 

74. Therefore, students who are not immigrants and have received more than four 

school years of education were considered as LTELs for this study.  

 

Principal Investigator’s Context  

 As part of the researcher’s regular job duties in the selected urban district a 

database was created to identify LTELs who are no longer considered immigrants. A 

new graduation plan introduced in the state of Texas in 1998 limited the ESOL course 

for immigrants. English language learners who were no longer immigrants could not be 

served in an ESOL high school course. In monitoring the academic progress of those 

English language students, as the principal investigator I noticed a tendency for those 

students to be dropouts if they were not placed in specialized classes that would focus 

on academic vocabulary to help them pass the state TAKS test. By tracking immigrants 

and LTELs, I identified a higher rate of ESL language program exits among immigrants 

with fewer than five years in US schools than LTEL exits.   
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 As a result of my findings, we distributed to district high schools the database 

printouts of LTELs so that counselors might appropriately place these students in 

English courses and specialized classes. After the second NCLB Adequate Yearly 

Progress (AYP) report to the district, one particular campus did not meet standards on 

the NCLB report Performance Based Monitoring Analysis System (PBMAS) which is an 

automated data system reporting on the performance for selected program areas and 

certain entitlement programs under NCLB. Students not meeting standards on the 

TAKS were identified as LTELs in Career and Technology. These finding prompted 

district officials to monitor more closely the LTELs identified by the Bilingual-ESL 

Department. 
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Definition of Terms 

1. ELL - English language learner used interchangeably with limited English 

proficient (LEP) 

2. Entry criteria – criteria for the designation of students as English language 

learners and for their placement in bilingual education, ESL, or other 

language support services. These criteria involve a home language survey 

and performance on an English language proficiency test approved by the 

state education agency. 

3. Exit criteria - criteria for ending the placement in language services for 

English language learners and placing them in mainstream English only 

classes as fluent English speakers. The criteria are based on a combination 

of English language proficiency oral test score, grades, standardized or 

criterion test score, and classroom performance with the teacher 

recommendation.  

4. English as a second language (ESL) - In Texas an elementary or middle 

school program of techniques, methodology and special curriculum designed 

to teach ELL students English language skills that include listening, 

speaking, reading, writing, study skills, content vocabulary, and cultural 

orientation. ESL instruction is in English with a limited use of native 

language.  

5. English for speaker of other languages (ESOL) – In Texas a high school 

English credit course of techniques, methodology and special curriculum 

designed to teach ELL students English language skills, which include 
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listening, speaking, reading, writing, study skills, content vocabulary, and 

cultural orientation. ESL instruction is in English with a limited use of native 

language.  

6. Immigrant (Chapter 74) – Texas Education Agency defines an immigrant as a 

person not born in the United States who comes to a country to take up 

permanent residence. The target district further identifies immigrants under 

Chapter 74 as a student with four years or less in US schools. 

7. Immigrant (NCLB) –  NCLB Section 3301.sl   The term ‘immigrant children 

and youth’ means individuals who: 

• (A) ages 3 through 21; 

• (B) were not born in any State; and  

• (C) have not been attending one or more schools in any one or more 

States for more than 3 full academic years.  

The term ‘State’ means each of the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and 

the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

8. Long-term English learner – for the purpose of this study, ELLs who have 

lived and attended US schools for more than four school years and have not 

met the exit criteria of the language program. 

 

Summary 

 In spite of the language policy reform movements that have increased 

accountability in order to improve student achievement, LTELs continue to lag behind 

other students. LTELs have not been able to meet standards on the state’s 
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assessments required to exit the language program and subsequently to graduate from 

high school. The majority of our LTELs in the state of Texas are Hispanics who 

represent the largest dropout group. Even though LTELs have an adequate command 

of oral English, they lack the academic language needed to comprehend advanced 

textbooks and assessments. By identifying LTELs we can then provide differentiated 

instruction that is researched-based to assist this group of students to succeed on 

high-stakes assessments.  
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CHAPTER II 
 
 
 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

 The review of related literature is divided into the following sections: 1) National 

language planning and policy on public school education for students who are culturally 

and linguistically different; 2). a historical view of federal education legislation for 

English language learners (ELLs); 3) a historical view of the Texas education legislation 

for ELLs; and 4) current Texas educational trends focusing on high school testing of 

English language learners in Texas. The first section offers an overview of language 

planning and policy in government and educational sectors that provided the context for 

national and state educational reforms. The second section elaborates on the historical 

view of federal educational legislation related to language planning and policy in the 

United States that has led to the rationale for high stakes testing. The third section 

details the historical view of Texas educational legislation interrelated with language 

planning and policy that has led to the current ELL state policy. The federal and state 

historical views detail policy changes in addressing the educational needs of ELLs over 

time. The fourth section discusses the current educational trends in Texas with a focus 

on high school testing of English language learners and the state’s graduation plan for 

Texas high school students under Chapter 74. Specifically addressed are the difficulties 

faced by long-term English learners (LTELs).  
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Language Planning and Policy 

 Through legislation or court decisions, a government can determine how 

languages are to be used in the public context. Crawford (1995) discusses how 

language policy can be used to facilitate the communication necessary to foster political 

participation in order to access public services, proceeds and documents. At the 

government level, language planning is facilitated through language policy. Language 

planning and policy have been implemented by sociolinguistics, applied linguistics, 

multicultural education, school policy, sociology, political science, demography, cultural 

studies and historical perspectives. One result is that in researching language planning 

and policy, a researcher will tend to focus on one area of interest and ignore other 

analytical frameworks (Fishman, 1994).  

 Schiffman (1996) discusses language policy as a social construct that supports 

belief systems, attitudes and myths. He further refers to language policy as a linguistic 

culture that recognizes language as a vehicle to understand a desired culture, because 

language and culture mean different things to different people, Schiffman affirms that 

policy is often vague. He shares that in the end every language policy is culture-specific. 

Language policy cannot be captured in a theory or a simplistic notion because of the 

many variables involved. 

 Rubin and Jernudd (1971) posit:    

Language planning is a body of ideas, laws and regulations (language 

policy), change rules, beliefs, and practices intended to achieve a planned 

change (or to stop change from happening) in the language use in one or 

more communities. To put it differently, language planning involves 
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deliberate, although not always overt, future oriented change in systems of 

language code and/or speaking in a societal context (p.216). 

 

 Language planning may arise to serve a linguistic group in order for them to face 

day to day life. One example of language planning is the Court Interpreters Act, 28 

U.S.C. §1827, which provides interpreters to victims, witnesses, or defendants whose 

native language is not English. Another is the Voting Rights Act of 1975 that provides 

bilingual ballots in areas where 5% of the population speak a language other than 

English. These laws are examples of legislation designed to provide opportunities for 

groups with diverse linguistic needs so that they may participate in their government 

(Robinson, 1988). Language planning is a process with distinct stages that may affect 

the written language, the lexicon of the vocabulary or the syntax as the language takes 

on a national function. As a mechanism of establishing social order, language planning 

will affect the educational systems to promote or reduce linguistic diversity.  

 

Language Planning Context 

The context and the elements of language planning are referenced in four basic 

areas of language planning: governmental agencies, educational agencies acting under 

the impetus of a higher structure, non-governmental organizations and other 

organizations or influential individuals who create policy accidentally or purposefully 

(Texas State Historical Association, 2002).  

Government planning involves the power to “legislate and the ability to foster 

incentive structures (and in disincentive structures) to enforce planning decisions”  
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(Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997 p.5). Education agencies guided by legislation implement the 

policy by determining the language of the curriculum, defining the teacher’s position in 

the policy, determining how the student population will be affected, determining the 

methodology to be used and the assessment process, and finally by deciding how to 

financially support the policy (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997 pp.8-9). The non-government 

organizations act according to their mission or purpose. An example of such a group is 

the International Olympic Organization that determines the languages used in the 

international athletic competition.   

A five step planning model is used specifically for language-in-education planning 

to collect the educational system information that will provide a basis for planning and 

policy to occur. In the first step, Curriculum Policy, the duration of instruction, the 

language to be used and extent that this curriculum will be taught is planned. Personnel 

Policy follows and includes plans for the delivery of instruction and the staff 

development needed in order for teachers to be effective. Subsequently, the Materials 

Policy takes place with planning for the instructional methodology as well as for the rigor 

of this process. Because students and teachers live in a community, the Community 

Policy step involves parental attitudes, funding sources as well as the recruitment of 

teachers and students. Finally, the Evaluation Policy relates to plans for evaluation of 

the curriculum, student success, teacher success and interest, the cost effectiveness of 

the language plan and the societal change that occurred (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997).   
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Language Planning in Action 

 Following the 1989 Education Summit, the National Governor’s Association and 

President George H.W. Bush adopted the National Education Goals that were enacted 

into the Goals 2000: Educate America Act of 1994. This legislation implemented 

comprehensive change, school improvement and achievement for all children through 

the development of clear and rigorous educational standards for what every child should 

know and be able to do (NCLB Issue Brief, 2002). The Goals 2000 brought several 

professional associations together to work on the development of national standards in 

language. Kaplan and Baldauf (1997) share the following information: 

1. The National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) and the International 

Reading Association (IRA) produced a National English Language Arts 

Standards document.  

2. The American Council on Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTEL), the 

American Association of Teachers of French (AATF), the American 

Association of the Teachers of German (AATG), and the American 

Association of Teachers of Spanish, and the Portuguese (AATSP), produced 

the National Foreign Language Standards.  

3. The Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL, Inc.) 

produced a set of National Standards for English as a Second Language. (pp. 

140-141) 

 
The absence of national guidance led these groups to work in isolation without 

consulting each other. Kaplan and Baldauf noted that these groups made certain 

presumptions in creating their standards. The NCTE/IRA assumed that English is the 
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first language of the United States. ACTFL along with the French, German, Spanish and 

Portuguese associations decided that their languages were the official foreign 

languages in the United States without consulting with other language groups. And 

TESOL standards claim that the goal of ESL instruction is for assimilation. The 

standards written by these groups are written in general terms in reference “to the 

lowest common denominator” (Kaplan & Baldauf, p.141). TESOL stressed that the 

standards document was not a curriculum framework, a professional development 

handbook, or an assessment instrument but rather learning goals to be used for growth 

and mastery. The guidelines were intended to help educators prepare students to 

succeed in US schools and to be productive members of society (Short & Gomez, 

1996). This type of disjointed language planning has led to the use of such standards in 

language policy. 

 

Conclusion – Educational Policy 

The making of educational policy is a complex issue at the federal, state and 

local levels given that each entity has distinct structures (i.e. state education agency) to 

configure, interpret, and implement the new educational mandates from the 

governmental entity at the next level (Cohen, 1982). Educational learning experiences 

and opportunities are guided and shaped by polices enacted by law. Recent high quality 

learning experiences have been the focal point of policy change. In implementing new 

policies, educators and policymakers aim to improve education. Policymakers enact 

ambitious goals often with vague policies open to interpretation by different entities. 

While the federal or state governments ratify new laws, district policies often determine 
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how local educators will make sense of the new mandates. Spillane (2004) noted that 

policy is often interpreted based on an existing understanding and not necessarily as 

the policymaker intended.  

Historical Context 

In order to understand the current educational language policy, this researcher 

reviewed background information on federal and state policies that have impacted the 

education of ELLs. A historical view of policy that impacted language provides an 

understanding of our current educational language policy. This is a nation of 

immigrants. Immigrants have brought and continue to bring their rich cultures and 

languages into the United States. The basic changes sought by language policies result 

in varied and, at times, conflicting interpretations at the national, state and local levels.  

 

Historical View of Federal Education Legislation for ELLs 

US founders envisioned a unified country with traditions and a common language 

(Hechinger, 1978). Yet, an official language was not adopted, nor was a specified 

government sanction created to regulate speech (Crawford, 1999). The Constitution did 

not mention an official language. It has been implicitly understood that English is the 

undisputed national language of the United States in all public and most private fields.   

 

Language Ideology 

Language ideology has shifted in the United States according to historical events 

(Crawford, 2000). A wealth of indigenous languages and cultures populated the United 

States before the Europeans came to this country. An estimated 250 to 1000 American 
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Indian languages were spoken during the 15th century (Grosjean, 1982; Sherzer, 1982). 

During the 1700s – 1800s immigrant communities clung to their maternal languages for 

religious services, community newspapers and public schooling. Therefore, educational 

policy was in the hands of the town leaders and the language of instruction was the 

language of the community (Malakoff & Hakuta, 1990). Non-English schooling was 

provided in several states in public and private schools. Nine states including 

Pennsylvania, Maryland, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Missouri, Nebraska, Colorado, and 

Oregon provided schooling in German. Swedish, Norwegian and Danish schools were 

located in Illinois, Minnesota, North and South Dakota, Wisconsin, Iowa, Washington 

and Nebraska. Dutch schools were found in Michigan, Polish and Italian in Wisconsin, 

Czech in Texas, French in Louisiana, and Spanish in the Southwest (Kloss, 1977/1998). 

There was not a need to become bilingual, but rather a necessity for the community to 

keep its maternal language.  

Illinois and Wisconsin adopted English-only school laws in 1889 promoted by the 

American Protective Association. The Immigration Restriction League founded in 1894 

by Bostonians brought about a literacy test for immigrants to be admitted into the United 

States. Although the US Congress passed this measure, President Grover Cleveland 

vetoed it in 1897. This same group later lobbied for new literacy tests that were vetoed 

by President Taft and later by President Wilson. Yet this league was instrumental in 

passing in 1921 quota laws that limited the entrance of illiterates and certain Asian 

immigrants into the United States (Ovando, 2003).  

The state of Nebraska enacted a 1919 statute mandating English only instruction 

in all public and private schools. It allowed instruction in a language other than English 
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after a student had successfully passed the 8th grade. The statute claimed that English 

would become the mother tongue of all children and promote civic development. In 

Meyer v. Nebraska, a parochial school teacher in Hamilton County was found guilty for 

teaching a bible story in German to a ten year old. The US Supreme Court invalidated 

the law stating that the statute infringed on the liberty guaranteed under the Fourteenth 

Amendment (Reutter, 1994).  

When the country declared war on Germany during World War I, a movement 

arose to call for the elimination of German schooling. There was a public outcry for 

patriotism and for federal assistance “to finance teaching English to aliens and native 

illiterates” (Higham, 1992, p.82). Thirty four states introduced an English-only instruction 

policy in all private and public primary schools (Kloss, 1977/1998). Americanization 

courses were created to assimilate immigrants into society. The language instruction 

methodology was sink or swim, also known as submersion. Educators believed the 

schools did not have the responsibility to educate the new immigrant student; rather the 

student had the duty to learn and assimilate into the American society. The native 

language and culture interference was often cited as the reason for not achieving. 

Learning English became accepted as “de-ethnization and Americanization” (Spolsky, 

2004 p.94). Learning the English language has typically been seen as necessary for 

integration and acceptance into US society. 

On October 4, 1957, Sputnik was launched by the Soviet Union. This event 

brought about federal policies in foreign languages, math, and science and led to the 

National Defense Education Act of 1958. Generous fellowships were awarded to foreign 

language teachers to come teach in the US. This act encouraged foreign languages for 
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English speakers, yet deprived non-English speakers the use of their native language 

(Ovando, 2003).  

During the 1960s the civil rights movement brought about the 1964 Civil Rights 

Act that created the Office for Civil Rights. In 1965 the Immigration Act revoked the 

Naturalization Act of 1906 that mandated knowledge of the English language as a 

requirement for naturalization and eliminated the 1924 (superseded the 1921 Quota 

Act) National Origin Act, which was a quota law that limited the number of immigrants 

from certain countries into the US. After the 1964 Civil Rights Act a larger number of 

Asians and Latin Americans entered the country (Molesky, 1988).  

 

First Federal Effort for ELLs 

 The first federal effort addressing the education of English language learners was 

enacted as the Bilingual Education Act in 1968. Senator Ralph Yarbrough of Texas 

introduced the bill which proposed providing assistance to school districts that designed 

educational programs for English language learners. The bill recommended the use of 

Spanish as a native language, teaching English and reaching students by being 

sensitive to their cultural needs. Several other bills in reference to language were 

merged with Senator Yarbrough’s bill and together they became known as the Bilingual 

Education Act or Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Stewner-

Manzanares, 1988). This act brought about differentiated services to English language 

learners. The act did not provide a clear position for or against bilingual education. 

Rather it only stipulated that the competitive grant was to be used for training teachers 
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and aides, for resources and parent involvement projects that would all lead to teaching 

students English.  

In 1974 amendments were made to the Bilingual-Education Act due to the Lau v. 

Nichols case. In this case the Supreme Court concluded that the equal treatment of 

English speaking and non-English speaking students did not constitute equal 

educational opportunities and therefore violated the non-English speaking students’ civil 

rights to education (Ovando, 1977). Supreme Court Justice Douglas (1974) stated: 

There is no equality of treatment merely by providing students with the same 

facilities, textbooks, teachers and curriculum; for students who do not 

understand English are effectively foreclosed from any meaningful 

education….We know that those who do not understand English are certain 

to find their classroom experiences wholly incomprehensible and in no way 

meaningful (Lau v. Nichols, 414 US 563, 566-567 1974).  

 
This act impacted the development of teaching English language learners, but it 

did not prescribe a specific methodology to teach English. This act did away with the 

sink or swim methodology often being used. The Lau v Nichols decision laid the 

foundation for the passage of the Equal Educational Opportunity Act (EEOA) of 1974 

that extended the provisions of the Bilingual Education Act to all public schools. Even 

though the Bilingual Education Act of 1968 required schools that received the 

competitive grant to provide differentiated instruction to ELLs, the EEOA of 1974 called 

for all schools to provide services (Wiese & Garcia, 1998).  

The Bilingual-Education Act was amended in 1974 with an explicit definition of a 

bilingual education program, program goals, and regional support centers. After this 
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amendment the Supreme Court recognized the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) with the 

authority to prepare and issue guidelines known as the Lau Remedies. These 

guidelines assisted in determining whether a school district was in compliance with the 

civil rights of ELLs and they provided guidance for the adequate education of ELLs 

(Wiese & Garcia, 1998). Under OCR, if at least 20 students spoke the same language 

the district had to provide bilingual education in that language. Teitelbaum and Hiller 

(1977) state the 1974 amendment did not require that the 20 students be identified with 

limited English ability. Not until the 1978 amendments did the definition of eligible 

students restrict the services to those students who were identified as limited English 

proficient.  

The Bilingual-Education Act underwent several amendments in the ensuing 

years, but none of these amendments required that ELLs be part of any accountability 

system in education until its reauthorization under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. 

 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

Standards 

State departments of education across the nation created content standards and 

English Language Proficiency (ELP) standards. The standards define what the students 

should know and be able to do at each grade level. The content standards outline what 

students should know at different points in their education. The academic standards 

indicate how well the students should perform on the standards. English language 

proficiency standards contain the language skills that limited English proficient students 

are taught in order to ensure that they learn English. The movement to raise student 
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achievement through standards goes back to the 1989 Education Summit called by 

President George H.W. Bush and the nation's governors (NCLB Issue Brief, 2002). This 

group agreed on several goals to be reached by the year 2000, commonly known as 

Goals 2000. Standards-based curriculum then shaped the assessments intended to 

motivate students to learn, teachers to teach better and schools to be more effective 

(No Child Left Behind Issue Brief, 2002). The US government mandated standards-

based curriculum and assessments with the re-authorization of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act (ESEA), now known as NCLB. Through NCLB states are 

required to measure students’ progress in meeting the state standards.  

Title III of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) requires that ELLs “attain English 

proficiency, develop high levels of academic attainment in English, and meet the same 

academic achievement standards as all children are expected to meet” (NCLB, 2002 

SEC. 3102). The proficiency level of ELLs is to be assessed annually. Under Title III, 

English language learners are to acquire academic content standards, English 

competency and develop literacy. English language learners are expected to progress 

at least one proficiency level on an English language proficiency assessment from one 

year to the next. In addition, under Title I, ELLs are to participate in the state’s reading 

assessments in grades 3 through 8 and once in high school. High school students must 

participate in their state’s reading assessments after being enrolled for three 

consecutive years in schools (NCLB, 2002). This policy requires that high school 

students perform well on the state’s assessments to meet the same academic 

achievement to graduate.  
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Assessments measure and hold schools accountable for meeting the 

performance standards. The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 was a comprehensive 

reform of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) enacted in 1965. This 

act has had a great impact on the education of ELLs. The fundamental goal of NCLB 

under Title I is to close the academic achievement gap and bring all students to 100% 

proficiency in the core academic subjects by the year 2014 (NCLB, 2002). Standards 

increase over time until they reach 100% in the 2013-2014 school year. During the first 

six years, standards are constant for two years at a time. After the 2008-2009 school 

year, standards will increase annually (TEA AYP, 2006 p. 61). 

 

AYP Performance Standards Criteria 

 The dual year performance standards will not continue beyond the 2007-2008 

academic year. Beginning in 2008-2009 the performance standards increase every 

year. Table 1 shows the yearly AYP performance standards from 2006 to 2014.  

 

Table 1 

AYP Performance Standards for 2006-07 to 2013-14 

 
2006-07 
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

Reading/ELA 60% 67% 73% 80% 87% 93% 100% 
Mathematics 50% 58% 67% 75% 83% 92% 100% 
 

Each school district must meet adequate yearly progress (AYP) based on the 

performance standards for Reading/English Language Arts and Mathematics in grades 

3 – 8 and once in high school (10th grade in Texas). Standards increase every school 
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year until they reach 100% in the year 2013-14. Test scores are disaggregated and 

reported by economic background, race, ethnicity, English proficiency of ELLs, students 

with disabilities and the overall student population. These groups must meet the 

statewide performance proficiencies in math, reading/language arts and science. States 

may allow for linguistic accommodations for ELLs, but appropriate implementation of the 

law and accountability are impediments to close the gap. Under NCLB, high schools are 

evaluated for Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) on three measures: Reading/Language 

Arts, Mathematics and the graduation rate. If a campus receives Title I funds Part A and 

fails to meet AYP for two consecutive years, the campus or district is subject to certain 

requirements such as school choice or other corrective actions (No Child Left Behind 

Act of 2001, 2002).  

US Secretary of Education Spellings (2006) announced new initiatives to enable 

schools to measure the progress of Limited English proficient (LEP) students. The 

initiative stressed a valid and reliable content-based assessment in every state to 

ensure measuring the progress of LEP students. Following this statement to the public 

media, Spellings amended the regulations governing the programs administered under 

Title I, Part A, of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. These 

amendments are intended to promote school accountability for the achievement of LEP 

students under Title I and were mandated by the NCLB Act to be in effect as of October 

2006. Spellings’ final regulations under Title I included: 

• a definition of a recently arrived ELL as a student who has attended schools 

in the US for less than 12 months 
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• allow states to exempt recent newcomers from one administration of the state 

assessment in reading/language arts 

• require states to include ELLs in the Math assessments beginning in 2007-

2008 with accommodations as necessary. Results of recently arrived ELLs 

will not be included in the AYP determinations 

• allow states not to include AYP determinations for recently arrived ELLs  

• report to the  public the number of exemptions 

• provide adequate instruction to new arrivals 

• include former LEP in AYP determinations for up to two years after they are 

no longer LEP 

NCLB mandates accountability for all students including ELLs. NCLB Title I and Title III 

both contain accountability stipulations for ELLs who are to meet the same academic 

standards as all other students.  

 

Historical View of Texas Education Legislation for ELLs 

 Segregated Mexican American schools operated in the state of Texas from the 

1920s throughout the 1960s. Friction among Anglos and Mexican Americans existed as 

Tejanos (native Texans of Mexican ancestry) were seen as “culturally dissimilated and 

unassimilable”. Miguel Ramos Arispe, author of the Mexican Constitution of 1824 

referred to citizens of Texas as Tejanos, Texans of Mexican descent. As early as 1833, 

Hispanic leaders of Goliad, Texas began identifying themselves as Tejanos (Texas 

State Historical Association, 2002).  
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 Educators believed that segregated schools were needed for the benefit of 

Mexican American children. Spanish speaking children in the state of Texas were often 

assigned to segregated schools based on their surname. These schools were intended 

to socialize the children due to their alleged linguistic and cultural deprivation before 

they were placed with Anglo peers. Often Mexican American children were held back in 

school for two to three years in first grade in order to learn the English language 

(Rodriguez, 2001).  

 In the 1920s, organized private citizens provided educational services in 

community houses known as escuelitas, or little schools. These escuelitas, mostly in 

south Texas, offered reading and writing instruction for the Mexican American pre-

school children in order to prepare them for public education. This type of schools 

operated until the mid 1960s (Rodriguez, 2001).  

 The League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) established the First 100 

(English) Words program for Spanish speaking pre-school children. LULAC joined the 

escuelitas to serve the children in early childhood programs. The GI Forum, a civil-rights 

organization devoted to securing equal rights for Hispanic Americans founded by Dr. 

Hector P. Garcia, joined LULAC in 1958 to form the School of the 400. The School of 

the 400 proposed to teach the basic 400 English words so that the children would 

succeed in a formal school setting (Rodriguez, 2001).  

In 1967, Dr. Severo Gómez, a TEA official, reported that 89% of the children with 

Spanish surnames dropped out of school. Senator Ralph Yarbrough instigated 

legislation to assist non-English speakers in schools. This brought about the enactment 

of Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, also known as the Bilingual 
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Education Act of 1968. This legislation marked the beginning of federal efforts on behalf 

of ELLs. This act has been re-authorized in subsequent years and is now known as the 

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (Texas Education Agency, 1998).  

In 1964, Laredo United Consolidated School District and San Antonio 

Independent School District began teaching children in their native language in bilingual 

education programs in the elementary grades. Five years later, the 61st Texas 

Legislature passed HB 103, the state’s first bilingual education bill which was approved 

on May 22, 1969. Legislators had to repeal the English Only statute of 1918, which 

made it a misdemeanor for any teacher or administrator to use a language other than 

English in school or even to use non-English textbooks. Children were subject to 

corporal punishment if they spoke another language other than English. This first 

bilingual education bill allowed schools to use the student’s native language, but it did 

not require school districts to provide bilingual education (TEA, 1998). 

The 63rd Texas Legislative session passed SB 121 known as the Bilingual 

Education and Training Act of 1973. This law required school districts with 20 or more 

ELLs in the same grade who spoke the same language were to provide bilingual 

instruction. This law took effect as of the 1974-1975 school year for first graders and 

added a grade on a yearly basis. During this period the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) 

began enforcing the rule regarding 20 or more students per grade level. To be in 

compliance with OCR, Texas House Bill 1126 added kindergarten to this provision and 

excluded grades 4-6. State funds for bilingual grades 4 and 5 would be an option at the 

district’s expense (Texas Education Agency, 1998).  
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The Office of Civil Rights met periodically with TEA officials to discuss the 

development of state standards for ELLs that would meet the civil rights criteria. In spite 

of these efforts, at least 40 school districts were cited for noncompliance in 1978, which 

resulted in withholding some $14 million in federal funds under the Emergency School 

Aide Act of 1972. This act was designed to assist school districts with desegregation or 

with meeting the needs of high percentages of minority students (Texas Education 

Agency, 1998).  

In 1981, Judge William Wayne Justice brought forth Civil Action 5281 against the 

State of Texas for violating the Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974 in support 

of the educational welfare of Mexican American children in Texas, particularly those in 

bilingual education programs. Judge Justice pointed out deficits in the state’s bilingual 

program. The discrepancies were found in the identification of LEP children; children not 

being served in a bilingual or ESL program; Texas Education Agency (TEA) guidelines 

ignored by districts; a lack of monitoring and enforcement of the language programs; 

exiting children inadequately or randomly with no guidelines to follow; inadequate 

training for administrators; and the failure to utilize bilingual or ESL certified teachers in 

the classrooms. The state of Texas was ordered to be in compliance within 60 days by 

March 9, 1981. Judge Justice further ordered bilingual education for grades K-5 for the 

1981-1982 school year with subsequent grades being added up to 12th grade by the 

1985-86 school year (Texas Education Agency, 2006).   

Senator Carlos Truan introduced Senate Bill 477. The Texas senate passed this 

bill immediately after Judge Justice’s decision. Senate Bill 477 contained the same 

specifications but limited bilingual education to elementary grades with ESL in 
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secondary grades. Chief Justice did not accept SB 477 as a remedy for his court 

mandate and required that his original order be followed. On appeal the Fifth Circuit 

Court of Appeals sent the order back to Judge Justice. With this appeal, the state was 

not under the original mandate but under the provisions of Senate Bill 477 that is still in 

effect in the State of Texas (Texas State Historical Association, 2002).  

School districts were to establish bilingual education yet there was no approach 

to evaluate the adequacy of the educational approaches used. In Castañeda v Pickard 

the US Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals set forth standards to ensure that districts would 

be in compliance with the Equal Education Opportunity Act of 1974. The court decision 

formulated a test that would determine whether appropriate guidelines were being used 

to provide educational opportunities for English language learners:  

1. Theory: The district’s English Language Program is based on a sound 

educational theory recognized by experts in the field. 

2. Practice: The practices and theory are implemented effectively with instructional 

resources and personnel necessary to transfer theory into reality. 

3. Results: The district results show that the teaching practices are helping ELLs 

overcome the language barriers (Reutter, 1994; USDE 1995). 

TEA was to conduct on-site school district visits on three year cycles to ensure 

compliance with program provisions pertaining to LEP students per SB 477b and the 

criteria set forth by Castañeda v. Pickard. Even though cyclical onsite visits were being 

conducted, TEA could not maintain the district visits. The 2003 Legislature then passed 

a limitation on compliance monitoring that allowed TEA to conduct district visits only as 

necessary. This policy change led to use of a computer analysis of test scores to 
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determine whether the districts were in compliance. The computer analysis known as 

the Performance Based Monitoring Analysis System (PBMAS) set the Texas 

Assessment of Knowledge and Skills standards for ELLs in each content area and 

performance levels to determine whether districts were in compliance. Performance 

level 0 indicated the district language program met the state standard; Performance 

level 1 meant the district’s TAKS passing rate was 0.1 to 5.0 percentage points below 

the state standard; Performance level 2 indicated the district’s TAKS passing rate was 

5.1 to 10 or more percentage points below; Performance base level 3 meant the district 

was 10.1 percentage points below the accountability state standard for the subject. This 

system sums scores across grades and not by grade levels. This is the current system 

used to ascertain whether districts have met AYP under Title III for the Annual 

Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOs). AMAOs are performance targets that 

include making progress and attainment towards English language proficiency as 

measured by the state’s English language proficiency assessments, as well as meeting 

AYP on the state content TAKS test (TEA, 2006).   

 

Current Texas Education Trends 

Texas Bilingual Education and Special Language Programs 

 The Texas Education Bulletin provides the comprehensive Texas Education 

Code enacted through the 79th Texas Legislature of 2005. Subchapter B, the Bilingual 

Education and Special Language Program Code under Texas State Policy §29.051 

states: “English is the basic language of this state. Public schools are responsible for 

providing a full opportunity for all students to become competent in speaking, reading, 
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writing, and comprehending the English language” (Texas Education Agency, 2006, p. 

188). Chapter 29.052 defines an ELL as a: “(1) Student of limited English proficiency 

means a student whose primary language is other than English and whose English 

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

English” (p. 188).  

 

Entry 

 A student in the state of Texas is classified as limited English proficient under the 

Texas Education Code §29.056 (c) if:  

(c ) (1) the student’s ability in English is so limited or the student’s disabilities are 

so severe that assessment procedures cannot be administered;  

(2) the student’s score or relative degree of achievement on the agency-

approved English proficiency test is below the levels established by the agency 

as indicative of reasonable proficiency; 

(3) the student’s primary language proficiency score as measured by an agency-

approved test is greater than the student’s proficiency in English; or 

(4) the language proficiency assessment committee determines, based on other 

information, including a teacher evaluation, parental viewpoint, or student 

interview, that the student’s primary language proficiency is greater than the 

student’s proficiency in English or that the student is not reasonably proficient in 

English (TEC, 2006, p. 190).  

 During the 79th Texas Legislature’s third called session, the ELL criteria to exit 

out of the language program was amended under §29.056 (g) to read,  
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 …the student is able to participate equally in a regular all-English instructional 

program as determined by: 

(1)  agency-approved tests administered at the end of each school year to 

determine the extent to which the student has developed oral and written 

language proficiency and specific language skills in English; 

(2)  satisfactory performance on the reading assessment instrument under 

Section 39.023(a) or an English language arts assessment instrument under 

Section 39.023(c), as applicable, with the assessment instrument administered in 

English, or, if the student is enrolled in the first or second grade, an achievement 

score at or above the 40th percentile in the reading and language arts sections of 

an English standardized test approved by the agency; and 

(3)  agency-approved criterion-referenced tests and the results of a subjective 

teacher evaluation” (TEC, 2006, p. 190). 

 

Language Proficiency Assessment Committee 

Senate Bill 477 established provisions put forth in Judge Wayne Justice’s order 

for a committee that would review the educational needs for students who spoke a 

language other than English. The Language Proficiency Assessment Committee’s 

(LPAC) task included testing recommendations, program services and reviewing the 

exit criteria data of ELLs.  

Under the Texas Education Code, each district is required to establish a 

language proficiency assessment committee (LPAC). Code §29.063 states: 
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(b) each committee shall include a professional bilingual educator, a professional 

transitional language educator, a parent of limited English proficiency student, and a 

campus administrator. Furthermore, the LPAC is responsible for: 

(1) reviewing all information on limited English proficient students, including the 

home language survey, the language proficiency tests in English and in the 

primary language, each student’s achievement in content areas, and each 

student’s emotional and social attainment; 

(2) make recommendations concerning the most appropriate placement for the 

educational advancement of the limited English proficiency student after the 

elementary grades; 

(3) review each limited English proficiency student’s progress at the end of the 

school year in order to determine future appropriate placement; 

(4) monitor the progress of students formerly classified as limited English 

proficiency who have transferred out of the bilingual education or special 

language program and, based on the information, designate the most 

appropriate placement for such students; and 

(5) determine the appropriateness of a program that extends beyond the 

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

student (Texas Education Agency, 2006, p. 192).  

The LPAC plays an important role in deciding whether a student is eligible to enter the 

program and when the student has met the exit criteria to participate fully in a regular 

English only instructional program with no linguistic modifications.  
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Texas Schools Demographics 

Table 2 shows Texas school demographics relevant to this study. Texas 

Education Agency (2006) public school statistics reported of a total of 1,033 school 

districts and 192 charter operations during the 2005-2006 school year. The high school 

population consisted of 1,223,781 students out of the total student population of 

4,505,752 in Texas schools. Texas Education Agency (2006) identified 732,154 English 

language learners during the 2005-2006 school year. Of these, 81,454 were LEP in high 

school; 394,877 students were identified as being in a bilingual program through 

elementary, while 283,325 students were served in an ESL program. Another 45,933 

students were identified as parental denials for all services. A remaining 8,019 students 

were identified as not being served.  

 

Table 2 

Texas Schools Demographics 

Texas School Demographics 

School districts  1,033

Charter schools 192

Student population 4,505,752

High school students 1,233,781

English language learners 732,134

Elementary Bilingual (PreK-5) 394,877

ESL (PreK – 12) 283,325

LEP not served 8,019

Parental denials 45,933

High school ESL (9 – 12) 81, 454

Languages 129
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Note. PEIMS 2006 

 There were a total of 129 languages represented in Texas schools by English 

language learners (ELL). Table 3 shows the major languages of ELLs in the state of 

Texas (Texas Education Agency, 2006). Spanish is the second major language spoken 

in Texas schools, followed by Vietnamese.  

 

Table 3 

Major ELL Language Groups in Texas  

Major ELL Language Groups 

Language                              Number

Spanish 671, 322

Vietnamese 12, 727

Urdu 3,432

Arabic 3277

Korean 3018

Mandarin Chinese 1,977

Note. PEIMS 2006 

 

High School Testing of ELLs  

Improving school performance by raising standards and achievement has been a 

major goal since 1984 in the state of Texas. Texas policymakers and educators 

continue to raise the standards and expectations for students graduating from high 

school. House Bill 72 codified reforms to raise high school graduation requirements that 

included the “no pass, no play” policy for students in extracurricular activities. The intent 
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was to require students to demonstrate passing grades in order to participate in sports 

and other University Interscholastic League sponsored activities. 

The statewide accountability rating system for Texas public schools was initiated 

during the 1980-1981 school year. The evolution of the statewide assessment began 

with the Texas legislative session of 1979 that required the Texas Education Agency to 

create and administer a criterion-referenced test to measure basic competencies in 

reading, mathematics and writing for students in grades 3, 5 and 9. This assessment 

called the Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS) was later replaced in 1984 with the 

Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills (TEAMS) testing in grades 1, 3, 5, 7, 

8 and 11. When TEAMS was phased out in 1990, the TAAS or the Texas Assessment 

of Academic Skills was used as the accountability testing system in education in grades 

3, 5, 7, 9, and 11 as the exit level for graduation requirement. In 1994, the State Board 

of Education (SBOE) voted to align and set the passing curriculum standards for grades 

3-8, with the exit level TAAS exam. The following year in 1995 science and social 

studies were added to the TAAS test (Cruse & Twing, 2000).  

In July 1997, the SBOE adopted a new curriculum, the Texas Essential 

Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) that replaced the former state curriculum, Essential 

Elements (TEA, 1997). The Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test 

aligned with the TEKS curriculum was mandated by the 76th Legislatures and initiated 

during the 2003-2004 school year (Cruse & Twing, 2000). 
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LEP Exemption Rules 

 In 1996, the Council of Chief State School Officers (1996) conducted a national 

survey regarding testing exemptions for LEP students and the use of systemic reports. 

Forty-three states responded to the survey with 35 states reporting statewide 

assessment exemptions for their ELLs. Texas was one of the states acknowledging 

Limited English Proficient (LEP) testing exemptions. Before 1995, legislation directed 

the State Board of Education to create rules for testing exemptions from the 

assessment program for ELLs. The Texas Education Code of 1995 §39.027 adopted 

exemptions for ELLs. Students who were exempt from the TAAS had to take an 

alternative assessment from a commercial instrument approved by the Texas Education 

Agency. Reports submitted to TEA showed the number of LEP exemptions per grade 

level and the alternative assessment given. LEP students did not have to meet any 

specific standard on these alternative assessments. The district reported the alternative 

test administered and the percentage of academic growth for each grade level as 

reported by districts.  

Exemptions in the Texas Administrative Code (TAC) §101.3 allowed for LEP 

students to be exempt from the English TAAS up to three years between 1994-95 and 

1998-1999. TAC specified that students identified as LEP could be (a) exempt from the 

TAAS and given an alternative assessment, (b) given a Spanish version of the TAAS, or 

(c) given the English TAAS. By simply being identified as LEP on PEIMS, a student 

could receive an exemption. There could not be a combination of options one and two 

for more than three administrations of the test. After the third year, students were to be 

tested with the English TAAS. Districts were not to administer the Spanish test more 
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than twice to students who entered public schools in first grade. An ELL who entered 

Texas schools in the first grade theoretically could be excluded from the statewide 

assessment until sixth grade. If LEP students moved to different districts without 

records, they could conceivably receive more than three years of exemptions before 

being tested and held accountable (Texas Education Agency, 2000).  

In April 2001, the exemption policy changed under Senate Bill 676 (Texas 

Education Agency, 2001). Specific exemption regulations came into place that restricted 

exemptions from TAAS specifically for immigrants who had been enrolled in the United 

States schools for three or fewer years. All other ELLs considered to be non-immigrant 

were to take the English or Spanish TAAS. This meant that a student who began his or 

her education in first grade would then have to be tested by third grade because that 

was their third year in a US school. In addition to these specific immigrant exemptions, 

the bill further narrowed the exemption to one year for Spanish-speaking LEP 

immigrants because the Spanish-version of the assessment was available. Under the 

exemption policy and NCLB, LTELs are not immigrants and are tested with the high 

school TAKS test. They must fulfill all graduation requirements when taking the exit 

level exam and are not eligible for a LEP exemption. 

 

Reading Proficiency Tests of English 

In 1995 the state legislatures required the Commissioner of Education to come 

up with a system for evaluating the progress of ELLs who were eligible for a testing 

exemption. An English proficiency test was then added to the existing assessments 

(State Board of Education, 1995). The first statewide Reading Proficiency Test of 

 43



      

English (RPTE) was administered in the spring of 2000. The test was based on TAAS 

reading objectives. These tests were developed in three levels of proficiency identified 

in the TEKS for LEP students: Beginning, Intermediate, and Advanced. ELLs are to be 

taught at their level of English proficiency and the RPTE assesses these skills at the 

three levels of proficiency. The results should show the student’s current English 

reading level with an expected yearly annual growth. Performance at the advance level 

would indicate the student’s ability to read and would therefore to be tested the following 

school year on the TAAS. Two years later, Advance-High, was added as an additional 

proficiency level to better identify those students who were ready to take the state 

criterion referenced test, TAKS (Texas Education Agency, 2005).  

 

Graduation Requirements 

Graduation requirements for Texas high school students fall under §39.025 (a) 

(TEC, 2006,  p. 315) which indicates, “(a) A student may not receive a high school 

diploma until the student has performed satisfactorily on the secondary exit-level 

assessment instruments for English language arts, mathematics, social studies, and 

science” (p. 315). High school students begin taking the exit-level exams during the 

spring of the junior year. If they fail to meet passing criteria, students may continuously 

re-take the exam until the summer of their senior year. Therefore, a student could take 

the exams up to four more times without delaying graduation.  

Texas Education Agency (2006) publicized that the State Board of Education 

approved two high school graduation plans that will increase the number of credits 

needed to graduate. The proposed changes reflect the recent provision of House Bill 1 
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that requires a “4X4” plan in the core subjects. This means that students must earn four 

credits in English, social studies, science and math. This new plan increased the 

previous requirement of three credits for math and science. The number of credits has 

increased from 24 to 26 so that the 3.5 elective credits remain under the Recommended 

plan and the 2.5 elective credits continue for the Distinguished Achievement plan.  

 

Passing Rates 

The cumulative passing rate for all students in the class of 2006 was 87%. In 

2006, 6,327 senior members of the class of 2006 in the state of Texas did not pass at 

least one of the exit exams needed to graduate (Texas Education Agency, 2006). This 

is the passing rate for the percentage of students who first took the exit-level test in 

spring 2005 as juniors and eventually passed all tests taken by the end of their senior 

year in May of 2006. The passing rate for Hispanics was at 80% while limited English 

proficient students had a cumulative passing rate of 48%. Of the total ELL student 

population in grades 9, 10 and 11, 87.2% were tested and 8.9% were exempt. As fewer 

students are exempt more are being included in the accountability system.  

 

Retention Rates 

 The retention rates for ELLs were higher than the rates for other student 

populations. Bilingual students in elementary had a retention rate of 5.1%. ESL 

identified students in elementary had a 4.7% retention rate. In secondary, the retention 

rates for ELLs identified as LEP was at 12.4%. For identified LEP students who were 

denied services, the retention rate was at 13.3%.  
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Testing Implications for LTELs in this study 

 The traditional testing practice in America was designed to measure skills and 

performance abilities that resulted in lower-order cognitive skills (Darling-Hammond, 

1994; Linn 2000). Lachat (2004) held that testing practices assumed students possess 

a permanent intelligence level so that their learning could be predicted. Such an 

assumption meant tests could be used to rank students for placement. The application 

of the normal curve to testing results led to the belief that a significant number of 

students would fail, and therefore schools were not held accountable for the success of 

all students. Significant proportions of those students were from poor families or were 

students learning English. Testing of knowledge cannot be ranked according to a single 

dimension; rather intelligence is multifaceted with varying degrees of strength (Gardner, 

1993).   

Accountability constitutes a powerful ideological force to bring about educational 

change. In order to meet political demands for accountability, districts need “fresh ideas 

to meet the challenges posed by policies that ask them to educate all students to high 

levels of academic achievement” (Goertz & Massell, 2005 p.7). As schools develop new 

ideas to meet the new challenges, educators must keep in mind that “students, 

teachers, administrators, and entire school systems must account for student 

performance” (Loschert, 2000 p. 1). Historically, ELLs have not been part of high-stakes 

tests (Lara & August, 1996). Most states have typically exempted them from high stakes 

testing for a minimum of three school years. ELLs have been overlooked as well in 

program design and instruction (Holmes, Hedlund, & Nickerson, 2000).    
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Technicality of Testing 

 NCLB has tied assessments to a state’s curriculum. Popham (2004) wrote, “For 

the first time in the history of the American public schooling, a potent federal law has 

made curriculum truly count-big time” (p. 31). The measurement of student performance 

is based on those curriculum-based assessments. The state of Texas has frontloaded 

the alignment of the curriculum and the TAKS test. This practice consists of developing 

the curriculum first and then the test is written to match the curriculum (English, 2000). 

The practice has been criticized as contributing to teaching to the test. A common 

critique of teaching to the test is that students learn the test items and not the concept 

behind them. English (2000) states “To be held accountable within the concept of 

fairness and due process, a person must know what is expected, have an opportunity to 

learn what is expected, and be provided an opportunity to demonstrate whether he or 

she can actually do the task” (p.x). In providing the opportunity to learn what is 

expected, students should be expected to perform well. 

 

Valid and Reliable 

Complications arise in the validity and the reliability of testing ELLs. The greatest 

issue in administering standardized tests to ELLs is measuring what is actually being 

assessed. When ELLs are tested the results may reflect their English language 

proficiency rather than measure their content knowledge accurately, which weakens the 

test’s validity (Menken, 2000). The test cannot be valid if the results do not show what 

the student knows. Another concern in the validity and reliability of testing ELLs is the 
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concern of cultural familiarity of the test items. Testing items may contain concepts 

unfamiliar to the students (Coltrane, 2002).  

Adequate assessments are important in determining individual needs. Existing 

assessments do not measure how well ELLs will perform over time in English (Short & 

Fitzsimmons, 2007). Without culturally and linguistically sensitive assessments it is 

difficult to distinguish and identify whether the student lacks academic English or has 

learning disabilities that contribute to academic difficulties (Miramontes, 1987). Abedi 

(2004) cautions that tests administered and designed for the native English speakers 

are not valid and reliable for ELLs who have not had the opportunity to learn what is 

expected. Current English-language assessments that test for proficiency do not test 

the content knowledge. Developing appropriate assessments for ELLs for English 

proficiency and the knowledge of content standards is an issue that is currently being 

debated across the nation.   

Content validity of tests reflects the knowledge of the standard and not the 

interest of the test developer (Lachat, 2004). Establishing reliability, or acceptable levels 

of comparability, across tasks has been a major issue in recent state testing. Standards 

based assessments are focused on student learning rather than on how students score 

against each other.  

 

Tracking 

 The secondary ELL population continues to grow (Ruiz de Velasco, 2005). While 

an influx of immigrants continues, LTELs remain in English language programs or are 

identified as LEP for not meeting the exit criteria of the program due to a lack of English 
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and academic proficiency. Policies have inadvertently created a group of students who 

are unable to exit the language program (Linquanti, 2001). This is a vicious cycle for 

ELLs who are often placed in modified instruction that is not linguistically or 

academically rigorous (Cummins, 1994). These students fail to acquire grade level 

academic English needed to exit the program and perform at high levels on 

standardized testing. ELLs have essentially been tracked into a lower track based on 

the limitations of English (Callahan, 2005).  

 Tracking involves assigning students to differentiated class work based on their 

level of needs. The theory behind tracking rationalizes that low-performing students 

should be placed together in homogeneous classrooms where the curriculum is 

simplified and taught at their pace. This practice then allows high-performing students to 

receive accelerated instruction without being held back by low performing students 

(Tyack, 1974). Low-track placement has resulted in a less vigorous content and fewer 

learning opportunities for ELLs (Callahan, 2005). The academic content of a class is 

important to track, but of greater quality is the language and discourse used with higher 

order thinking skills that lead to a higher incidence of learning (Raudenbush, Rowan, & 

Cheong, 1993). The placement of ELLs in low-track classes leads to the perception of 

their being limited in language, knowledge and skills. Yet much of the literature 

continues to show ELLs as a homogeneous group. Callahan (2005) showed in her 

study that track placement was a better predictor of achievement than English 

proficiency by highlighting the quality of instruction of English learners. Simply stating 

that all students are capable of learning will not improve achievement. Instructional 

quality and pedagogy maximizes student achievement (Ferguson, 1998).   
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The Graduation Plan for ELLs under Chapter 74 in Texas was intended to allow 

school districts to place non-immigrant ELLs in a monolingual classroom in order to 

receive high content academic instruction. The graduation plan does not offer ESOL 

courses after 10th grade because students are expected to take English III and IV to 

meet graduation requirements. This same policy did not give districts a specific 

definition for immigrants. The Texas Education Agency recommended that school 

districts use the Title VII – Immigrant definition, known today as NCLB – Title III. This 

recommendation was not written as policy but presented by the state director of 

Bilingual-ESL at a live video conference on the Texas Education Telecommunications 

Network (TETN) during the 1998-1999 school year.   

 

Educator Capacity 

 Every teacher has the responsibility to assist students in his or her classroom to 

optimize their learning. Students construct meaning through the application of thinking 

and learning strategies that are reflective of the literacy processes used to construct 

meaning by good readers (Ryder & Graves, 1998). The relationship between literacy 

and academic achievement is stronger as the students’ progress by grade level 

(Biancarosa & Snow, 2004). As the adolescent ELLs grow academically, high school 

educators should know some basic principles of effective second language literacy 

instruction (Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007). NCLB emphasizes the need for highly qualified 

teachers, but it does not stipulate that high school teachers be able to teach reading or 

writing nor does it require teachers to have any training in working with adolescent 
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ELLs. Three states - Arizona, Florida, and California - have current policies that require 

teachers to receive training in teaching ELLs (Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007).  

 The most common instructional method used is the direct instructional model in 

which the whole class is taught at the same time. The teacher controls the classroom 

discussion and directs the decision making (Haberman, 1991). Waxman, Huang, and 

Padron (1995) found that students in whole-class instruction interacted minimally with 

the teacher and other students and passively watched or listened to the teacher.  

 

Instructional Strategies 

 Existing research of English language instructional methods is limited because 

much of it reports randomized trial and control-group studies that were not focused on 

the effects of the individual strategy. Genesee (1999) observed that, “No single 

approach or program model works best in every situation. Many different approaches 

can be successful when implemented well. Local conditions, choices, and innovation 

are critical ingredients of success” (p. 4). Language acquisition theories highlight four 

key principles that are important for all students and beneficial for ELLs. These 

principles include (a) increasing understanding by building from language that is 

understood, using graphic organizers, hands-on learning, or cooperative learning; (b) 

increasing interaction that includes cooperative learning, study buddies, project-based 

learning or one-to-one interactions; (c) increasing thinking and study skills and using 

higher order thinking skills, thinking aloud, explicitly teaching and reinforcing study skills 

and test-taking skills by having high expectations of students; (d) and using a student’s 

native language as a support to increase understanding (Jameson, 1998).  
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 Researchers at Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL) 

explored instructional strategies that affect student achievement. Through meta-

analysis, nine instructional strategies, represented in Table 4 below were found to 

demonstrate a high probability of enhancing student achievement for all students in all 

grades and subject areas (Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001).  

 

Table 4 

Categories of Instructional Strategies that Affect Student Achievement 

Instructional Strategies  

Identifying similarities and differences 

Summarizing and note taking 

Reinforcing effort and providing recognition

Homework and practice 

Nonlinguistic representation 

Cooperative learning 

Setting objectives and providing feedback 

Generating and testing hypotheses 

Questions, cues, and advance organizers 
 
Note. (Marzano et al., 2001)  

 

The investigators found these instructional strategies possessed a high probability of 

enhancing student learning. The researchers were careful to point out that no one 

strategy works equally well for each teaching context. These are teaching strategies or 
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tools that were identified as being effective. Marzano (1998) research elaborates on the 

use of each instructional strategy. Another implication is that even though these 

instructional strategies are not specific for ELLs, they are strategies that were found to 

be effective for all students at all grade levels. The more exposure teachers provide to 

students using multiple teaching strategies, the more depth of knowledge the students 

will encounter. Learning a new skill mandates that many variations to this skill are 

introduced (Marzano et al., 2001).  

 Krashen and Terrell (1983) developed the The Natural Approach to emphasize 

five stages of language acquisition and characteristics that English language learners 

go through. This approach was based on the following beliefs: (a) that language 

acquisition is different from language learning that is conscious learning (the 

acquisition/learning hypothesis); (b) that conscious learning operates as a monitor that 

checks what has been learned (the monitor hypothesis); (c) that grammatical structures 

are learned in a predictable order (the natural order); (d) that people acquire language 

from messages that are beyond their current competence (the input hypothesis); (e) and 

that the learner’s emotional state can act as a filter that blocks necessary input to learn 

(the affective filter hypothesis). Based on these hypotheses, the five stages of language 

acquisition include: Pre-Production, Early Production, Speech Emergence, Intermediate 

Fluency and Advanced Fluency. The nine instructional strategies researched by McREL 

integrated with the 5 stages of language acquisition, are incorporated in Classroom 

Instruction that Works with English Language Learners, used to adapt teaching 

strategies to meet the needs of ELLs (Hill & Flynn, 2006).   
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Summary 

 National language planning and policy can determine how language is to be used 

for students who are culturally and linguistically different. Historically the United States 

and the state of Texas have impacted the education of ELLs with language ideology 

and policy. Language has been a decisive issue for immigrants in our communities. 

These communities once taught their children in their native languages. Federal and 

state bills emerged and impacted the development of teaching English to non-English 

speakers since the inception of this nation. This trend eventually led to federal 

legislation known as the Bilingual Education Act of 1968 which was reauthorized as the 

NCLB Act of 2001. Current assessments require that all students perform at high 

academic standards. Current government planning under NCLB has mandated national 

testing of all students (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997).  

Texas high schools LTELs are students who are no longer immigrants and thus 

cannot be served in ESOL classes. These students are in monolingual classrooms in 

which the teacher may or may not know that they were identified as LEP. They have not 

been able to pass the TAKS exam to exit the language program and eventually 

graduate from high school. LTELs are students who need vocabulary enhancement to 

comprehend the content. Zehler (1994) regarded ELL students as resources in the 

classroom and not as students in remedial programs. The NCLB Act of 2001 views all 

students as capable of achieving (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 2002).  

The literature reviewed in this chapter captured a clarifying and historical context 

for this research. An overview of language planning and policy provided a framework of 

how government and educational sectors utilize policy or bodies of ideas to enforce 
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language decisions. The historical view of federal and state educational language 

planning showed significant events of legislative policies and ideology from our early 

immigrant settlers to our current rationale of high stakes testing as it impacts ELLs. An 

overview of the state of Texas graduation plan, the special language program policy and 

high school testing presented a deeper understanding of what LTELs face in order to 

graduate. Background information on the current curriculum standards, literature on 

tracking and the technicality of testing brings challenges that teachers face in preparing 

students to take high stakes testing. The literature review gave background information 

that laid the foundation leading to the methodology of answering the research 

questions.   
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CHAPTER III 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 This chapter summarizes the methodology that was used to address the effects 

of the educational legislative policy that impacts English Language Learners no longer 

considered as immigrants from a language planning and policy perspective in the state 

of Texas. This case study of an urban school district emphasized the identification and 

intervention of high school long-term English learners. The researcher captured 

anecdotal evidence of long-term English learners’ perceptions of their preparedness to 

pass mandated assessments to meet graduation requirements. In addition, the 

researcher investigated teachers’ perspectives regarding LTELs preparedness for 

mandated assessments. LTEL scores on the Reading/Language Arts TAKS were 

compared to scores of students considered to be recent immigrants and to scores of 

non-ELLs in the same grade levels.  

This study was guided by the following questions:  

(1) How has federal or state educational legislation impacted language policies in 

one Texas school district for high school long-term English learners? 

(2) How do high school long-term English learners in one Texas school district 

score on the Reading/Language Arts TAKS when compared to scores of 

recent immigrants and non-ELLs in a similar grade level? Under this research 

question the following hypotheses were tested: 
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Hypothesis I: Long-term English learners score significantly lower on the 

Reading/Language Arts TAKS than do immigrant students served in an 

ESOL class at the similar grade level.  

Hypothesis II: Long-term English learners score significantly lower on the 

Reading/Language Arts TAKS than do non-LEP students in a monolingual 

non-ESOL classroom at the similar grade level. 

(3) What are teachers’ perceptions of long-term English learners’ preparedness 

to face standardized assessments? 

(4) What are the perceptions of long-term English learners regarding their 

preparedness to pass standardized assessments for graduation? 

 

Study Design 

In order to explore the questions and hypothesis, data were collected during the 

2007 spring semester. This dissertation involved a case study at four high schools and 

one high school education center in a north Texas urban school district in which LTELs 

are identified by name and identification number (ID) from all other ELLs. Table 5 

presents an overview of the procedures for answering the questions of this study 

followed by a thorough explanation of the study design. 
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Table 5  

Research Overview: Procedures for Answering Research Questions  

Research Questions Rationale/Goal Literature Data Participants

 
 
1) How has federal or state 

educational legislation impacted 
language policies in one Texas 
school district for high school 
long-term English learners?  

• To analyze the 
correlation 
between 
educational 
policy and 
language policy.  

• To examine how 
educational 
policy shapes 
language policy 
decisions for 
ELLs 

• Literature review on 
language planning and 
policy 

• Literature review on the 
historical view of national 
and state language policy 
impacting educational 
policy 

• Policy documents (state 
standards, assessments, 
and accountability 
measures) 

• Findings from student surveys 
 
• Findings from teacher surveys 
 
• Federal policy review 
 
• State policy review 
 
• District policy review 
 
• Amended policies 80th TX 

Legislative  

 

 
 
(2)How do high school long-term 

English learners in one Texas 
school district score on the 
Reading/Language Arts TAKs 
when compared to scores of 
recent immigrants and non-
ELLs in a similar grade level?  

 

 
• To show a 

practical 
significance of 
identifying LTELs 

• LTELs in high 
track placement 
helps them 
achieve at a 
higher level 

• To interpret the 
TAKS score 
differences of 
LTELs with 
recent 
immigrants and 
non-ELLs  
 

 
• Literature / policy 

documents describing 
recent reforms 

• Literature on track 
placement for ELLs 

• Literature on academics 
 

 
• Findings from district database 

that identifies and tracks 
students 

• TAKS data on (9th & 10th ELL: 
Immigrants & LTELs 

• TAKS data for 9th & 10th non-
ELLs  

• State & district 2007 
Comparison data 

• District & state historical TAKS 
data 

 
 

 
 

Note. Adapted from Menken (2005)                                                                                                                                                  (table continues) 
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Table 5 (continued).  

Research Questions Rationale/Goal Literature Data Participants 

 
3) What are teachers’ perceptions of 

long-term English language 
learners’ preparedness to face 
standardize assessments? 

 

• To discover 
teacher 
perceptions of 
LTEL 
preparedness.  

• To learn the 
attitudes, and 
perceived 
benefits of what 
is taught. 

• Literature/policy 
documents describing 
education reforms 
emphasizing testing 

• Literature on teaching 
and curriculum impact 
(e.g., “teaching to the 
test”/ narrowing of 
curriculum, standards, 
implementation 
challenges) 

 
 
• Findings from teacher 

surveys 
 
• Findings from district 

database identifying 
teachers of LTELs 

 
• Email addresses for 

teachers of LTELs 
 
• www.monkeysurvey.com 

 
 
• English I teachers 
• English II teachers  
• ESOL I teachers 
• ESOL II teachers 
 
Federal/State/District  
Educational 
Policymakers  

 
 
4) What are the perceptions of long-

term English learners regarding 
their preparedness to pass 
standardized assessments for 
graduation? 

 

• to learn students’ 
preparedness 
with testing 

• to discover the 
ways testing 
influences 
LTELs. 

 

• Literature on student 
effects (e.g., student 
performance studies, 
dropouts, studies on the 
inclusion of ELLs in high-
stakes tests) 

• Student performance 
data (graduation/ 
retention/ dropout data, 
test scores)  

 
 
• Findings from student 

surveys 
 
• Texas Education Agency 

graduation data 
 
• IDRA dropout data 
 
• Identification of LTELs 
 
 

 
 
• Students identified 

as LTELs 
• Teachers of LTELs 
 
Federal/State/District  
Educational 
Policymakers  
 
 

Note. Adapted from Menken (2005) 
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 Question 1 was theoretically based on the policy and language planning that has 

historically impacted the education of ELLs. Historically entering school speaking a 

language other than English has proved to be a liability (Callahan, 2005). As a result of 

the accountability movement school districts and campuses are ranked and evaluated 

based on student performance on standardized tests. This narrowly constructed 

accountability system means that mandated assessments are high-stakes for LTELs 

who have not been able to pass the TAKS test to exit the language program and 

subsequently graduate. To answer the first question, the literature review on language 

planning and policy provided background information. As the researcher I conducted a 

document analysis of the target district policy that was developed to comply with federal 

and state mandates. Federal, state, and educational policy was reviewed to provide 

background data that led to current policies or who are involved with current legislative 

policies affecting the education of ELLs.   

 The rationale for the second research question was to show a practical 

significance of identifying LTELs. We know that the LTELs are identified LEP students 

who have not been able to pass the TAKS test to exit the program. What we do not 

know is how they score in comparison to all other ELLs served in an ESOL classroom. 

The focus district identifies LTELs and provided TAKS scores for the identified students 

in the study. Separate One-way Analysis of Variance tests compared the mean scores 

among three groups: the LTELs, recent immigrants with four years or less in the USA 

who are in ESOL classrooms and non-ELLs at the similar grade level. 

 Research Question 3 explored how teachers of English I and II who serve LTELs 

and ESOL I and II teachers who teach recent immigrants perceive the LTELs’ 
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preparedness to face high-stakes testing. The researcher used an online survey to 

solicit teacher attitudes and perceptions’ regarding LTELs preparedness to face high 

stakes testing.  

 Research Question 4 examines the learning perception of the LTELs in high 

school regarding their preparedness to pass standardized assessments for graduation. 

A student survey gathered student perceptions of their experiences with the tests and 

their understanding of the tests.  

 

Participants 

Participants in this study included students and teachers in English Language 

Arts (ELA) and ESOL courses at the four high schools and one education center in a 

north Texas urban school district that identifies LTELs by name and student 

identification number from all other ELLs. Because students are expected to complete 

English I and II for graduation, the courses selected for this study are regular English I 

and II courses, ESOL I, and ESOL II courses. These courses were selected because (a) 

the Exit criterion for LEP students specifies passing the Reading TAKS in grade 9 or the 

English TAKS in grade 10; (b) LTELs who are no longer immigrants are in a regular 

English course; (c) ESOL I and II immigrant students receive English credit for ESOL I 

and ESOL II courses. The immigrant group included private, public schooled, and 

unschooled immigrants.  

Teacher participants were (n = 50) including 10 ESOL teachers and 40 English 

Language Arts teachers (n = 8 males, n = 42 females), with experience ranging from 
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two year to 37 years. All teacher participants were asked to complete an online survey. 

Teachers had an opportunity to opt out of the survey if they did not wish to participate.  

Student participants (n = 155) came from the district’s database that identifies 

students as LEP for PEIMS and as LTELs for Chapter 74. Only 9th and 10th LTELs who 

took the TAKS test in April received a hard copy of the survey. This study involved 

participants who are experiencing the challenge of passing the TAKS test in order to 

exit the language program and later meet the graduation criteria. This sampling is not 

random but a criterion sampling that selected the participants who matched the criteria 

of the study. 

 

Data Analysis 

District Management System 

 A comprehensive student management system (SASI) was used to gather 

student information. This system has allowed the district’s curriculum and instruction 

division to maintain a database of ELLs, LTELs, and former ELLs. Queries allowed for 

quick access to student records such as a student’s history of enrollment, scheduling 

and attendance information.  

 In combination with SASI, another system used to gather data was the Academic 

Excellence Indicator System (AEIS IT), a comprehensive test data analysis tool for the 

Texas accountability assessments: the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills 

(TAKS), Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS), and State 

Developed Alternative Assessment II (SDAAII). By using AEIS IT, I had access to 
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longitudinal student testing history. Data provided an analysis or picture of student 

groups with the capability of disaggregating subgroups of students. 

 For data analysis surveys were collected from students and teachers in the target 

district. Students identified as LTELs, teachers of LTELs, and ESOL classroom teachers 

constitute the recipient pool of the surveys. The LTELs who took a special education 

alternative test (n=50) were not part of this survey. A summary sheet was kept for each 

of the four campuses and one high school education center depicting the number of 

student survey responses and teacher responses. The questions were prepared in 

advance. After the IRB revision, no questions were altered. The surveys attempted to 

solicit a reflection from the participant’s preparedness to take the TAKS test or from the 

teacher’s perception of LTELs preparedness to take the test.  

 

Statistical Analysis 

 Data were stored and managed in ExCel 2003. All statistical analyses were 

performed with SPSS 15.0.  Parametric and non-parametric statistical techniques were 

used for statistical testing depending on the variables’ distribution. Descriptive analyses 

are reported using means, standard deviations, medians, and inter-quartile ranges (IQR 

= 25th and 75th percentiles) respective to the type of statistical test. One-Way analysis of 

variance, with Bonferroni corrections or multiple post-hoc pair-wise comparisons were 

conducted to test for significant differences in mean TAKS scale scores among the 

three groups for 9th and 10th grade samples separately. Because the number of Items 

Correct violated the equal variance assumption of the ANOVA model, the overall group 

comparisons were performed with the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test. Mann-
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Whitney U tests were used for the post-hoc pair-wise comparisons (Bonferroni 

corrected). Separate analyses for the 9th and 10th grades were performed similar to the 

TAKS scores. Statistical significance was defined as p ≤ 0.05 for all analyses.   

 

Delimitations of the Study 

 Delimitations for this study are restricted to high school 9th and 10th grade 

students at the target district. One group of students are LTELs. These students have 

not successfully met exit criteria from the English language program because they have 

not met performance standards on the English language criterion-referenced 

assessment (TAKS) for reading and writing. In addition, these students have not met 

proficiency standards on the Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey-Revised approved by 

Texas Education Agency (TEA TEC, 2006). These high school students have 

completed four or more full school years in a language program and were identified as 

Limited English Proficient (LEP) in the Texas Public Education Information Management 

System (PEIMS) in elementary or middle school. The second groups of 9th or 10th 

graders are recent immigrants four years or less in US schools who are in ESOL 

classes. Random samples of non-LEP ninth and tenth graders were selected since the 

group was extremely large in comparison to the LTELs and immigrant groups of the 

study. SPSS 15.0 was used to collect a random sample of the non-LEP. 

 

Summary 

 The chapter addressed the methods used to investigate the effects of the 

mandated educational legislation for identified LTELs. I elaborated the procedures used 
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in the statistical analysis of three student groups for Reading/ELA TAKS scale scores 

and item correct. The description also presented the use of the statistical significance of 

the LTEL testing scores with non-ELL students in the same grade level. Teachers of 

LTELs and ESOL students received an online survey to share their perceptions of 

LTELs preparedness to face standardize assessments. LTELs received a survey that 

captured their views on their preparedness for the TAKS test. Chapter 4 will present the 

findings in relation to the research questions of this study.  
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CHAPTER IV 

 

RESULTS 

 The national educational focus on student learning has resulted in educational 

policies that emphasize student improvement through accountability. The focus of this 

study has been the impact of educational language planning and policy on long-term 

English language learners (LTELs) who have lived and attended US schools for more 

than four school years. Presentation of findings is organized by the four research 

questions.  

 Research Question 1 looks at how federal or state educational legislation has 

impacted English language policies for high school long-term English language learners 

in one Texas school district. Findings include the district’s interpretation of the current 

English language learner (ELL) policy and the language programs that have been in 

place in prior years. Results include policy changes and programs the target district has 

made in terms of new policies recently enacted. Other findings include new bills 

amended during the Texas 80th legislative session and the target district’s response to 

new policies.  

 Under research Question 2, we see how high school long-term English learners 

in one Texas school district score on the Reading/Language Arts TAKS when compared 

to scores of recent immigrants and non-ELLs in a similar grade level. Details of the 

district 2007 TAKS scores for 9th and 10th graders by subgroups are part of the results. 

A multi-year 9th grade reading TAKS history and a multiyear 10th grade TAKS history 

give a historical view of the district’s high schools in comparison to the state’s average 
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scores. The hypothesis set forth in chapter 3 is answered through the results of a 

statistical analysis of 9th and 10th grade immigrants, LTELs and non-LEP.    

 Research Question 3 shares the survey results of high school teachers’ 

perceptions of LTELs preparedness to face standardized assessments. The findings 

discuss the teacher survey results per campus. A description of teacher respondents 

and their responses is included.   

 Research Question 4 examines the perceptions of long-term English learners 

regarding their preparedness to pass standardize assessments for graduation. The 

findings discuss the campus focus group interviews with LTELs. A description of the 

respondents and survey results are included in order to compare the district’s 

graduation rate with the LTEL graduation rate.  

 

District Profile 

District Profile PEIMS Fall 2006-2007
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TOTAL # STUDENTS: 26, 252

 

Figure 2  Findings district profile  
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 Figure 2 shows that during the 2006-2007 school year, the target district had 

26,252 students. Of these, 25.46% of the students were identified as ELL; 54.89% were 

classified as low socio economic students (SES), while 10.55% of the student 

population was served in the Special Education program. Fewer than 10% of the 

students were identified in the gifted and talented program. The ethnic breakdown of the 

district shows that 48.20% of the students are Hispanic; 25.48% White; 13.55% African 

American and 10.97% Asian. American Indian comprised less than .05%.  

 

Table 6   

Findings of High School Campus Demographics 

Findings of High School Campus Demographics  

Campus 

# 

Students 

% 

ELL 

% 9th/10th 

LTELs 

Student Population 

 

    W B H A AI 

Campus A  2083 .05 .02 46.52 % 11.33 % 23.52 % 18.00 % .62 % 

Campus B  183 .18 .05 19.67 %  9.29 % 68.85 %  2.19 % .00 % 

Campus C   742 .07 .02 27.63 % 37.71 % 15.77 % 20.08 % .81 % 

Campus D   1925 .17 .10 20.36 %  4.52 % 68.47 %  6.44 % .21 % 

Campus E   1990 .09 .04 38.29 % 16.38 % 34.92 %  9.75 % .65 % 

Note. PEIMS 2006-2007 

 

 Table 6 shows the demographics for the five campuses in this study. For the 

purpose of this dissertation, I identified the campuses in the study as Campus A, B, C, 

D and E.  Campus B and Campus D have the largest ELL and Hispanic percentage, 

while Campus A has the largest high school population, yet the lowest number of ELLs.   
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Findings 

Research Question 1 – Educational Legislation and District Language Policy Review 

 A document analysis of the target district confirmed the first language program 

was offered during the 1981-1982 school year. As discussed in the literature review, the 

inception of the language program began after the enactment of SB 477, in June of 

1981, that mandated language programs across the State of Texas (Texas State 

Historical Association, 2002). This bill required districts to offer bilingual instruction 

through the elementary grades and ESL in the secondary grades. 

 District policy documents showed evidence of compliance with the graduation 

requirements under Chapter 74, adopted May of 1998. These requirements mandated 

English I for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL I) and English II for Speakers of 

Other Languages (ESOL II) specifically for immigrant students with limited English 

proficiency. The target district documents defined immigrant as an ELL with 4 years or 

less in US schools. Under the 1998 mandate, TEA guided Texas school districts to 

allow students in ESOL courses an additional fourth school year in accord with the 

Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) recommendation. Since 1998, 

the target district has identified ELLs with four or less school years as an immigrant for 

the purpose of ESOL placement. 

 District TAKS testing documentation showed that the district follows the Texas 

SB676 that limits testing exemptions to immigrants three years or less in US schools. 

This exemption ruling aligned closely with the immigrant definition the district had 

previously adopted under the Chapter 74 graduation plan. The district Chapter 74 
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definition allowed students in ESOL up to a fourth school year, while SB676 allows 

testing exemptions for immigrants up to their third school year in US schools.  

 Former State Representative Domingo Garcia, who drafted the original bill 

limiting exemptions to Limited English Proficient (LEP) students, indicated during a 

personal communication in the fall of 2000 that his intent was to bring an educational 

reform in educating ELLs who were dropping out in large numbers across the state 

(Domingo Garcia, personal communication, August 5, 2000). His original bill limited 

exemptions to one school year. A companion bill (SB676) by Senator Zaffarini allowed 

up to three testing exemptions for ELLs who lack the academic English to take the 

standardized assessment.  

 

Recent Enactments of State Language Policy 

 During the spring of 2007, TEA detailed the 79th Texas Legislatures decisions 

under HB1, Third Called Session, 2006, that proposed changes in Title 19 of the Texas 

Administrative Code (TAC) Chapter 89 Adaptations for Special Populations Subchapter 

BB Commissioner’s Rules Concerning State Plan for Educating Limited English 

Proficient Students. The 79th legislative session ended during the summer of 2006. 

These new mandates became effective September of 2006, and were announced by 

the Texas Education Agency (TEA) during the spring of 2007. The following paragraph 

includes HB1 language planning decisions that impacted language policy for ELLs.  

 The exit criteria under HB1 currently allows districts to exit an ELL after first 

grade, whereas in previous years, ELLs could not be exited PreK through first grade. 

Under this ruling, Spanish assessments are no longer administered or required in order 
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to exit bilingual students from the program. In previous years students in bilingual 

programs were tested in English and in Spanish under §29.056 (g). This enactment 

does not currently impact high school LTELs. The targeted district does not administer a 

first grade standardize test; therefore, they will not implement exiting first grade students 

from the language program.  

 During the 2006-2007 school year, the 80th Legislature passed or amended 

several bills that will impact ELLs. Under §29.0561 of the Texas Education Code, the 

new ruling specifies that exited or monitored students may reenter the program if the 

LPAC committee shows significant evidence that the student was wrongly or 

prematurely exited or can demonstrate that the deficiencies or difficulties the student 

currently encounters are due to problems in English proficiency. In making 

determinations or recommendations for students in grades 3-12, the LPAC must utilize 

TAKS student performance in addition to other significant evidence to determine 

whether a student may re-enter the program or continue being monitored.  

 The target district has had a policy for re-entering that is very similar to this new 

legislation for the past five school years. LPACs must show evidence that the student 

was wrongly exited before re-entering a student into the language program. They are 

also required to consult with the district director for approval. As the program director, I 

should see evidence that the student did not meet the exit criteria. On an average, I 

have seen at least one student per school year wrongly exited on passing the TAKS test 

without any reference to the English acquisition in listening, speaking or writing.  

 Effective September 16, 2007, the testing and classification of students 

determines whether students receive both special education and special language 
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services based on the students’ identifiable needs. District bilingual administrators 

working with the district’s lobbyist were able to submit an amendment to HB1 when it 

was in its draft form during the spring of 2005. This amendment calls for the admission, 

review, and dismissal (ARD) committee and LPAC to determine the appropriate 

assessment instrument and designate the level of performance according to the 

student’s individual education program (IEP). In addition to the identification, the Texas 

Education Code (TEC) §29.056 was revised to establish exit criteria in accordance with 

HB1, to include language clarifying the process by which students who receive both 

special education and special language services are exited from a bilingual or ESL 

program. Subsection (h) was revised to allow the LPAC in conjunction with the ARD to 

determine whether the student’s testing IEP was met in order to exit the language 

program. Prior to this amendment, a special education student could not be exited from 

a language program based on his IEP, but by rather by passing the grade level TAKS 

test, plus other criteria in order to be classified proficient in English (Texas Education 

Agency, 2007).  

 The target district’s bilingual education department and special education 

department have maintained a working relationship to properly identify students who 

can be served in both programs. English language learners with severe learning 

disabilities are not identified as LEP. Support services for students with severe learning 

disabilities are provided by bilingual certified special education professionals. The target 

district implemented exiting special education ELLs based on meeting their approved 

IEP testing. AEIST was used to identify students who met this exit criterion. This first 
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exit implementation occurred after September 16, 2007, when the policy became 

effective.  

 Texas House Bill 2814 establishes a dual language education pilot program to 

study the effectiveness of placing both native English and non-English speaking 

students in the same classroom. The bill was not signed into law nor vetoed by the 

governor, so it automatically became law. A study of the program’s effectiveness 

involving up to 10 school districts will be conducted by the Texas Education Agency. 

The Texas Education Agency will submit a report to the legislature by January 1, 2011, 

and a final report by January 1, 2013, to show the effect of the project with grade-level 

completion rates and high school graduation rates.  

 The target district began the implementation of a one-way dual (all Spanish 

bilingual students) pilot program in 2003 and a two-way dual (English and Spanish 

speakers) pilot program in 2006. The target district will request to participate in the state 

dual-language pilot study.  

 During 2006-2007 school year, through a Texas Education Telecommunications 

Network (TETN), the Texas Education Agency bilingual-ESL state director shared with 

district program directors the 1998 state graduation plan under Chapter 74 limiting 

ESOL courses for immigrants. The initial guidance in 1998-1999 from TEA was to 

define immigrant using the national definition under Title VII Immigrants, yet allowing a 

student in ESOL an additional year if the LPAC had documentation to justify this 

placement. The 2006-2007 TETN guided districts to define immigrant per the district 

policy, with no specific guidance on the number student’s years in the US. Spillane 

(2004) posited that policy is interpreted based on the existing understanding of current 
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practices. TEA reminded districts that the state requires students in identified as 

immigrants under Chapter 74 be foreign born. Those born in the US would need to take 

English I from an English certified teacher. The target district has served immigrants 

who have been in US schools four years or less by placing them in high school ESOL 

classes with an English ESL certified teacher since the 1998 graduation plan was in 

effect. The district makes every attempt to place immigrants in ESOL classes and 

LTELs in regular English classes.   

 

Research Question 2 - Comparison Results of LTELs, Immigrants, and Non-LEP 

 The focus of the second research question is to see how high school long-term 

English learners in one Texas school district score on the Reading/Language Arts TAKS 

when compared to the scores of non-ELLs in a similar grade level. This second 

research question included a statistical analysis of the LTELs, immigrants, and non-LEP 

students in grades 9 and 10. To show the practical significance of identifying LTELs, 

district TAKs results give us a current and historical account of the district TAKS scores 

for the target district subgroups in comparison to the state scores. 

 

Results of District TAKS  

 Tables 7 and 8 below show the 2007 TAKS results with a 65% passing 

performance standard by subgroups in Reading/ELA. The state reports TAKS for ELLs 

but does not differentiate between recent arrivals and LTELs.   
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Table 7  

TAKS for State and 9th Grade District Results 

2007 READING/ELA TAKS – Grade 9 

 STATE DISTRICT  

All Students 86% 88% 

African American 80% 92% 

Hispanics 80% 80% 

White 95% 97% 

Econo 

Disadvantage 

 79% 82% 

LEP 38% 36% 

Special Ed. 74% 78% 
 
Note. PEIMS 2007 

 

 In Table 7, grade 9, the target district scored above the state average for all 

students and subgroups except for LEP. The district ELLs scored lower than their state 

peers in Reading/ELA. Scoring below the state level is not common for this target 

district. Dialogue with district high school principals has repeatedly shown that 

administrators continue to view the LEP subgroup as the immigrants in ESOL classes. 

They fail to recognize that the majority of the LEPs tested in TAKS under the state 

accountability system are not our newcomers or immigrants in ESOL classes but the 

LTELs in regular English courses. The grade 9 LEP scores, that constitute the majority 
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of LTELs, continue to exhibit lower scores than the state. These LTELs are in regular 

English courses with a need for remediation and acceleration. 

 

Table 8 

TAKS for State and 10th grade District Results 
 
2007 READING/ELA TAKS – Grade 10 

 STATE DISTRICT  

All Students 84% 89% 

African American 79% 84% 

Hispanics 79% 82% 

White 91% 96% 

Econo 

Disadvantage 78% 82% 

LEP 34% 42% 

Note. PEIMS 2007 

 

 In grade 10, the target district scored above the state for all students and every 

subgroup (Table 8). The LEP subgroup scored higher than the state for grade 10, yet 

significantly lower than the other subgroups. Department data show that many of the 9th 

grade LTELs do not return as 10th graders as the graduation data table will later 

demonstrate.  
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Table 9  

Multi-year 9th TAKS History 

Grade 9 TAKS History 

  STATE DISTRICT

CAMPUS

A 

CAMPUS

B 

CAMPUS 

C 

CAMPUS

D 

CAMPUS

E 

ALL 

STUDENTS 2005 88% 87% 96%  90% 80% 87% 

 2006 83% 84% 93%  81% 74% 84% 

 2007 86% 88% 94%  94% 81% 88% 

LEP 2005 30% 36% 43%  40% 31% 42% 

 2006 41% 24% 17%  36% 18% 36% 

 2007 38% 36% 44%  20% 33% 38% 

Note. Campus B is an alternative year round program where scores are calculated at the student’s home 
school. 
 

 The Multiyear TAKS history (Table 9) for 9th grade Reading illustrates the target 

district has scored close to or above the state performance standard. The LEP student 

population scored significantly lower during the 2006 TAKS year and two percentage 

points lower than the state during the 2007 school year. While all the target campuses 

scored lower than the state during the 2006 school year, Campus A and D scored a 

drastic 23 to 24 percentage points lower than the state during the 2006 school year. 

These deficit scores continue to haunt the campuses as the campus leadership focus 

on newcomer immigrants in ESOL classes. LTELs who comprise a much larger number 

of TAKS testers are in regular English classes. Principals must grasp the understanding 

that ELLs count on AEIS and are in the regular classrooms. Campus B is an alternative 

year round program where scores are calculated at the student’s home school. 
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Table 10 

Multi-year 10th TAKS History 

Grade 10 TAKS History 

  STATE DISTRICT

CAMPUS

A 

CAMPUS

B 

CAMPUS 

C 

CAMPUS

D 

CAMPUS

E 

ALL 

STUDENTS 2005 68% 90% 94%  89% 85% 86% 

 2006 86% 70% 75%  57% 62% 68% 

 2007 84% 88% 92%  91% 85% 89% 

LEP 2005 20% 45% 39%  67% 36% 58% 

 2006 34% 26% 25%  25% 23% 45% 

 2007 38% 42% 23%  60% 37% 59% 

Note. Campus B is an alternative year round program where scores are calculated at the student’s home 
school. 
 

 The Multiyear TAKS history (Table 10) for 10th grade Reading illustrates the 

target district has scored above the state performance standard during the 2005 and 

2007 school years, yet considerably lower (16 percentage points) than the state during 

the 2006 school year. The district LEP student population scored above the state during 

the 2005 and 2007 school year, yet lower by eight percentage points than the state 

during the 2006 school year. The district profile shows the district demographics 

continue to change at an alarming rate. District leaders are not fully aware of the large 

percentage of LTELs in regular classes that need academic language.  

 

Statistical Analysis – LTELs, Immigrants, Non-LEP 

 Separate One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were conducted for each 

grade level to test for statistical significant mean differences in scores. The ANOVA test 

provided a single test of whether all three groups were significantly different on the 
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continuous level of measurement dependent variables. Bonferroni corrected post-hoc 

comparisons were used to explore further which pairs of group means were significantly 

different.   

 LTELs, immigrants in ESOL classes and non-LEP were identified by using SASI. 

AEIS IT was used to gather 2007 TAKS Reading/ELA scale scores and item correct for 

the district’s 9th and 10th grade students. LTELs, immigrants and non-LEP were 

identified and grouped for the ANOVA. 

 

Table 11 

ANOVA Scale Score 9th Grade 
 

GROUP n MEAN (SD) p f 

PAIRWISE 

COMPARISONS 

LTELs (1) 118 2030.04  (125) <.001 84.124 (1,3) (2,3)* 

Immigrants (2) 55 2041.40  (137)    

Non-LEP (3) 100 2270.93  (171)    

TOTAL 273 2120.57  (185)    
Note. Numbers in parentheses correspond to GROUPS. Corrected p-values < .001 

 

 Results of the omnibus ANOVA test on scale scores indicate a statistically 

significant difference (p ≤ .001) among the 9th grade groups (see Table 11). The 

ANOVA model rejected the first hypothesis by not finding significant differences among 

the LTELs and immigrants on the Reading/Language Arts TAKs. LTELS mean scores 

were lower than immigrant students (although not statistically significant). The second 

hypothesis for grade 9 was sustained by finding a significant difference among the 

LTELs and the non-LEP.  
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 Pair-wise comparisons indicated that both LTELs and immigrant mean scores 

(2030 and 2041 respectively) were significantly lower on the Reading/Language Arts 

TAKs than Non-LEP students (2270) at a probability level of p ≤ .001.  

 
Table 12 
 
KRUSKAL-WALLIS Item Correct 9th Grade 
 

GROUP n MEDIAN (IQR) 

p 

value Chi-Sq 

PAIRWISE 

COMPARISONS 

LTELs (1) 118 59.5  (50-69) <.001 116.702 (1,3) (2,3)* 

Immigrants (2) 55 64.3  (48-72))    

Non-LEP (3) 100 79.8  (74-85)    

Note. Numbers in parentheses correspond to GROUPS. Corrected p-values < .003 

 

 Similar results were observed for the number of Items Correct (see Table 12). 

Significant differences in median scores were observed between LTELs and non-LEP 

students (59.5 and 79.8 respectively) and immigrant students and non-LEP students 

(64.3 and 79.8 respectively), with LTELs having lower median scores than immigrant 

students (although again not significantly different: 59.5 and 64.3 respectively).   

 
Table 13 
 
ANOVA Scale Score 10th Grade 
 

GROUP n MEAN (SD) p f 

PAIRWISE 

COMPARISONS 

 

LTELs (1) 57 2072.84  (93) <.001 59.563 (1,3) (2,3)* 

Immigrants (2) 41 2087.20  (85)    

Non-LEP (3) 60 2266.27  (124)    

TOTAL 158 2150.02  (138)    
Note. Numbers in parentheses correspond to GROUPS. Corrected p-values < .001 
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 In the tenth grade, the results of the ANOVA were analogous to the 9th grade 

results (see Table 13). A significant difference was observed in the overall model 

comparing mean scale scores (p ≤ .001). The ANOVA model again rejected the first 

hypothesis by not finding significant differences among the LTELs and immigrants on 

the Reading/Language Arts TAKs. Once more, LTELS mean scores were lower than 

immigrant students (although not statistically significant). The second hypothesis was 

sustained by finding a significant difference among the LTELs and the non-LEP.  

 Pair-wise comparisons indicated that LTELs were significantly different from Non-

LEP, and immigrants were significantly different from Non-LEP. The mean for the 

Immigrants (2087.20) was greater than the mean score of the LTELs (2072.84); 

however, the difference was not statistically significant. Notably, the magnitude of the 

differences between non-LEP students and both LTELs and immigrants in 10th grade 

were smaller than 9th grade differences. 

 
Table 14 
 
KRUSKAL-WALLIS Item Correct 10th Grade 
 

GROUP n MEDIAN (IQR) 

p-

value Chi-Sq

PAIRWISE 

COMPARISONS 

 

LTELs (1) 57 57.5  (47-66) <.001 73.922 (1,3) (2,3)* 

Immigrants (2) 41 58.9  (47-68))    

Non-LEP (3)    60 78.1  (72-85))    

Note. Numbers in parentheses correspond to GROUPS. Corrected p-values < .003 
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 Results for the number of Items Correct (Table 14) were also similar to the 9th 

grade results. Median Items Correct were significantly different between LTELs and 

Non-LEP and immigrant students and Non-LEP, but not between LTELs and immigrant 

students.   

 

Research Question 3 – Teacher’s Perception of LTELs Preparedness  

Teacher Survey Response 

 Principals were contacted by the target district’s director of accountability and 

assessment after the UNT IRB granted approval. ESOL teachers of immigrants four 

years or less in US schools and English teachers of LTELs more than four years in US 

schools were identified through the district database. The teacher survey (see appendix 

A) was created and sent out through www.surveymonkey.com. Table 17 shows the 

percentage of teacher respondents per target campus. 

 

Table 15 

Teacher Survey Response 

Teacher Survey  

 Responded No Response

Campus A  67% 33% 

Campus B 100% - 

Campus C  86% 14% 

Campus D  64% 36% 

Campus E  79% 21% 

Total  76% 24% 
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 The teacher survey had a 76% overall district response rate. Campus A, with a 

total of 30 LTELs in grades 9th & 10th, had a response rate of 67%. Even though 

Campus B had no LTELs in 9th or 10th grade, the campus had a teacher response rate 

of 100%. The response rate for Campus D, with the largest number of LTELs, was at 

64%. All other campuses had a response rate greater than 70%. 

 

Description of Teacher Respondents 

 The majority of the teacher respondents (85.0%) were female, and 15% were 

male teachers. NCLB requires that all teachers be highly qualified so all English 

teachers were English certified, yet only 30% of the teachers were ESL certified. The 

average years of teaching experience was 12.87 years with two years being the least in 

teaching experience and 37 years being the most. Most of the teachers (94.9%) were 

born the United States, while 5.1% were not. Nine of the respondents spoke another 

language other than English: Spanish, Latin, Romanian, Russian, German, French, 

Portuguese, Italian, Malayalam and Hindi. Two teachers (5.0%) had degrees above a 

master’s degree; 25% had a master’s degree; and 70% had a bachelor’s degree.  

 

Teacher Survey Perceptions of LTELs 

 The following (Table 16) outlines the responses to the teacher survey. Teachers 

of LTELs and ESOL teachers shared their perception of LTELs preparedness to face 

the TAKS test. Teachers, in general, agreed that the TAKs test is difficult for LTELs. 

While some were aware of LTELs in their class, it was not of significant importance to 

others. Teachers’ shared that if it were not for the test they would teach differently. 
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Table 16 

Teacher Survey – Perception of Student Preparedness  

Teacher Question Strongly 
Agree Agree  Disagree Strongly Disagree 

Is it more difficult for LTELs to 
pass the TAKS than for native 
English speakers to pass the 
TAKS 
 

45% 50% 5% 0% 

If the TAKS test did not exist, I 
would teach differently. 
 

32.5% 45% 20% 2.5% 

 
More than 
once a 
week 

Once a 
week 

Once every 
two weeks 

Once a 
month  Never 

How often do you give students 
a test question copied from a 
released TAKS test for practice? 

15.0% 25.6% 20.5% 33.3% 2.6% 

 Always Sometimes Rarely Never 

Exams I give follow the same 
format as the TAKS 

17.5% 72.5% 7.5% 2.25% 

 Extremely 
important Important Unimportant Totally 

unimportant Other 
In my teaching, preparing my 
LTELs students for the TAKS 
test is 

52.5% 37.5% 0% 0% 10.% 

 
2 periods 
a week of 
more 

1 period a 
week 

1 period 
every 2 
weeks 

Other 

How much class time do you 
spend doing lessons that 
prepare your LTELs for the 
TAKs 

37.5% 20.0% 20.0% 

- Daily 
- Integrated daily  
- Most lessons are 
  TAKs 
- Before school 

 
Average 

5 
per class 

Average 
< 5 

per class 

Did not 
 know 
(LTELs) in 
my class 

Other 

How many LTELs identified 
students, who are no longer 
immigrants, in your English 
class? 

11.25% 25.0% 2.5% 

- don’t pay attention to 
this 
- don’t know about 
immigrants 
- I only pay attention if 
they are bilingual 

  

 When asked if it was more difficult for LTELs to pass the TAKS than for native 

English speakers to pass the TAKs, teacher respondents (Table 16) strongly agreed 
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(45%) or agreed (50%) that it was more difficult for LTELs to pass the TAKs. Most 

teachers strongly agreed (32.5%) or agreed (45%) that they would teach differently if 

the TAKs test did not exist. This response follows a national trend on teaching to 

standardize testing. 

 Teachers were asked how often they give students test questions copied from a 

released TAKS test for practice. They responded across the scale fairly evenly from 

more than once a week (15%), once a week (25.6%), once every two weeks (20%) to 

once a month (33.3%). Only 2.6% indicated they never give release TAKS questions to 

students for practice. However, a majority (72.5%) sometimes follow the same TAKs 

format on their course exams. Most teachers felt it was extremely important (52.5%) or 

important (37.5%) to prepare their LTELs for the TAKs test. In setting up for lesson 

plans that prepare LTELs for the TAKS, 37.5% used two periods or more per week for 

preparation. An average of 25.0% of the teachers indicated they had fewer than five 

LTELs in their class. Comments under this question ranged from I don’t pay attention to 

this to I only pay attention if they are bilingual.  

 

Teacher Survey Policy Questions 

 Table 17 below captured teacher responses to policy questions. Of the teachers 

who responded, 40.0% disagreed that LTELs should have to pass the TAKs test to 

graduate, while 37.5% agreed that LTELs should pass the TAKS test to graduate. 

Overall, teachers (50.0%) disagreed that including LTELs in the TAKS test would have 

a negative impact on the quality of their education.   
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 ESOL I, 9th grade teachers who responded to the survey had a total of 32 

immigrants taking the TAKs test. ESOL II 10th grade teachers reported 43 immigrants 

would be tested with TAKs. One special education teacher shared that her LTELs would 

be tested with an accommodated SDAA test.  

 

Table 17  

Teacher Survey Policy Question 

Teacher Question Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 
Is it fair that LTELs should have to pass the TAKS to 
graduate? 

 
17.5% 

 
37.5% 

 
40.0% 

 
5.0% 

 
The requirement that LTELs take the TAKs to graduate 
causes them to drop out.  

 
10.0% 

 
45.0% 

 
40.0% 

 
5.0% 

 
Overall, including LTELs in the TAKS test has a negative 
impact on the quality of their education.  

 
10.5% 

 
36.8% 

 
50.0% 

 
2.6% 

  

Teacher Comments 

 The last survey question asked teachers if they had any additional comments in 

reference to the LTELs and the TAKS testing that is required to graduate. Several 

teacher comments mirrored the survey responses that the TAKS test is not an 

appropriate test for LTELs’ graduation criteria. Some suggested the use of portfolios or 

modified tests at their level of language ability would best capture the student’s 

knowledge of skills than a criterion-reference test. Most felt the system was not fair for 

LTELs, while another teacher implied that their lack of success could be due to 

language difficulties or learning deficiency. Their responses are included in Table 18.  
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Table 18 

Teacher Comments 

The only comment that I have is that the LTELs that are in my regular English classes 
constitute a vast difference in skills and abilities amongst themselves. I have LTEL students 
that rarely speak English, unless in my class and some those strive to understand English in 
every aspect of their life, at school and away. The students that work hard to fully understand 
English usually have no problem passing TAKS, the others, well, they drop out. I can think of 
one that told me so last week.  She has no idea what she is getting herself in to and I can’t 
explain it to her. It’s very sad.  
 
Some training for ease of differentiation or strategies would be nice, as it is difficult for to 
determine what is “language” based difficulty and what is “learning” based difficulty. 
 
I feel having students present a portfolio of work at the end of their senior year would be more 
beneficial to proof of learning. 
 
I think if they have to pass a test to graduate, it should be a test that is modified for the amount 
of time they have been living in the US and taking ESL classes, etc. It is cruel to expect 
students to jump from conversational English to academic English overnight. 
 
Since my students are in Special Education, they are taking TAKSI or SDAA tests this year. 
 
I do not feel that the TAKS test accurately measures the knowledge of our students. School is 
learning about how to be responsible and a positive citizen in the community. 
 
On a positive note, LTELs I know have an understanding of what they need to do to 
accomplish their requirements because of their language limit; however, helping those 
students, I have noticed an exceptional writing ability I have not seen in native English 
speakers.  
 
Only the most dedicated English Language Learners will be able to pass TAKS within the first 
four years of learning English. The dropout rate of ESL students is far too high, and passing 
TAKS is likely to be one of the many reasons that students become frustrated and 
discouraged.  Large numbers of ELLs come to high school with poor skills in their own 
language, so they have great difficulty finding success in high school trying to learn high level 
skills using a new language.   
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Research Question 4 – LTEL Perceptions 

 High school principals were asked for permission to speak with identified LTELs 

at their campus. This procedure allowed LTELs to know my role in the district, to be 

aware of the procedures to exit the language program, and to feel comfortable in 

responding to the survey.  

 

Campus Visits 

 Four out of five campuses set up a time and a designated place for me to visit 

with LTELs. There were a total of 342 LTELs in the district, with 205 (or 60%) in grades 

9 and 10. My focus was 9th and 10th LTELs, yet all LTELs in grades 9 through 12 could 

participate in the campus dialogues. During my visit with LTELs, I shared the 

identification and exit process of our language program and the district’s vision of 

preparing high school graduates to be college ready to continue their university 

coursework. An additional initiative under the department’s guidance is to assist 

students on their path to citizenship to attend a college or university of their choice 

under Texas Senate Bill 1825. This bill allows students on their path to citizenship to 

pay in-state tuition. I also shared with them the purpose of my study and the student 

survey they would be receiving through the mail.  
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Table 19  

Campus Visits 

CAMPUS 
TOTAL 

LTELS 

TOTAL 

9th/ 10th 

LTELS 

TOTAL 

Attendees 

Campus A 48 30 4 

Campus B 9 0 
Alternative year round program with no 9th/10th 

graders 

Campus C 12 6 12 

Campus D 188 125 
TAKs Preparation 

Campus E 85 44 85 

TOTALs 342 205 101 

 

 Campus A dialogue participation rate was low (n=4). Out of 48 LTELs, 30 were 

current 9th or 10th graders. Campus B, an alternative year round school with 

individualized accelerated courses and flexible scheduling, had nine LTELs, however 

none were 9th or 10th graders. Campus C had the smallest number of LTELs (n=12), 

with six LTELs in 9th and 10th grades. The counselor at this campus brought all LTELs 

together with a 100% participation rate. Campus D, with the largest number of LTELs, 

denied the request to visit with their LTELs arguing that it would interfere with TAKS 

preparation. Campus D had a total of 188, with 125 LTELs in 9th and 10th grades. 

Campus E had a total of 85 LTELs with 44 in grades 9 and 10. The assistant principal 

arranged for all LTELs to gather at the campus theater, with a 100% participation rate 

(n=85).  
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Student Surveys 

 Table 20 references the surveys mailed to individual students. Surveys (see 

Appendix B) approved by the IRB of the University of North Texas were mailed to 9th 

and 10th LTELs taking the TAKs test from the five high schools (n=155). Out of the 205 

LTELs, 50 were identified under special education as taking an alternative test based on 

their individual educational plan (IEP). These 50 LTELs did not receive a survey. There 

were 15 student surveys returned as undeliverable addresses. 

 

Table 20 

Student Surveys 

Student Surveys 

9th & 10th  
LTELs 

9th & 10th  
Special Education 
LTELs  

Surveys 
mailed  

Surveys 
undeliverable 

Surveys 
filled out 

% surveys in 
campus 
dialogue 
(n=101) 

 
205 

 
50 

 
155 

 
15 

 
14 

 
13%  

 

 Thirteen of the student surveys that were returned were identified as part of the 

101 LTELs who participated during the campus discussions. Another student was from 

Campus D, which did not participate in the campus dialogue. Respondents between the 

ages of 16 and 17 were asked to have a parental permission signed. All respondents 

were asked to complete the questionnaire and return it in a self-addressed envelope. 

Although the response rate was extremely low, the information generated from this 

population consisting of a small group of students merits attention because these 

students have attended five or more school years in the US schools and have not met 

the exit criteria of the language program.  
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Description of the Respondents 

 Of the respondents, 36% were born in the United States, while 64.3% were born 

in foreign countries. Twenty-one percent of the respondents began their US education 

in kindergarten, while another 14% began in PreK. An additional 14% began their 

education in 4th grade and another 14% in 7th grade. None of the respondents reported 

beginning their education in 5th grade. One respondent reported attendance in US 

schools as less than four school years, while 84.6% reported attending more than four 

school years in US schools. One respondent responded not knowing the number of 

school years attended.  

 

Student Survey Results 

 The first TAKS test is administered in 3rd grade. Students reported taking the 

TAKs at different grade levels, with 9th grade having the highest participation rate of 

71.4%. An overwhelming 92.9% of the LTELs specified that the TAKS test was 

important to graduate, to pass to the next grade level, or to go to college. Most, 

respondents (92.9%) shared they understood the English language fluently, yet only 

78.6% responded that they understood the text they read in class.  

 Students were asked whether the TAKS test was difficult or easy and were asked 

to share their justification for their response. Students (78%) indicated that the TAKS 

test was difficult because of language difficulties or their lack of comprehension; 

whereas 21% of the students shared that the TAKS test was easy because teachers 

had been preparing them for the test.  
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Student Survey Policy Perception 

 Table 21 references a policy question to the LTELs. Students were asked if they 

felt adequately prepared to pass the TAKs test. Most students (71.4%) felt adequately 

prepared, while 28.6% felt they were not prepared to pass the TAKs test. Though most 

of the LTELs felt they were adequately prepared to pass the TAKS test, they had not 

been able to pass the Language Arts or Reading TAKS test to exit the program. 

 

Table 21  

Student Survey Policy Question 

Student Question 
YES NO 

 
There is a law that says you need to pass the TAKs test 
to graduate from high school. Do you think you are 
adequately prepared to pass the TAKs test?  

 

71.4% 

 

28.6% 
 
 
 When asked what they knew about the Reading or English Language Arts TAKs 

test, one student shared that the test was easy, while five students indicated it was 

hard. Others shared that reading and vocabulary knowledge was essential in order to 

answer questions on the test. When asked how they were preparing for the TAKS test, 

three students did not respond to this question. The remainder of the students shared 

they wrote essays in class; four responded using worksheets similar to the TAKS test; 

and two stated they read or went to tutoring.  

 Students shared their recommendations for their English teachers that would 

help them pass the TAKs. Among these were using more review sheets, reading and 

answering questions similar to the TAKS test, writing more essays, and reviewing 

vocabulary to better comprehend the text.    
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ELLs and Graduation Assessment Rates 

 LTELs know the challenge of standardized testing, but many do not understand 

the relationship between their yearly performance and their eventual graduation. The 9th 

and 10th grade TAKS tests lead to the exit graduation test that these students face. The 

perception of some of the students was that they were prepared, while others knew they 

were not fully ready to pass the test. Table 21 and Table 22 confirm the students’ 

responses that the TAKS test is difficult for them to pass. The LEP graduation rate 

shows the percentage of the district’s LEP seniors who were able to graduate. District 

data confirms that the majority of these students are LTELs. 

 

AYP Graduation Rates 

 Table 23 shows the AYP graduation rates for the 2005 and 2006 for the target 

district. The 70% standard is the category used to calculate AYP. In AYP only actual 

graduates are counted, excluding continuing students and GED recipients. The district 

experienced a substantial decrease in the LEP graduation rate from 2005 to 2006. The 

LEP graduation rate went down 23.6% from 2005 to 2006. This decrease may be 

attributed to the significant change in the dropout definition applied during the 2005-

2006 school year.  

Table 22 

AYP Graduation Rates 

 

All 

students 

African 

American Hispanic White 

Economically 

Disadvantaged 

Special 

Ed. LEP 

2006 85.9% 85.9% 75.9% 90.7% 78.1% 70.5% 65.0% 

2005 82.3% 78.9% 69.5% 90.1% 75.8% 65.8% 41.4% 

Note. PEIMS 2007 
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AEIS Graduation Rates 

 Table 23 illustrates the AEIS percentage passing for all subgroups in the target 

district. AEIS reports all subgroups which are calculated and reported. Special 

Education and ELLs are currently excluded in AEIS accountability. In AEIS, graduates 

and continuing students count, but GED recipients are excluded. Including continuing 

students in AEIS increased the graduation rates among all subgroups substantially. All 

subgroups had a graduation rate at or above 88% in 2006.  

 

Table 23 

2005-2006 AEIS Graduation District Rates 

 State District 

African 

American Hispanic White 

Economically 

Disadvantaged 

Special 

Ed. LEP 

 

2006 

 

91.9% 

 

95.1% 

 

95.5% 

 

93.7% 

 

94.6% 

 

93.3% 

 

91.5% 

 

88.0% 

 

2005 

 

91.9% 

 

92.8% 

 

92.6% 

 

89.8% 

 

93.5% 

 

90.5% 

 

89.8% 

 

80.7% 

Note. PEIMS 2007 

 

Summary  

 An overview of the significant findings for each research question were described 

and accounted in detail. The first research question dealt with the impact of educational 

legislation on the target district’s English language policy. This research question was 

answered by an elaboration on how the district has interpreted and implemented 

existing and new state policies enacted during the 2005-2006 school year. The results 

showed that educational policy has brought forth stringent educational ELL reforms 

during the past ten years that impact ELLs. State and federal legislators continue to 
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append educational policies that bring forth changes for ELLs. This research question 

revealed that the target district has followed and applied educational policies that target 

ELLs. The changes have been and continue to be abrupt with a lack of understanding 

from campus district leaders. The implications of policy changes for ELLs have not been 

fully grasped or understood. As ELLs continue to be incorporated into the accountability 

system, the awareness level is likely to become more evident. In order to give ELLs 

focused instructional interventions, policy change is inevitable. Evidence also showed 

that the state is bringing to have an awareness of how to best serve ELLs in special 

education. New policy now allows programs to work together to better serve the needs 

of special needs students. Those ELLs who benefit from special education and the 

language program should continue to participate in both. Those students, who meet 

their identified testing individual educational plan (IEP), will now be able to exit the 

language program. Texas Education Agency’s (TEA) continuous lack of interpretation of 

policy leaves it up to districts to define on their own. This absence of a uniform 

interpretation has led to a miscommunication regarding how the term immigrant, under 

Chapter 74, is defined in each school district.  

 Research Question 2 was answered by showing the practical significance of 

identifying LTELs. TAKS results for the target district were compared to the state. 

Results showed that the target district scored lower than the state for 9th grade LEP 

students. They also showed that campus principals fail to understand that most ELLs 

who are tested are not in ESOL courses but in regular English classes. The multiyear 

history per campus for both 9th and 10th grades showed that the campuses with the 

highest ELL percentages had the lowest TAKS scores of the district.  

 95



      

 The results for the first hypotheses under research question two were rejected 

because no statistical significant difference was found between LTELs and Immigrants 

for 9th and 10th grades. Both 9th and 10th grade LTELs’ mean scores were lower than the 

Immigrants’ mean score for each grade with no statistical significance between the two 

groups. This was an observed difference that is of practical use to identify LTELs. The 

result for the second hypotheses was sustained because a statistical significance was 

found between LTELs and non-LEP students. The non-LEP mean score was greater 

than the mean score for LTELs, showing that there was a significant difference.  

 Research Question 3 was answered by sharing the results of high school 

teachers’ perceptions of LTELs preparedness to face the TAKS test and their 

perception of current policy. The findings discussed the teacher survey results as well 

as written comments. A description of the teacher respondents and their responses 

were included.  

 Research Question 4 was answered by examining the perceptions of long-term 

English learners regarding their preparedness to pass the TAKS test for graduation. The 

survey also captured their view on current policy required to graduate. The findings 

discussed the campus focus groups with LTELs. A description of the respondents and 

survey results were included.  
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CHAPTER V 

 

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 National and state language-in-education planning occurring in the context of 

government legislation has brought forth policies that impact the education of ELLs. 

High school LTELs who have been in a language program for more than four complete 

school years face high stakes testing in order to graduate. This chapter will review and 

interpret the findings of the current case study.  

 

Language Planning and Policy 

 The first research question focused on how federal or state educational policies 

impact language policy for LTELs. The target district profile evidenced a large 

percentage of low SES and in the Hispanic student population. While one out of every 

four students is identified as LEP, one out of every two is identified as Hispanic or low 

SES. Among the new legislative policies enacted during the 2006-2007 school year or 

at the inception of the 2007-2008 school year, the dual language HB 2814 and the 

amendment under HB1 allowing first grade students to exit do not impact high school 

LTELs.  

 

Discussion 1A – Unique Statewide Student Identifiers 

 The target district has been in compliance with state and federal mandates in 

providing language services to ELLs under SB 477 and the graduation plan under 

Chapter 74. Unlike the state, the district has kept its own database for the past ten 
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years to clearly identify recently exited students, immigrants, LTELs and former LEP, 

whereas the state of Texas identifies all students as LEP served in an ESL or Bilingual 

program. The district’s database is able to identify students who leave and return to the 

district as soon as they are registered. Thus, the district is able to maintain longitudinal 

records. To the contrary, the Texas Education Agency does not track students as they 

move from district to district because in the TEA system each student does not have a 

unique identifier. Rather, each district assigns a PEIMS identifier that is applicable only 

in that district.  

 

Recommendation 1A – Unique Statewide Student Identifiers 

  The state would benefit by having a statewide tracking system in which each 

student is assigned a unique identifier that would allow tracking across districts 

throughout the student’s multiple years of education. A unique statewide student 

identifier that connects student data across common key databases through the years 

would help districts and policymakers review the academic school programs on-line. It 

would allow districts to have immediate student records when a student transfers into a 

new school district instead of requesting this information and waiting eight weeks to 

twelve weeks for the student information to arrive as is the current common practice. 

This type of system would assist campuses to know whether a student has been 

identified as LEP, special education, gifted, has exited the language program, or is a 

former LEP. The TAKS and TELPAS student history, the student’s IEP, and individual 

graduation plan would be available to school districts on a common tracking school 

system.  
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 An amendment to §7.010, Education Code, enacted during 2006-2007 school 

year, requires the state to provide a means for school districts to exchange student 

records, but it does not direct the state to assign each student a unique identifier that 

would be used throughout the student’s tenure in any school in the Texas public school 

system. Without such a unique student identification number, this amendment does not 

improve documentation of academic program decisions and student performance.   

 

Discussion 1B – Exits or Monitors for Reentering Language Program 

 An amendment under §29.061 specifies that exited or monitored students may 

reenter the language program.  Though the amendment did not define specific time 

periods for reentry, the Texas Education Agency has interpreted it to mean that LPAC’s 

need to evaluate all exited or monitored students every reporting period. In the target 

district, this evaluation would be applicable every nine weeks. It is possible that, under 

this interpretation, exited students could be considered for reentry every nine weeks.  

 The amendment stipulates that the LPAC should utilize TAKS student 

performance in addition to any other significant evidence to determine whether the 

student should reenter the language program. This interpretation could be detrimental to 

recently exited students who would be recommended to reenter immediately after 

exiting the language program. LPAC’s should not reenter a student into a language 

program based on the student’s low performance during the school year or TAKS failure 

alone. The LPAC should carefully review all information and base their decision to 

reenter a student if this student was wrongly exited and has not acquired the academic 

English to succeed. Students who were exited according to the exit criteria should 
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continue to excel in the content area with the guidance of their teachers. TEA did not 

interpret this policy to mean TAKS failure as a single form of evidence but to consider 

the lack of academic language in listening, speaking, reading and writing skills to 

reenter the language program.  

 

Recommendation 1B –  Exits or Monitors for Reentering Language Program 

 Specifications and written examples as to when a student should reenter the 

language program would be beneficial to district LPACs. An exited or monitored student 

should be evaluated closely to see whether the difficulties or deficiencies are due to 

language deficiency or to other areas of concern. Whenever a recently exited student 

first enters a monolingual program after being served in an ESL or Bilingual self 

contained classroom, the student will naturally be intimidated in the new environment. 

Time and encouragement should be given to recently exited students before teachers 

make quick assumptions that the students need to return to a language program. The 

language program should not be a dumping ground for minority students. ELLs entered 

the language program with no English acquisition or very limited English. Exiting the 

program means the student is performing satisfactorily close to grade level. The 

continuous learning of the English language is a life-long process. All educators should 

be a vital part of every student’s education.  

 

Discussion 1C – LPAC & ARD LEP Program Exit 

 Under HB1, special education students who are identified as LEP and who are 

also LTELs will be able to exit the language program. One of the dilemmas for LTELs 
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identified under the special education program was that their IEP did not meet the 

standards under the language program exit criteria. This amendment allows LPACs to 

confer with the ARD so that these students can be exited based on their current IEP.  

 This amendment will allow LPACs and ARDs to carefully evaluate students who 

could be served under both programs. At the same time, it is of great importance that a 

student with severe disabilities be served under special education. The target district 

does not have a self-contained bilingual special education class for students with severe 

disabilities. Therefore, these students would be best served under special education 

personnel who are bilingual certified.   

 

Recommendation 1C – LPAC & ARD LEP Program Exit 

 To take advantage of the new amendment on behalf of this special population of 

students, there must be regular communication between the LPAC and ARD 

committees of the district. With this new amendment, special education students can 

exit the language program if they meet their IEP for testing. By exiting these LTELs from 

the language program, the districts insure they will be best served under special 

education because of their disability and special needs. 

 

Discussion 1D – Chapter 74 Student Placement 

 The target district has demonstrated a clear understanding of LTELs in ESOL 

courses under the graduating plan of 1998, Chapter 74. The state requires that students 

in these classes be foreign born, and those born in the US need to take English I from 

an English certified teacher. However, TEA failed to guide districts regarding placement 
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of US born students who moved out of the country, were educated abroad, and then 

returned as non-English speakers to US high schools. Placing a US citizen into an 

English I course with a non-certified ESL teacher does not meet the needs of this 

student who has lived in his parents’ native country for an extensive period of time.  

 The TETN emphasized ESOL courses for immigrants only. TEA specified that 

districts would need to define immigrants. Nevertheless, TEA did not elaborate on the 

purpose of the initial amendment of 1998. The amendment provided ESOL courses to 

meet the needs of newcomers acquiring a new language. Students who were not recent 

immigrants, that is the LTELs, were to take English I and II to receive the academic 

content of the state TAKS tests in order to meet the graduation requirements. A 

possible interpretation across the state could take us back to the ‘80s when newcomers 

and LTELs were placed in the same classroom. This would clearly defeat the purpose 

of the graduation plan amendment of 1998. Another interpretation could possibly lead 

campuses to limit immigrants to one school year in ESOL.  

 

Recommendation 1D – Chapter 74 Student Placement 

 ESOL courses should be taught by English certified teachers. Currently, any 

teacher certified in ESL can teach ESOL in high school. Even though the target district 

emphasizes that ESOL teachers be English and ESL certified, there are currently two 

ESOL teachers who are not English certified. If the ESOL teacher were certified in both 

English and ESL, then a student who is born in the US, yet raised abroad, and returns 

to the US as a non-English speaker, could be served in the same class with 

newcomers. The student would receive instruction at a newcomer level and instruction 
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from an English certified teacher, therefore receiving English I credit.  Otherwise, the US 

born student would be required to take ESOL for local credit and English I concurrently 

to meet graduation requirements.  

 TEA currently has three definitions of immigrants -- the term immigrant under 

NCLB; the term immigrant under TAKS exemptions, and the term immigrant under 

Chapter 74. The state should maintain one definition of immigrant for the different 

areas. More sensibly, the term would be defined according to national standards under 

NCLB. This would result in districts and LPAC’s across the state having a common 

definition of immigrant under the federal and state guidelines.  

 

Discussion 1E – ELLs and Assessments 

 Few people would oppose the goals of NCLB in developing an accountability 

system that (1) stresses a challenging curriculum with high expectations for all students, 

(2) strengthens the professional qualifications of teachers, and (3) closes the 

achievement gaps between racial, ethnic, special education, and English language 

learners. Numerous articles, books, and publications have been written within the past 

year in favor or against educational reform under NCLB. The focus of this dissertation is 

not to open up all of the issues under NCLB but to put forth a straightforward position 

regarding in the accountability and assessment of ELLs.  

 NCLB has brought ELL students to the forefront of the national educational 

agenda. By increasing accountability, NCLB has focused on the educational needs of 

these students. The bar has been raised under NCLB for all students. Non-ESL certified 

teachers are being challenged to meet the needs of LEP students. The target district 
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knows that, as the ELL population continues to grow, the possibility increases for each 

campus to be a reporting category under the district accountability for AYP and AEIS.   

 Yet, what constitutes a fair accountability system? Standards are here to stay. 

States use standardized tests as a means of assessing progress. NCLB relies heavily 

on large-scale, statewide, standards-based accountability as a primary source of 

information about students’ learning. However, these assessment results are not 

provided in a timely manner to inform changes in curriculum or instructional practices. 

By the time results from the current set of students are analyzed, the students move on 

to the next grade or to their new English teacher.  

 Testing is complex. The validity of the tests brings a concern of testing for 

content knowledge or language comprehension. As stated in the Standards for 

Educational and Psychological Testing, tests that use language are a measure of 

language skills. LTELs may have the content knowledge, but are not able to 

demonstrate it due to a lack of proficiency in academic English (American Educational 

Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National Council on 

Measurement in Education, 1999). LTELs demonstrate low testing scores perhaps due 

to performance below grade level or no consistency in a language program (Olsen & 

Jaramillo, 1999). Often these LTELs were excluded from testing as recent immigrants; 

therefore, the probability that their skills during their early years of education were 

assessed for academic progress was slim. ELLs need to be assessed constantly for 

progress. Exemptions should not be a means of excluding students from assessment, 

but an opportunity to provide instruction to accelerate their academic language so that 

they can then face the challenge of being tested. ELLs should be included in the 
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accountability system, but assessments must be valid and reliable to yield meaningful 

results for these students.  

 

Recommendations 1E – ELLs and Assessments 

 A national set of criteria to identify and exit students from a language program 

would standardize the process. In addition to the standardization of identification and 

exit, ELLs need to be characterized as ELL immigrants or LTELs. Consistency in 

classification would reflect on the accuracy of yearly progress across the state. The 

academic needs of these two groups are distinct and unique. These two groups should 

be challenged academically. A statewide identifier for ELLs should be enacted, with the 

capabilities of expanding nationally.  

 A basic recommendation would be to measure progress by using the students’ 

growth in achievement and performance in relation to pre-determined levels of 

academic proficiency. Multiple indicators of student achievement should be used for 

ELLs. TEA should amend their current definition of a school year consisting of a 

minimum of one day of schooling equaling one school year of attendance. School years 

should be defined as attending the fall or spring semester. Students who enter during 

the spring as newcomers should be assigned zero years in the US, and continue to be 

included in language proficiency testing under the accountability of NCLB’s Annual 

Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAO). As elaborated under Chapter 2, AMAOs 

measure the level of language acquisition in listening, speaking, reading and writing.  

 ELLs who are recent immigrants should be exempt from norm-referenced or 

criterion-referenced testing for the first two school years in US schools. These students 
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would then be tested during their third year in US schools with a norm-reference or 

criterion-referenced test, without including their test scores in the accountability system. 

Their scores and growth would be reported to parents, teachers, and districts. This 

would provide a longitudinal academic history for districts. TEA and local districts should 

have a system in place to show longitudinal achievement for each individual ELL and 

student group per campus, district, and state. As more proficient ELLs leave the 

subgroup and less proficient students enter the program, the academic performance of 

the entire subgroup is confounded. Current exited students who are monitored for two 

years are included in the accountability system with ELLs. A recommendation would be 

to include former ELLs for two additional school years after their monitor years under 

the ELL subgroup for accountability in order to promote the academic performance of 

the ELL subgroup. This would, therefore, include exit students in the accountability 

system for four testing years instead of the current two years after exit. This would give 

students exposure to testing; campuses testing results; parents progress of test results; 

districts an opportunity to evaluate the ELLs progress; and accountability to the state 

and federal government. This would not penalize districts or students during the 

students’ first two school years, but would be reported as progress reporting in English 

acquisition.  

 

Testing LTELs  

 Effective measurement of student achievement requires that the student receive 

various forms of assessment during instruction and as part of classroom learning. Thus, 

teachers must be experts in assessing and teaching with high expectations of all 
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students. Haycock (2005) explains that an instructional choice left up to the individual 

teachers would result in inferior practices that would dominate schools. Classrooms 

improve when the building leader works cooperatively with teachers and oversees 

instructional quality (Schmoker, 2006). The success of LTELs lies in the hands of 

instructional building leaders to provide opportunities for LTELs in classrooms that 

combat boredom and promote a vital curriculum.  

 The first hypothesis tested: Long-term English learners score significantly lower 

on the Reading/Language Arts TAKS than do immigrant students served in an ESOL 

class at the similar grade level was rejected. LTELs standard deviation and mean 

scores were lower in comparison to the immigrants. The differences did not reveal a 

statistical significance. This was an observed difference that is of practical use to 

identify LTELs. This result might be attributed to various factors: immigrant students 

with a strong educational background in their native language; immigrants who had 

teachers that taught systematically with high expectations; newly arrived students who 

are eager to acquire the content and the language; students spending time and effort to 

acquire a new language. The implication appears to be that the longer an LTEL takes to 

meet standards, the more difficult and wider the gap will be for the student in 

subsequent grade levels. 

 The second hypothesis tested: Long-term English learners score significantly 

lower on the Reading/Language Arts TAKS than do non-LEP students in a monolingual 

non-ESOL classroom at the similar grade level was sustained. Results of the ANOVA 

showed that, in ninth grade, the mean difference of LTELs in comparison to the non-

LEP was 240 scale points. The mean difference of immigrants in 9th grade in 
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comparison to the non-LEP was 229 scale points. LTELs evidenced a greater gap with 

non-LEP in comparison to immigrants and non-LEP. The mean difference of tenth grade 

LTELs to non-LEP was 193 scale points. The mean difference of 10th grade immigrants 

in comparison to non-LEP was 173 scale points. Tenth grade LTELs showed a greater 

gap with non-LEP in comparison to immigrants and non-LEP. Again the implication is 

that the longer a student takes to meet standards, the wider the educational gap. 

 

Recommendations  

 The target district’s high school counselors and staff would benefit from utilizing 

the LTELs database accessible at their campus. This information is not available from 

TEA, but it is at the target district. This database would allow them to identify quickly 

those students who have not been able to pass the TAKS test or have not met the exit 

criteria of the language program. Haycock (2005) found that by 8th grade, patterns of 

success or failure are well established. It would therefore benefit the district’s middle 

schools to use the LTELs data at their respective campuses to provide additional 

instructional assistance to LTELs.  

 A few of the LTELs who meet TAKS standards do not meet the criteria to exit the 

language program. They fail to pass the oral language proficiency test as or fail to pass 

a writing test. An ELL student who excels in academia is one who will not only test well, 

but one who listens, speaks, reads and writes effectively in English. LTELs would 

greatly benefit from participating actively in listening, speaking, reading and writing 

during their acquisition of English.  
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 LTELs would benefit from teachers who are sensitive to their needs, yet who 

have high expectations of them. Teachers who teach ELLs by using their Spanish skills 

for their own personal growth of acquiring Spanish do not promote students’ attainment 

of academic English. Using the student’s language should be used to assist the 

student’s learning, not to benefit the teacher’s self acquisition of a second language.  

 Teachers of LTELs should be ESL certified, yet certification is not useful when it 

is only a certificate that indicates they passed an exam. The district’s initiatives in 

utilizing content literacy strategies, aligned closely with the certification ESL strategies, 

can assist students in becoming independent readers and thinkers. Applying these ESL 

certification strategies would greatly benefit ELL students. It is recommended that 

teachers be provided with support to demonstrate how the district instructional initiatives 

are aligned with the ESL certification strategies. Goodlad and M.F. and Associates 

(1970) remind us that new learning or initiatives seldom lead to changes in practice in 

what teachers teach or how well they teach.   

 

Teacher perceptions of LTELs preparedness 

 Marzano et al. (2001), states “Individual teachers can have a profound influence 

on student learning even in schools that are relatively ineffective” (p. 3). Teachers who 

responded to the survey fully acknowledged the importance in preparing LTELs for the 

TAKS test. The majority believed the TAKs is more difficult for LTELs to pass than for 

native English speakers. As the district focuses on a vital curriculum that teaches what 

is being tested, most of the respondents shared they did not provide students a 

teaching curriculum based on the TAKS format. Wiggins (1994) writes, “The problem is 
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not with tests per se, but the failure… to be results-focused and data-driven” (p. 18). 

LTELs need specific guidance where ‘authentic pedagogy … higher-order thinking and 

deep knowledge approaches’ have a greater impact on student performance” (Wiggins 

& McTighe, 2005, pp. 306 - 307)).  

 Literacy is essential and must be rightly acquired. Literacy affects the student’s 

life and future. ELLs need to read purposeful reading selections that spark dialogue, 

rereading, writing, and most importantly talking and speaking the academic vocabulary 

in order to better understand what is being read. By reading, we learn to think 

accurately and to articulate ideas. Critical and analytical reading engaging students with 

guidance and discussion brings the academic English into context. Guiding students to 

move forward in learning new skills or concepts with a new level of understanding is 

critical so that learners can later complete the task on their own (Gibbons, 2002). 

Teaching vocabulary while teaching content is essential for LTELs. Schmoker (2006) 

stressed that teaching a selected amount of vocabulary enhances the student’s ability to 

understand text and increase knowledge.  

 Understandably, in their survey responses, teachers’ mentioned the need for 

guidance in differentiating between language acquisition and learning difficulties. LTELs 

that appear to speak and comprehend English quite well struggle in reading academic 

text. However, there are two registers in the acquisition of language. One main 

difference of these two registers of English is the vocabulary. Cummins (1984) 

framework for evaluating language shows a distinction between cognitively demanding, 

context-reduced academic language and cognitively undemanding, context-embedded 

conversational language. Context-reduced is a social conversation on the telephone, 
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while content-reduced is solving math problems without illustrations to guide the student 

(Freeman & Freeman, 2004). Donley and Reppen (2001) research share that there are 

two types of academic language: content-specific vocabulary and general academic 

vocabulary. Content specific vocabulary includes technical words related to the specific 

academic discipline, while general academic vocabulary are words that are used across 

disciplines such as whereas, therefore and hypothesis. This vocabulary has no 

conceptual relationship to one discipline, while content specific vocabulary is related to 

other words used to discuss the topic. Developing the two registers of English is a 

process. This process, without the application of reading, writing, listening or speaking, 

does not develop the academic language needed to succeed in education.  

 

Recommendations 

 There has been little focus and connectivity within school systems regarding 

what students should know and be able to do. ELLs have typically not been part of the 

accountability system. NCLB has brought forth the inclusion of ELLs, and AEIS will 

begin to include ELLs in the state accountability system in 2009. It is critical to include 

teacher training (1) to ensure that teachers understand the accountability system and 

(2) to support what is needed to change the instructional planning to assure what is 

tested is being taught.  

 These findings show that the target district has aligned its written curriculum to 

be taught as it is tested (English, 2000). Instruction and systemized teaching should be 

guided by the curriculum. Data disaggregation is done by the district’s Division of 

Curriculum and Instruction as well as by the campus leadership, but it would greatly 
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benefit the teacher to know if his/her teaching style or methods have been effective in 

his/her classroom.  

 The district maintains a curriculum on-line; however, there is no system in place 

to verify what is taught or how it is taught. Secured, performance, benchmark 

assessments are administered periodically during the school year. LTELs are not TAKS 

exempt, so they should not be excluded from the benchmark tests. It would be 

beneficial for the district to disaggregate benchmark tests by: Ethnicity, Bilingual, ESL, 

Special ED and Low SES categories so that the campus-level leadership could analyze 

the strength and weaknesses of the subgroups. Disaggregated information would show 

the gap between the intended, implemented, and the attained curriculum.  

 

Student Survey - Perceptions of LTELs  

 Regarding vocabulary knowledge for ELLs, Marzano and Pickering (2005) state, 

“Thanks to a well intended but misguided attempt to allow them to learn the ‘easier’ 

terms first, ESL students never receive systematic instruction in the more difficult 

academic terms” (p. 35). As high school LTELs begin their high school education, they 

begin to understand that they need to pass the state standardized test to graduate. For 

some, this will eventually come, while for others, the frustration of not meeting 

standards to receive the high school diploma will be devastating. Students who 

responded to the survey were well aware that they may no longer receive an exemption 

from TAKs. They no longer fall under the immigrant definition for TAKS exemption 

under the state SB676. They no longer fall under the immigrant definition of NCLB, so 

they will be part of the AYP accountability in 10th grade. Even though the state allows 
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districts to define immigrant under Chapter 74, LTELs do not benefit from placement in 

an ESOL course mixed in with newcomers who are just beginning their acquisition of 

English.  

 LTELs have obtained BICS in the English language yet cannot achieve passing 

scores on the TAKS test. This finding reaffirms Cummins (1979) research that ELLs 

possess BICS but lack CALP to fully understand the academic content. These LTELs 

are comfortable speaking English, yet they lack academic literacy strategies Olsen and 

Jaramillo (1999).  

 English teachers face the challenge of creating confident learners with students 

who lack academic English. Often, English teachers are not aware of LTELs in their 

classroom and attribute poor academics to laziness or lack of interest.  

 As opposed to survey respondents, district data showed that most of the LTELs 

began their education in PreK or kindergarten. Data gathered for this study showed that 

most were in 4th or 5th grade when the state accountability under SB676 limited 

exemptions or when NCLB was enacted. This finding would indicate that these students 

were exempt from 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade state testing under the flexibility of the previous 

policy. Findings of district data showed that current LTELs in 9th and 10th grades were 

not part of an accountability system in the elementary grades. They were given an 

alternative test, and scores were simply reported to the state with no accountability for 

academic growth.  
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Recommendations 

 LTELs need empowerment to believe that they can reach their goal to graduate. 

LTELs have continuously failed the TAKS. This failure is detrimental to the spirit and the 

belief that they can make it. Yet, many of our LTELs want to live the dream of 

graduation. Others simply give up against a system that has not believed in them, that 

has not used their learning style or has not enhanced their capabilities. LTELs who drop 

out are for the most part failures of an academic environment that has not provided the 

rigor, guidance, or support they need.  

 Sheltering students is beneficial when the teacher is both English and ESL 

certified and if the teacher provides instruction at high levels of expectation. Current 

high school English teachers should obtain their ESL certification. ESL teachers should 

be required to be English certified to teach immigrants and US born but foreign 

educated students in their ESOL course. Having LTELs in non-sheltered English 

classes greatly benefit the LTELs in refining their English skills by engaging with native 

speakers.  

 LTELs need the best teachers who can meet their needs and bring out their best 

performance. Teachers who apply the pobrecito syndrome (“poor little one”) provide the 

emotional support for LTELs, but lack the instructional support to guide them to 

academic excellence. Teachers need to challenge LTELs and bring out pride in knowing 

more than one language.  
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CONCLUSION 

 Immigrant communities used their native language for religious services and 

everyday communication during the founding of this great nation. Educational policy in 

the hands of town leaders allowed the use of maternal languages until the enactment of 

the English-only school law of 1889, followed by the Naturalization Act of 1906, later 

amended as the 1924 National Origin Act mandating the knowledge of the English 

language.  

 The civil rights movement brought about the 1965 Immigration Act that revoked 

the 1924 National Origin Act. It was then that the Bilingual Education Act of Title VII of 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act was enacted, bringing differentiated 

services to ELLs but not providing a clear position on the types of services. Lau v. 

Nichols further mandated districts to provide educational opportunities for ELLs, but it 

did not prescribe a specific methodology for teaching English. The Office of Civil Rights 

prepared and issued guidelines known as the Lau remedies, but it did not hold districts 

accountable for the academic growth of ELLs.  

 Federal and state policy mandates since 2000 have brought about prevailing 

educational change across the nation and state of Texas. Powerful change-oriented 

educational innovations often fail to bring the change that is intended. Hall and Hord 

(2001) discuss psychological first order change where it is assumed that the innovation 

is assimilated into existing beliefs and perceptions. Yet, educational change brought 

about by policy and mandates did not allow districts to identify and gradually accept the 

change. It was simply mandated. 
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 During the early 1980s, Texas school districts across the state were mandated to 

provide ESL or bilingual education. Districts provided the programs gradually, with 

different interpretations. Not until the graduation plan under Chapter 74 of 1998 were 

ESOL courses designated for immigrants only. Nine years later, TEA continues to 

emphasize the graduation plan under Chapter 74 due to the different interpretations 

from districts across the state.  

 In Texas, drastic changes came about under SB676 that limited exemptions from 

the state testing to immigrants only. The testing limitation policy brought about an 

uproar from state educators against State Representative Domingo Garcia, who 

sponsored the original bill. Domingo Garcia justified this bill because he argued that the 

educational needs of the ELL population were not being addressed. ELLs were 

dropping out in large numbers due to the lack of testing skills. ELLs were not being 

assessed or tracked. Districts were simply exempting ELLs in large numbers. More than 

60% of the district’s ELLs were being exempted from accountability before SB676 was 

enacted. The enactment of NCLB produced additional drastic changes for ELLs 

nationwide.  

 This study has shown that the demands of mandated policy, such as the 

graduating plan of 1998 under Chapter 74; SB676 and NCLB, have impacted the 

education of LTELs. The impact has been both positive and negative. The positive 

impact is that each district must provide an equal educational opportunity for ELLs and 

demonstrate that the applied educational services are based on sound educational 

theory recognized by experts. The change has been slow, and the data do not show 

that the practices used in high school with LTELs have been effective. Despite the 
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potential for positive educational changes, often that potential has been squandered by 

a lack of recognition by campus leadership of the importance of placing LTELs with their 

best teachers. This deficiency has negatively impacted the testing results of high school 

LEP with LTELs who have not been able to meet TAKS standards.   

 LTELs need a rapid pace of instruction in their curriculum. While other students 

are learning concepts and skills at their grade level, ELLs are acquiring academic 

language and catching up to acquire the skills currently being taught. Teachers of ELLs 

need to be experts in providing an accurate but swift instructional pace to move their 

students forward. Teachers of ELLs should be the best teachers who can provide 

accelerated teaching with effectiveness and meet the psychological needs of the 

students. Campus leaders have traditionally assigned teachers who are sensitive to the 

emotional needs of ELLs, but who have lacked the educational firmness to provide 

rigor.  The slower the pace of teaching ELLs, the wider the learning gap will be for 

LTELs as they move up into another grade level. LTELs have a wide gap and therefore 

need teachers who will provide structure and firmness along with sensitivity to their 

emotional needs. LTELs need energetic teachers who will stimulate their thinking and 

performance. LTELs need to believe before they can perform.  

 Schools will find ways to adapt to the current educational demands of the 

accountability system in order to receive an approved state ranking. School leaders and 

community members will remain divided over the effectiveness of being accountable for 

ELLs. This study focuses on LTELs who have acquired the English language and 

continue to learn the academic language in preparation for standardized testing. Unless 
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we provide structure and the best teachers for LTELs, we will continue to meet the 

needs of some students while achieving limited success for others. 
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TEACHER SURVEY 
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Teacher Survey 
 

 
Questionnaire for Teachers with long-term English language learners in their classroom. 
Dear Teachers: 
The following survey has been prepared by Isabella Piña-Hinojosa, Director of Bilingual-ESL and doctoral student 
from the University of North Texas. The questions have been designed to learn how the Reading or ELA TAKS test 
affect the instruction and educational experiences of ELLs. This survey is anonymous and you are not required to 
disclose your name at any time. Only the researcher (Isabella P. Hinojosa) will have access to the complete surveys. 
No individual results will be disclosed. By completing this survey, you are indicating your consent to participate in this 
study. The results of the general survey will be available upon request to Ms. Hinojosa by e-mailing 
hinojosai@cfbisd.edu or by calling 972-968-6149.  
 
Thank you very much for your time and cooperation!  

 
1) Sex:   
 
    Male 
 
    Female 
 
2) Are you ESL certified?  
 
    YES 
 
    NO 
 
3) Years of teaching experience in the USA?       
 
4) Were you born in the USA?  
 
    YES 
 
    NO 
 
5) Are you bilingual?  
 
    YES 
 
    NO 
 
5(b) If yes, what other language(s) do you speak?       
 
6) What degrees do you hold?  
 
    Bachelor’s Degree 
 
    Master’s Degree 
 
    Above Master’s Degree
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For the purpose of this study, I will be referring to the Limited English proficient (LEP) students in your classroom as Long-term 
English language learners (LTELs). These LTELS have 1) been in a Bilingual-ESL language program for more than four complete 
school years; 2) have not met the exit criteria of the language program; 3) may not be exempt from TAKS; 4) may not be in an 
ESOL classroom because they are not considered immigrants under Chapter 74.  
 
For each of the statements below, check your response       (Long-Term English Language Learners = LTELs)  
 
7) It is more difficult for Long-term English language learners (LTELs) to pass the TAKS  
 test than native-English speakers?  
 
    Strongly Agree  Agree  Disagree Strongly Disagree 
 
8) It is fair that LTELs should have to pass the TAKS test to graduate? 
 
    Strongly Agree  Agree  Disagree Strongly Disagree 
 
9) The requirement that LTELs take the TAKS test to graduate causes them to drop out.  
 
    Strongly Agree  Agree  Disagree Strongly Disagree 
 
10) Overall, including LTELs in the TAKS test has a negative impact on the quality of  
 their education.  
 
    Strongly Agree  Agree  Disagree Strongly Disagree 
 
11) If the TAKS test did not exist, I would teach differently.  
 
    Strongly Agree  Agree  Disagree Strongly Disagree 
 
12) How often do you give students a test question copied from a released TAKS test  
 for practice?  
 
    More than once a week 
 
    Once a week 
 
    Once every two weeks 
 
    Once a month 
 
    Never  
 
13) Exams I give in class follow the same format as the TAKS. 
 
    Always   Sometimes  Rarely  Never 
 
14) In my teaching, preparing my LTELs students for the TAKS test is: 
 
    Extremely important     Important  Unimportant        Totally unimportant 
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15) How much class time do you spend doing lessons that prepare your LTELs students  
 for the TAKS?  
 
    2 periods a week or more 
 
    1 period a week 
 
    1 period every 2 weeks 
 
    1 period a month 
 
    Less than 1 period a month 
 
    Never 
 
   Other (Explain)       
 
 
For English I/II teachers:  
 
16a) How many LTEL identified students who are no longer immigrants are in your 

English I class/es?  
 
    An average of more than 5 per class 
 
    An average of less than 5 per class 
 
    I did not know there were any LEP identified students in my class 
 
    None 
 
 
 
16b) How many LTELs identified students who are no longer immigrants are in your  
 English II class/es?  
 
    An average of more than 5 per class 
 
    An average of less than 5 per class 
 
    I did not know there were any LEP identified students in my class 
 
    None 
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For ESOL I/II teachers only: 
 
17a) How many ESOL I immigrant students will be taking the TAKS test this year?  
         
 
    None 
 
17b) How many ESOL II immigrant students will be taking the TAKS test this year?  
         
 
    None 
 
 
 
For English I/II and ESOL I/II teacher: 
 
18. Do you have any additional comments in reference to the LTELs and the TAKS  
 testing required to graduate? 
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High School Student Survey 

 
 
You will answer a few questions. I will not ask you for your name or other personal information. You may 
stop at any time and will be eligible to win $50.00 if you fill out the survey below.  
 
 
 
1. Were you born in the United States? 
 
   YES 
 
   NO 
 
2. In which grade did you begin your education in the United States?        
 
 
3. Approximately how many years have you been in USA schools?  
 
  less than 4 years 
 
  more than 4 years 
 
  I don’t know 
 
  We have gone back and forth to our home country several times so I’m not  
  sure. 
 
 
4. What do you know about the Reading or English Language Arts TAKS test? 
          
 
 
 
 
a. Have you taken any TAKS test? 
 

 YES   Circle all the ones below that you have taken:  
3rd Reading TAKS         4th Reading  TAKS     5th Reading TAKS        
5th Reading TAKS         6th Reading TAKS      7th Reading TAKS       
8th Reading TAKS         9th Reading TAKS    10th Reading TAKS       11th 
ELA         EXIT ELA (how many times?)     

 
 NO    
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5. Is the TAKS test difficult or easy?   
 

 Difficult 
Why is it difficult? __________________________________________________ 
 

 Easy 
Why is it easy? ____________________________________________________ 

 
 
6. Is the TAKS test important?  
 

   YES, the TAKS test is important because        
 
   NO, the TAKS test is not important because       
 
 
7. Do you think you speak and understand English fluently? 
 
   YES 
 
   NO 
 
 
8. Do you understand what you are asked to read in class?  
 
   YES 
 
   NO 
 
   Some of it 
 
   Most of it 
 
 
9. Are you preparing for the Reading or ELA TAKS test?  
 

YES 
 

 NO 
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10. If yes, could you tell me how you are preparing for the TAKS test? What do you do 

in class or at home to prepare for it? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11. There is a law that says you need to pass the TAKS test to graduate from high  
 school. Do you think you are adequately prepared to pass the TAKS test?  
 

YES 
 

 NO 
  
 
12. If you could make any recommendations to your English teachers about how they  

could better prepare you to take the TAKS test, what would you say to them?   
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