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ABSTRACT 

Minority children have consistently received less than an equitable 

education compared to children of non-minority backgrounds. Inequitable 

treatment has been evidenced by the disproportionate number of minority 

children in special education programs. The overrepresentation of minorities 

has been documented primarily in mentally retarded and learning disabilities 

(LD) programs. Hispanics (Spanish speakers), in particular, have been among 

these minorities. The projected increase of Hispanics in the population over 

the next ten years compounds the problem of overrepresentation. 

Contributing factors to the overrepresentation of Hispanic students have 

been attributed to linguistic, cultural, economic or other background 

characteristics that were misinterpreted as deviant or, more specifically, 

represented as LD. Studies have superficially investigated the characteristics 

of Hispanic LD students; espeCially the educational experiences of LD limited

English proficient (LEP) subjects. 

The purposes of this study were twofold: (a) to conduct a comparative 

study of LD LEP and nonLD LEP subjects with regard to the consistency for 

language of instruction in reading, reading achievement, English and Spanish 

proficiencies upon school entry, and current language proficiencies and (b) to 

conduct case studies on selected subjects from the two samples to investigate 

their language use and quality of language during observed reading lessons. 

This study used group and multiple case study designs to answer the 

questions posited in the study. Thirty LEP LD and 30 LEP nonLD 9 through 12 

year old subjects were selected. Of the 60 subjects, two LD and two nonLD 

subjects were selected for case studies based on the consistency for language 



10 

of instruction. Data were gathered from three data sources: (a) students' 

cumulative and special education files, (b) classroom observations of subjects' 

language use during two teacher-planned reading lessons, and (c) interviews 

with teachers. The file search included all 60 subjects, and the classroom 

observations and interviews were conducted for the case studies. 

The results of the large group study indicated that differences in reading 

achievement existed between LD and nonLD LEP groups. Relationships 

among consistency for language of instruction, current language proficiencies, 

and reading achievement were minimal. The findings for the case studies, 

however, indicated that language performance was qualitatively different for 

subjects who had received inconsistent language of instruction and subjects 

who had received consistent language of instruction. Pedagogical and 

research implications are provided. 



CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

1 1 

Historically, ethnic minority children have received less than an 

equitable education compared to children of non-minority backgrounds (Brown 

v. Board of Education, 1954; Lau v. Nichols, 1974; Skutnabb-Kangas & 

Cummins, 1988). For example, inequitable treatment has been evidenced by 

the disproportionate number of minority children in special education programs. 

In the 1960s, minority children constituted 60 to 80 percent of the children 

enrolled in programs for the mentally retarded across the nation (Dunn, 1968). 

The Office of Civil Rights (OCR) conducted national surveys throughout the 

70s conSistently demonstrating that minority children were overrepresented in 

special education placements (Heller, Holtzman, & Messick, 1982). 

Hispanics, in particular, have been among these minorities. Ortiz and Yates 

(1983) reported that Hispanic children in Texas were overrepresented in 

learning disabilities programs by over 300 percent, and other studies have 

reported similar findings (Maheady, Towne, Algozzine, Mercer, & Ysseldyke, 

1983; Wright & Santa Cruz, 1983). 

Research on Hispanic students in special education programs has been 

limited to describing their characteristics in terms of results on achievement 

tests (Jorstad, 1971; Wilkinson and Ortiz,1986), reasons for placement in 

speech programs (Ortiz, Garcia, Wheeler, and Maldonado-Colon, 1986) and 

inappropriate use of assessment instruments for diagnosing Hispanic children 

as learning disabled (LO) (Cummins, 1984; Ortiz, et. ai, 1986). 

Appropriate assessment and identification of limited-English proficient 

(LEP) students for placement into special education are major concerns. 
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Adding to these concerns are instructional approaches used with LEP students 

which do not take into account their level of English proficiency, thus 

contributing to their learning difficulties. Hence, an important consideration 

when instructing LEP students is the language of instruction. Tikunoff (1983) 

has identified five features significant to bilingual settings and three of those 

relate to language use that mediates meaning for the students. 

The language of instruction for students who have been identified as LD 

requires investigation to determine the relationship between their identification 

as LD and the degree of continuity of language of instruction. If we are to 

assume that language of instruction affects success in reading and learning in 

general as research indicates (Thonis, 1981; Tikunoff, 1983), information 

concerning language of instruction both during and after special education 

placement needs to be studied. 

Rationale and Purposes of Research 

Students who are prematurely removed from the first language (L 1 ) 

environment or those who are instructed in different languages from year to 

year may not develop either the L 1 or second language (L2) proficiently 

(Cummins, 1984). Ortiz and Yates (1984) discussed certain cultural, 

economic, and linguistic characteristics that were considered deviant of 

Hispanic students in special education. The linguistic deviancy in the 

Hispanic children in special education may be due to the "quality of their 

education (that) might have contributed to, if not actually created, the 

difficulties" encountered in acquiring basic skills (Coles, 1978, p. 327). 

Quality education is grounded in effective practices ensuring student 

development. Instruction in L 1 or at least consistent instruction in L2 is a 
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critical factor in an individual's language development. Saca and Cervantes 

(1989) stated that for language minority students, the development of the 

primary language skills necessary to complete academic tasks forms the basis 

for similar proficiency in English. Cummins (1980) asserted that previous 

learning of literacy-related functions of language in the L 1 will predict future 

learning of these functions in L2. Thonis (1981) asserted that some language 

minority students may be functionally illiterate in both languages due to their 

struggle with organizing school content in L2 when L 1 is not fully developed. 

Organizing capabilities in L 1 and L2 fail because neither language is fully 

developed. 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the variables that have not 

been addressed in the literature regarding Hispanic LEP students. 

Specifically, the purposes are to: 1) compare LD and nonLD Hispanic LEP 

students with regard to the (a) degree of continuity of language of instruction in 

reading, (b) language proficiencies in Spanish and English, and (c) 

achievement in reading and 2) conduct case studies on selected students from 

the two samples to identify school factors that may be related to their 

differences. 

Research Questions 

Research questions provide the framework on which to conduct the 

study. The following questions will guide data collection and analysis: 

1. Are there differences between LD and nonLD Hispanic LEP subjects 

regarding English proficiency upon school entry? 

2. Are there differences between LD and nonLD Hispanic LEP subjects 

regarding Spanish proficiency upon school entry? 
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3. Are there differences between LD and nonLD Hispanic LEP subjects 

regarding current English proficiency? 

4. Are there differences between LD and nonLD Hispanic LEP subjects 

regarding current Spanish proficiency? 

5. Are there differences between LD and nonLD Hispanic LEP subjects 

regarding the degree of continuity for language of instruction in 

reading? 

6. Are there differences between LD and nonLD Hispanic LEP subjects 

regarding reading achievement? 

7. Is there a relationship between the degree of continuity for language 

of instruction in reading and reading achievement for each group? 

8. Is there a relationship between the degree of continuity for language 

of instruction in reading and current language proficiencies in 

English and Spanish for each group? 

9. What are the correlations among the matching variables of gender, 

age, SES and the variables of degree of continuity for language of 

instruction in reading, reading achievement, and Spanish and 

English proficiencies? 

10. How is language used in the classroom by teachers and subjects 

based on classroom observations? 

11. How does information from the observations relate to the teacher 

interviews? 

12. Does information gathered from the teacher interviews corroborate 

data gathered from the folders? 
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Significance of Study 

Research conducted with Hispanic LEP students, including those 

identified as LD, has been valuable yet remains superficial and has not 

provided information concerning the educational histories, including the 

language of instruction experiences of these students. Data regarding 

Hispanic LEP students' educational history, any language of instruction 

changes throughout their school years, and how those experiences might have 

impacted their current level of reading and language performance are needed. 

The overrepresentation of Hispanic children in special education, 

namely programs for LD students, may be related more to historical educational 

factors, or language proficiencies, or both than to specific learning disabilities. 

Compounding the problem of overrepresentation is the projected increase of 

Hispanics in the population over the next ten years (Fradd & Correa, 1989). 

For this reason, a specific study of the educational histories, including 

language of reading instruction, and current school influences on the 

performance of Hispanic LEP students is imperative. This information should 

assist in formulating and evaluating policy to meet the needs of this increasing 

minority population in the schools. 

Assumptions 

Information regarding the language of instruction will be collected from 

the cumulative folders and based on the reading series used throughout the 

course of the students' educational experience. The language of the reading 

series is assumed to be representative of the language used for instruction in 

reading. A pilot study was conducted in which reading lessons were observed 

in classes of LEP and non English-speaking students. The reading series used 
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in the classrooms matched the language of instruction during reading and for 

other content area subjects throughout the day (Duran, 1989). 

The data gathered from student folders will be assumed to be correct. 

Information documented in the school district records will be assumed to be 

reliable and valid. 

Definitions 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 

The 1978 Amendment (P. L. 95-561) to Title VII of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act (1965) defines limited English proficient individuals 

as those "who (a) were not born in the United States or whose native language 

is a language other than English; (b) ... who come from environments where a 

language other than English is dominant ... and, by reason thereof, have 

sufficient difficulty speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the English 

language to deny such individuals the opportunity to learn successfully in 

classrooms where the language of instruction is English" (Sec., 703). 

First Language (L 1) 

First Language (L 1) when used with reference to an individual of limited 

English proficiency is the language one learned to speak first (Skutnabb

Kangas, 1981). 

Learning Disability 

The Education of All Handicapped Children Act, Public Law 94-142 

(1975) defines students with a learning disability as "[T]hose children who have 

a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved in 

understanding or in using language, spoken or written, which disorder may 

manifest itself in imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell or do 
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mathematical calculations. Such disorders include such conditions as 

perceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and 

developmental aphasia. Such term does not include children who have 

learning problems which are primarily the result of visual, hearing or motor 

handicaps, of mental retardation, of emotional disturbance, or environmental, 

cultural or economic disadvantage." 
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Review of Literature 
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This chapter contains a review of the literature in interrelated areas 

emphasizing: (a) Hispanic students in special education; (b) bilingual special 

education; (c) first and second language development; and (d) bilingual 

education, language(s) of instruction, and achievement. 

Hispanic Students in Special Education 

The overrepresentation of Hispanic students in special education has 

been attributed to linguistic, cultural, economic, or other background 

characteristics that were misinterpreted as deviant (Ortiz & Yates, 1984; Wong

Fillmore & Valadez, 1985) or, more specifically, represented as learning 

disabilities. In spite of literature on overrepresentation, few studies have 

investigated the characteristics of Hispanic students identified as learning 

disabled (LD). Wilkinson and Ortiz (1986) examined the characteristics of 

limited English proficient (LEP) and nonLEP LD students at initial assessment 

and at reevaluation. The data indicated that many LEP students were referred 

for special education primarily due to behaviors that might have been 

language-related. Such factors included difficulty comprehending, difficulty 

following directions, and poor memory and retention. However, the nonLEP 

students were referred primarily for poor academic progress. The same type of 

data were gathered at the reevaluation period. Interestingly, both groups of 

students scored lower on the Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Children

Revised (WISe-R; Wechsler, 1974) at reevaluation than at the initial 

assessment period. The authors did not discuss the students' experiences 

during their special education placement or reasons for the lower scores which 



19 

are important to understanding both language development of these students 

and their academic achievement. 

In another study, Ortiz, Garcia, Wheeler, and Maldonado-Colon (1986) 

investigated the characteristics of Hispanic LEP students in speech and 

language handicapped programs. The majority of students were referred 

between the ages of 5 and 7. Research data suggest that mature articulation is 

achieved by 7 to 8 years of age and that the number of developmental mis

articulations decreases with age (Healey, 1963). Interestingly, in the Ortiz, et 

al. (1986) study, teachers referred a large number of students primarily for 

articulation concerns. An average of 4 tests that assessed articulation and 

language development were administered to the students. The errors made by 

LEP subjects on the articulation tests could have been attributed to 

developmental mis-articulations or dialectal speech patterns, not disorders; 

however, this was not confirmed due. to the lack of native language 

assessment. 

In the Ortiz el al. (1986) study, problems existed with the language 

development tests. Spanish translations of tests with norms from the English 

version of the test were used for assessing auditory comprehension of 

language. The most frequently used language development test was the 

English version of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT; Dunn, 1965). 

The mean age score on the PPVT for 53 second through fifth grade students 

was 4 years 3 months, a significantly low score for students of ages 7 through 

11. Unfortunately, the Spanish version of the PPVT was not used as often as 

the English version, therefore, students' difficulties, once again, may have 

been due to a language difference rather than a language disorder. 
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The inappropriate use of assessment instruments to describe student 

characteristics can result in inaccurate educational placement decisions. For 

example, Jorstad (1971) investigated the psycholinguistic abilities of 20 

Mexican-American students believed to have learning disabilities. She used 

the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA; Kirk, McCarthy, & Kirk, 

1968) and only English during assessment. The results indicated that the 

visual and verbal expression skills were average while all the auditory skills 

were below average. The students' difficulties with the latter skills may have 

been related to a lack of language proficiency in English rather than a learning 

problem. This factor was not considered as a possibility in Jorstad's research. 

The use of inappropriate assessment instruments and techniques has 

contributed to the overrepresentation of Hispanics in special education. This 

overrepresentation, in addition to the rapid expansion of ethnic and cultural 

diversity within the population, has forced the issue of developing and 

implementing effective programs for these exceptional individuals from diverse 

backgrounds. An attempt has been made to meet the needs of some culturally 

diverse exceptional individuals through the development of bilingual special 

education programs. 

Bilingual Special Education 

A theoretical framework for bilingual special education has been 

designed by Cummins (1989) in which educators assume role definitions in 

relation to four characteristics: (a) incorporating minority students' language 

and culture into the school program, (b) encouraging community participation, 

(c) promoting a pedagogy of active language use by students, and (d) 

advocating for students. The four structural elements are described using a 
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continuum with one extreme promoting the empowerment of students and the 

other contributing to the disabling of students. 

The first element, cultural and linguistic incorporation of students' culture 

into the school program, constitutes a significant predictor of academic 

success. Instructional patterns must be adjusted to account for "culturally 

conditioned" learning styles. For example, Cummins (1989) described the 

Kamehameha Early Education Program (KEEP) where reading instruction was 

changed to permit students to collaborate in discussing and interpreting texts. 

Dramatic improvements in reading and verbal intellectual abilities were noted 

after students were engaged in this learning environment for a period of time. 

The educators' role in incorporating students' language and culture is 

characterized as additive or subtractive. Adding L2 and cultural affiliation 

empowers students while replacing or subtracting L 1 and culture disempowers 

them. The additive orientation does not require actual teaching in the minority 

language. Educators communicate to students and parents that the minority 

language and culture are valued within the context of school. 

The second element, community participation, is grounded on the 

premise that students will be empowered to the extent that communities are 

empowered through interactions with the school. In Cummins' (1989) 

framework, minority parents are viewed as partners in their child's education 

and develop a sense of efficacy that, in turn, is communicated to their children. 

In the community participation domain, educators can be exclusionary or 

collaborative. A collaborative orientation requires that teachers who do not 

speak the language of the child work closely with aides who communicate 
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effectively in the child's language. An exclusionary attitude regards teaching 

as the teacher's job where collaboration is viewed as detrimental or irrelevant. 

Pedagogy, the third element, is described by two models: transmission 

and interactive. In the transmission model, teachers retain exclusive control 

over classroom interactions, impart knowledge or skills, and initiate and control 

interactions. The interactive model allows for genuine oral and written dialogue 

between teacher and student, guides and facilitates rather than controls 

student learning, and emphasizes the development of higher level cognitive 

skills, active collaboration and student control over setting the learning goal. 

The fourth element, addresses the role of the educator regarding 

assessment. The educator's role ranges from legitimizing the disabling of 

minority students to advocating for minority students. Cummins (1989) 

described legitimizing students' disabilities as placing the problem within the 

child without considering the environment. Advocating involves removing the 

problem from within the child and considering the child's environment before 

labeling a child as disabled. 

Cummins' (1989) framework seems to underlie Baca's and Cervantes' 

(1989) program design for effectively teaching LEP students with disabilities. 

Baca and Cervantes stated that bilingual special education programs should 

be structured parallel to effective programs of special and bilingual education. 

Attributes of effective special education programs include providing 

individualized instruction in the student's primary language, building on 

strengths and targeting weaknesses, providing special instruction by 

appropriately trained personnel, and involving parents in planning and 

implementing instruction. Effective bilingual education programs are structured 
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so that instruction occurs within a relevant cultural context, i.e., the student's 

culture is considered and exposure to others' is gained. Effective features of 

bilingual education programs will be comprehensively addressed in another 

section of this review. 

Overall, Saca and Cervantes (1989) asserted that a bilingual special 

education program should provide instruction to meet the needs of individuals 

in a language that is understood and to enhance the acquisition of English. 

The degree of disability and level of proficiency in the primary language and 

English, and the student's intellectual ability need to be regarded. 

The theoretical framework and features of effective programs described 

above are a challenge to school personnel responsible for program 

development and implementation of bilingual special education. 

"Operationalizing bilingual special education requires the creation of an 

instructional social system that involves active teaching of cognitive skills and 

includes the development of language skills while focusing on the acquisition 

of English skills" (Saca & Cervantes, 1989, p. 96). 

Other factors related to bilingual special education also need to be 

addressed. These factors include L 1 and L2 development and code switching, 

language proficiency, and assessment and are discussed below. 

First and Second Language Development 

Krashen (1981) developed a conceptualization of L2 acquisition that 

applied Srown's (1973) innate creative construction process. Krashen's 

"natural order" hypothesis indicates that the acquisition of grammatical 

structures by the second-language learner proceeds in a predictable, "natural" 

order, independent of first-language experiences and/or proficiency. Such 
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acquisition occurs unconsciously without the learner's concern for recognizing 

or utilizing structural rules. However, Krashen's "monitor" hypothesis suggests 

that conscious learning of a second language can occur when the learner has 

achieved a significant knowledge of structural rules and has the time to apply 

those rules in a second-language learning situation. He concluded, however, 

"that conscious learning (italics added) of a second language is not as efficient 

or functional as the natural acquisition of a second language" (p.24). 

A study that relies on the creative construction process to explain L2 

acquisition was conducted by Dulay and Burt (1974). They administered the 

Bilingual Syntax Measure (8SM; Burt, Dulay, & Hernandez-Chavez, 1975) to 5 

to 8 year old children learning English as a second language. They classified 

errors as either related to L 1 ("interference" errors) or related to normal 

language development ("developmental" errors), Le., similar to errors made by 

speakers whose L 1 was English. They extracted 513 errors which they could 

clearly identify as interference or developmental. If an error could be classified 

as either developmental or interference, it was considered ambiguous and 

excluded from their study. "Interference" accounted for only 4.7% of the errors, 

while 87.1 % of the errors were similar to those made by children whose L 1 was 

English. Dulay and Burt (1974) postulated that a "creative construction 

process" accounted for L2 acquisition. The process was creative because 

children did not imitate adult language, thus innate mechanisms caused 

children to use certain strategies to organize linguistic input. Dulay and Burt 

claimed that these mechanisms have certain definable characteristics that lead 

children to use a limited set of hypotheses to deal with the knowledge they are 

acquiring. The strategies parallel those identified for L 1 acquisition. 
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The reliance on L 1 acquisition strategies was evident in an earlier study 

(Ervin-Tripp, 1974). Thirty-one English-speaking children between four and 

nine years of age learning French as a second language were tested on the 

comprehension of syntax and morphology. The errors these children made in 

French were a result of their application of the same strategies used in 

acquiring L 1. Such strategies included overgeneralization, production 

simplification, and loss of sentence medial items. In overgeneralization, the 

children in this study applied a subject-verb-object strategy to all sentences in 

French, thus systematically misunderstood French passives. In production 

simplification, they resisted using two forms if they felt both forms had the same 

meaning. Also, medial pronouns were less often imitated than initial or final 

pronouns. Ervin-Tripp concluded that L 1 and L2 acquisition is similar and that 

interference errors occurred only when the learner was forced to generate 

sentences about semantically difficult material or concepts unfamiliar in the 

new culture. 

As children acquire L2, they may resort to a strategy that is unique to 

persons who speak two or more languages: code switching, or the alternation 

between two languages. The literature that addressed code switching and the 

effects of code switching on learning is discussed below. 

Code switching. Research has identified certain variables influencing 

the code switching process: characteristics of participants, setting and 

activity, changes in topic, language proficiency and preference (McClure, 

1977; Poplack, 1981). Early code switching literature has also focused on 

social and pragmatic functions such as language specialization by domain, 

semantic intention of the speaker, position of authority, personal and 
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impersonal conversations, (Gumperz and Hernandez-Chavez, 1975; McClure, 

1981; Poplack, 1981; Valdes-Fallis, 1976). Building on that information, this 

portion of the review focuses on studies concerning the effects of code 

switching on language development and learning. 

Huerta-Macias (1983) conducted a two year longitudinal study on one 

child starting at the age of three years, three months in which she described the 

qualitative aspects of speech production related to grammatical structures. The 

language the child used in familial settings with uncles, aunts, and other family 

members was audiotaped for twenty sessions, a total of nine hours. During the 

early ages (three years, five months) the child did not possess the "code 

switching grammar," described below (Poplack, 1982), and code switched at 

any pOint in a sentence. Yet gender agreements were present when the child 

code switched, e.g., "ball is ponchada (flat)". Also, the child used the grammar 

of one language for the other language, e.g., "Que se limpia las manos con?" 

(What do hands get cleaned with?). Huerta-Macias noted that the child 

appeared more proficient in one or the other language at certain periods and 

attributed this to "short term immersions" in specific language environments. 

Periodically, the child spent time immersed in all-English or all-Spanish 

environments. At four years, five months, the child's mixed language use was 

"qualitatively different"; he used Spanish nouns in English utterances even 

though he was previously observed using the English equivalent of the 

Spanish noun. Therefore, Huerta-Macias' (1983) data refute the claim that 

nonseparation of codes delays a child's productive skills and differentiation of 

the two linguistic systems. The child was capable of communicating in either 

language. 
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Another study (Hudelson, 1983) focused on a single subject in a 

bilingual classroom. The child's language use (Spanish/English), and 

"function", i.e., inform/explain, provide examples, simplify explanation (step by 

step), suggest/demand were described. The target student used Spanish for 

self-expression, bragging, manipulation of conversation, and social interaction 

(not necessarily related to task) and was capable of switching for other 

students while continuing the flow of conversation. The student used English to 

establish and maintain task-relevant contact with other monolingual English 

students, therefore excluding Spanish dominant students. He prevented total 

exclusion by switching languages. Hudelson concluded that children's 

sociolinguistic skills are not assessed by test instruments. Therefore, teachers 

need to be made aware of and trained on how students use language so that 

they gain more accurate and realistic data of students' abilities and provide 

opportunities for children to demonstrate and increase their skills. 

In another study in a bilingual Classroom, Olmedo-Williams (1981) 

conducted a detailed analysis of language usage among children. She 

audiotaped 8 to 16 third grade children during English language arts and math 

lessons in small and whole groups. Specifically, Olmedo-Williams focused on 

"interpersonal code-switching" episodes where a person replied in a language 

not used by the addressee. She defined an episode as a unit of interaction 

between two or more speakers, around the same topic, and with an identifiable 

beginning and end. 

Olmedo-Williams (1981) identified nine types of code switching but for 

the purposes of her paper, focused on two: clarification/emphasis and 

attention attraction instances. She found instances of children translating for 
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each other in instances of communication breakdown, a common strategy that 

was effective among the children. Olmedo-Williams concluded that (a) code 

switching at the word, phrase, clause, or sentence level is a form of 

communicative competence and is functional, and (b) code switching patterns 

are similar to instructional strategies. "Bilingual children, in addition to learning 

a classroom register, are learning that code switching is a strategy available to 

them for improving classroom interaction and negotiating their participation" 

(Olmedo-Williams, 1981, p.4). 

A study in which the subjects code switched to negotiate their 

participation was conducted in a Puerto Rican community in East Harlem, New 

York (Poplack, 1982). Participants code switched to include or exclude others 

in their conversations. Three modes of communication were observed among 

block members: English, Spanish, and code switching. Poplack's research 

examined the extent to which the bilingual competence (noted through code 

switching) of balanced bilinguals is shared by nonfluent bilinguals in the same 

community. Balanced bilinguals are those with high proficiency in two 

languages and nonfluent bilinguals are those without high level of proficiency 

in both languages. While observing the language use within a block, she 

asked attitude questions regarding the language and language-oriented 

characteristics (spoke more English, Spanish, or both). 

Poplack's (1982) findings corroborate Huerta-Macias' results indicating 

grammatically correct code switching is evidence that alternation between two 

languages requires a high level of bilingual competence. The code switching 

verbal mode is distinct from English or Spanish and consists of overlapping 
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elements from both. "True" bilinguals favor intrasentential code switching 

(switching within a sentence) which requires more skill. 

Poplack (1982) concluded that "code-switching is a verbal skill 

requiring a large degree of linguistic competence in more than one language, 

rather than a defect arising from insufficient knowledge of one or the other" (p. 

72 on manuscript). She also stated that code switching is a norm in specific 

speech situations that exist in stable bilingual communities, requiring more 

"linguistic competence in two languages" than noted in previous research. 

The effects of code switching on learning during reading instruction 

were investigated by Reyes, Duran, and 80S (1989). Thirty-four bilingual 

upper elementary students with learning and reading disabilities were included 

in this study. Three groups were assigned post hoc according to the language 

they used during instruction: English, Spanish and English/Spanish. Each 

student was involved in one of four reading strategies: semantic mapping, 

semantic feature analysis, semantic syntactic feature analysis, or direct 

instruction. 

The results indicated that no significant differences existed among the 

three language conditions on reading comprehension or vocabulary 

acquisition. Just as the research cited above indicated that code switching 

does not delay production skills, this research demonstrated that code 

switching is not detrimental to learning. Two major conclusions were drawn: 

(a) teacher's use of code switching influences students' use of code switching 

and (b) encouraging students to respond in either language "provides them 

with expressive facility thus demonstrating actual level of comprehension" (p. 

258). 
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Code switching has been described as a skill and a resource for 

negotiating participation and mediating comprehension. However, the quality 

of students' language in code switching classroom environments has yet to be 

addressed. The research cited above relates to the effects of code switching 

on language development and code switching as a skill used by linguistically 

competent bilinguals. Other researchers have found a positive correlation 

between high proficiency in L 1 and transfer of reading skills in L2. 

Language and literacy. Interdependence Hypothesis (Cummins, 1980) 

describes how literacy-related functions of L 1 predict future learning of these 

functions in L2. "The use of certain functions of language and the development 

of vocabulary and concepts in the first language are important determinants of 

success in a school situation where instruction is in a second language" 

(Cummins, 1980, p.9). Cummins (1981) found that students between the ages 

of 10 and 12 who had received formal instruction in their native language for 

five to six years and whose literacy skills were high, performed better when 

tested in L2 than those who had immigrated at preschool age or primary school 

age. Cummins (1981) concluded that students developed literacy skills more 

rapidly than younger immigrant students when their L 1 was well established. 

Skutnabb-Kangas (1981) also found that students with an educational base in 

L 1 perform better and transfer skills more smoothly to L2 than those students 

without L 1 educational experience. 

Thonis (1981) also observed transfer of skills across languages was 

among older students and among students with solid L 1 skills: 

Transfer occurs when learning in one situation influences the potential 

for performance in a new situation. If a student has not been encouraged 
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to develop a language fully across all four modalities, functional 

illiteracy may result. If the usual course of language development and 

language acquisition is not encouraged as students interact with the 

environment and use language as an organizer, then the ability to 

mediate meaning at higher levels of cognition may be thwarted (p. 147). 

The issue of L 1 and L2 development leads to the subject of proficiency 

in each language. The following section addresses language proficiency and 

language proficiency assessment. 

Language proficiency. Language proficiency, defined by researchers 

from different schools of thought, ranges from single distinguishable elements to 

a global undissectable factor. Hernandez-Chavez, Burt and Dulay's (1978) 

analyses revealed 64 separate proficiencies, each independently measurable. 

These included three major components of overall language proficiency: 

linguistic, modalities, and sociolingUistic performance. The interaction among 

subfactors within each component yielded the 64 proficiencies. Oller (1981) 

described the "interpenetration" of language proficiency and intelligence, 

affective measurement, and the "problem of relating language proficiency to 

socio-cultural and personality variables" (p. 125). Thus, language proficiency 

can not be identified or defined as stemming from any single factor. 

Language proficiency also has been described as communicative 

competence where additional factors are considered. These factors are not 

"merely exigencies of performance," but variables "governing performance in a 

generative manner--matters of competence" (Oller, 1981, p. 143). 

Communicative competence encompasses the knowledge to use appropriate 

language in specific or different contexts, including the knowledge of when to 
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speak and be silent, use of formal or informal register, and how to adjust 

language to accommodate the needs of different listeners (Canale, 1981). 

Canale and Swain (1980) and Canale (1981) described four components of 

communicative competence: 

1. Grammatical competence: Mastery of lexical items, rules of word and 

sentence formation, literal meaning, pronunciation and spelling. 

2. Sociolinguistic competence: Mastery of appropriate language use in 

different social contexts, with emphasis on meanings and forms. 

3. Discourse competence: Mastery of how to combine meanings and 

forms to achieve a unified text in different modes (e.g., telephone inquiry and 

argumentative essay) by using: (a) cohesion (pronouns and transition words) 

and (b) coherence rules to organize meanings (repetition progression, 

consistency, and relevance of ideas). 

4. Strategic competence: Mastery of verbal and nonverbal strategies 

(such as paraphrase and gesture) to enhance communication effectiveness 

and to compensate for breakdowns in communication due to insufficient 

competence or performance limitations. 

Cummins (1980) described language proficiency on two levels: Basic 

Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) and Cognitive/Academic Language 

Proficiency (CALP). BICS, which every native speaker of any language 

possesses, are those skills necessary to function in everyday interpersonal 

contexts. CALP, on the other hand, is related to literacy skills and acquired by 

effort in educational settings or at least in situations where conscious reasoning 

is required. Oller (1981) questioned the rationality of Cummins' theory of 

language proficiency because Cummins stated that CALP is correlated with 
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general intelligence and argued that BICS should not be correlated with 

intelligence "by virtue of the Chomskyan tradition of supposing that certain 

basic aspects of language knowledge are universal to the human species" 

(Oller, 1981, p.134). Based on Cummins' assertion "we should expect tests of 

BICS not to be correlated with tests of CALP or tests of general intelligence" 

(Oller, 1981, p. 135). Oller raised a good question: If there is no correlation 

between BICS and general intelligence, can BICS be accessed without 

invoking CALP? In later writing, Cummins (1981) and Cummins and Swain 

(1986) described "a continuum of contextual support available for expressing 

or receiving meaning" (Cummins & Swain, 1986, p. 11). One side of the 

continuum was context embedded "where meaning is actively negotiated by 

the participants, who give each other feedback and supply paralinguistic cues 

when meaning is not understood" (Cummins, 1981, p. 11). For example, a 

person can gesture to another or change the intonation of speech to clarify a 

message. Cummins (1981) alluded to a "shared reality" or prior knowledge that 

reduces the need for explicit elaboration; these are usually situations outside 

the classroom. The other extreme contains the context reduced communication 

where learners depend entirely on linguistic cues for meaning. Linguistic 

messages must be elaborated precisely and explicitly to minimize 

misinterpretation; such linguistic demands are common in classroom situations. 

This continuum is crossed by a vertical continuum, thus forming four 

quandrants. The vertical continuum describes activities as cognitively 

undemanding or demanding. The context reduced, cognitively undemanding 

quadrant includes activities that require little active cognitive involvement 

because they have been mastered, such as salutations. The context 
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embedded, cognitively demanding quandrant consists of activities that require 

cognitive involvement, such as delivering impromptu speeches. Skills do not 

necessarily remain in one quandrant; as skills are mastered, they are shifted to 

a less demanding section of the continua. 

Considering the various perspectives of language proficiency presented 

above, designing measures to assess language proficiency is a challenge that 

may not be comprehensively met. The following section addresses language 

proficiency assessment. 

Language proficiency assessment. The primary reason for language 

proficiency testing is to determine if children are "sufficiently proficient" to 

participate in the English mainstream (DeAvila & Duncan, 1978). Therefore, 

an attempt is made, and required by law, to appropriately place children who 

come from homes where the L 1 is other than English. A "language proficiency 

assessment" is administered and if the child is deemed sufficiently proficient to 

participate in the English classroom, s/he is placed in this environment. A 

problem exists with defining "sufficiently profiCient" since students are 

classified as LEP based on arbitrary scores. 

Researchers have stated that language is not situational and occurs in 

varied contexts (Wells, 1986; Wong Fillmore, 1983). Therefore, language 

proficiency testing should be more "communicative" since this approach better 

reflects the nature of language proficiency, than testing discrete skills. 

Examples of these approaches include self-report questionnaires, free 

production, word association, cloze and dictation tests. Yet, difficulties 

pervade these approaches, such as accuracy of self-report data, lack of 

criteria for scoring, incommensurability of both languages, limited use of 
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modalities, the time involved in eliciting "natural language" in various domains, 

and the lack of validation of such measures (Hernandez-ChifiVez, et aI., 1978). 

Many contexts cannot be naturally accessed; therefore, proficiency tests are 

primarily reduced to measures of language structures. 

Considering the various theories of language proficiency and L 1 and L2 

acquisition, it is not surprising that a single instrument for assessing language 

proficiency is not unanimously accepted as a best measure. Oller (1981) 

emphasized that the content of a language test must. be determined by 

appropriate theory and research. Thus, tests are developed to assess various 

skills that are considered to contribute to language proficiency based on 

different, and perhaps conflicting, theoretical frameworks of language 

proficiency. The Language Assessment Scales (LAS; Duncan & 

DeAvila, 1981) is a test commonly used by the school district involved in this 

research study; therefore, the discussion will be limited to this instrument. 

There is one Spanish LAS for grades Kindergarten through 5 (Level I) 

and another for grades 6 through 12 (Level II). The English version has two 

alternative forms (A and 8) available for Levels I and II. Each LAS contains 

seven subtests, the last two of which are optional. Phonology is assessed by 

(1) Minimal Pairs, an auditory discrimination task; and (2) Phonemes, a 

repetition task in which the target phoneme is embedded in single words and in 

phrases. The Lexicon (3) is assessed by naming a task. Syntax is measured 

by a picture recognition task called Sentence Comprehension (4); by Oral 

Production (5), where the student retells a story; and optionally; by Written 

Production (6) of the story. Pragmatics (7), also optional, is a score derived 

from an observation form completed by an adult other than the examiner. Three 
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categories and degrees of proficiency are described with scores from zero to 

five: nonspeaker (0, 1, 2); limited speaker (3); and proficient speaker (4, 5). 

Ulibarri, Spencer, and Rivas (1981) compared three oral language 

proficiency instruments, one of which was the LAS, representing different 

theoretical perspectives. These researchers examined the skills assessed, 

methods of obtaining language production samples, and the levels of language 

proficiency of the three tests. These tests were also compared in terms of 

language classification levels and the relationship between language 

categories defined by each test. Standardized achievement test data also 

were compared to language proficiency scores. 

One thousand one hundred Hispanic students in grades 1, 3, and 5 in 

five school districts throughout California were tested in English using the LAS 

(Duncan &DeAvila, 1981), BSM (Burt, et aI., 1975), and Basic Inventory of 

Natural Language (BINL; Herbert, 1979). The data collected included 

teachers' ratings of: (a) students' oral language proficiency in English using 

the categories None English Speaking (NES), Limited English Speaking (LES), 

or Fluent English Speaking (FES); (b) level of proficiency in reading, math, 

language usage, and overall achievement; and (c) chances for achievement if 

instructed in English only. Also collected were data on three achievement 

tests: California Test of Basic Skills, California Achievement Test, and Stanford 

Achievement Test. 

The findings were organized by: (a) the comparability of the three oral 

proficiency tests and (b) the relationship of language proficiency to 

achievement variables. The three tests did not identify the same percentages 

of NES/LES/FES students. The cutoff points for the three categories differed 
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among the three tests and seemed arbitrary. Therefore, a student's 

classification (NES/LES/FES) was contingent upon the instrument used. In 

their findings, the authors noted an increase in average achievement scores as 

students progressed from NES to LES to FES. The higher achievement score 

may have been related to the language of the test, a factor which was not 

addressed. 

The reading achievement was lower than math for FES students, with 

reading approaching the 36th percentile. Teachers' ratings provided the best 

predictions of reading and math achievement. The LAS showed higher overall 

correlations with reading (r = .75) and math (r =.72) achievement than the BSM 

or BINL. The authors concluded that "language tests are not very useful in 

predicting achievement in math and reading" (Ulibarri, et aI., 1981, p. 77). 

However, among proficiency tests available, the LAS seems to be the stronger 

choice when proficiency test scores need to be compared with achievement 

test scores. 

When using proficiency measures, the assumption is made that English 

and Spanish versions are comparable (linguistically, culturally, and 

psychometrically) when, in fact, they may not be. Commensurability of the 

English and Spanish versions of tests was addressed by Merino and Spencer 

(1983). They studied the comparability of the English and Spanish versions of 

five language proficiency measures, including the LAS, along the parameters 

of: (a) area of language measured, (b) dialect differences, (c) domain 

assessed, (d) developmental comparability of items, and (e) techniques used in 

assessment. In addition, information on validity, reliability, and norming were 

provided. This review will focus only on Levels I and /I of the LAS. 
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The areas of language assessed included syntax, phonology, and 

semantics for Level I. The English version tests more syntax items than the 

Spanish version. The area identified as Sentence Completion in the Spanish 

version measured lexicon rather than syntax. Only one item that measured 

syntax on the Spanish version of Level I was identified. On the English and 

Spanish versions of Level I, semantics and phonology seemed proportionately 

distributed. Level II, both versions, seemed to measure each area equally. 

80th levels provide for dialectal variants in the subtest of phoneme production, 

yet the scoring manual does not provide information on how to score these 

variants. 

Levels I and II use the exact items in the Lexical section in both English 

and Spanish. The authors assigned the domains of home, school, and 

neighborhood to the items after asking three native English and three native 

Spanish speakers to identify the domain in which children would most likely 

learn each word. Items were equally distributed across domains. 

The authors emphasized the importance of measuring items at the same 

level of difficulty across languages. They noted that Level II, Speaking subtest, 

includes "semantically equivalent" items which are more complex in Spanish 

than in English. Other subtests of the LAS which lack comparable 

developmental difficulty are Discrimination and Production. 

Fifty percent of the LAS is designed with an open-ended technique to 

elicit data. The scoring entails comparing a student's output to sample 

language data provided in the manual. The authors noted that the criteria are 

difficult to infer since they are not explicitly stated. Examples of retellings with 

scores ranging from zero to five are provided in the manual. Merino and 
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Spencer (1983) compared the retelling that was scored a 4 to the retelling that 

was scored a five. The "four" contained only one grammatical error, was 

longer, well-organized, and included more essential information than the "five" 

retelling. 

As mentioned above, the tests were also discussed in terms of validity, 

reliability, and norming. Criterion, construct and content validity were 

described as not adequate for both levels of the English version. The Spanish 

version did not provide information on criterion and construct validity while the 

content validity was determined to be inadequate. Both versions of Level I had 

high test-retest reliability. The internal consistency was considered 

"satisfactory but not thorough" and the interscorer reliability was not adequate 

for both versions of Levels I and II. No information was provided on inter

examiner reliability. Finally, the norms were considered "not adequate or 

appropriate" for Levels I and II, both versions. The only norms of the test are 

that monolingual first graders pass virtually all of the items on Level I in their 

respective languages, and all monolingual seventh graders pass the items on 

Level II. 

Overall, the authors suggested that the comparability of the English and 

Spanish versions of the LAS are questionable for diagnosing a child's relative 

level of proficiency. The LAS has its share of flaws and questionable 

assumptions. Thus, placing students into bilingual education programs on the 

sole basis of this test should be avoided. In spite of such apparent flaws, the 

LAS has been used widely by school district personnel in assessing children's 

language proficiency. 
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Summary. This section has included literature that relates to L 1 and L2 

development. Acquisition of L2 has been described as an independent 

process by some researchers and an interdependent process by others. The 

L2 acquisition process includes code switching which was described as a 

strategy used by bilingual individuals. The interdependence of L 1 and L2 in 

literacy-related skills, as described by Cummins (1981), Thonis (1981), and 

Baca and Cervantes (1989), provides support for the importance of building a 

strong foundation in L 1. Just as positions vary regarding the relationship 

between L 1 and L2, so too do the theoretical perspectives regarding language 

proficiency. Language proficiency tests, in turn, reflect the underlying theories 

driving the construction of the particular measure. The LAS was described in 

terms of areas of language assessed and comparability of the Spanish and 

English versions. 

The factors discussed above lead to the discussion of bilingual 

education, since placement in a bilingual program is usually contingent upon a 

language proficiency score. The following section addresses the prinCiples 

and assumptions of bilingual education and factors that have been identified as 

important in bilingual settings. 

Bilingual Education 

Principles and Assumptions. The basic principles underlying bilingual 

education at the federal level include (a) educating students in a language (or 

a manner in which) they understand so that concepts are acquired without 

sacrificing progress and (b) teaching students English so the transition to the 

English mainstream is quickly accomplished. A premise clearly stated by the 

U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (1975) regarding language of instruction for 
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LEP students as a guide for school districts on developing bilingual programs 

stated: 

Without a doubt it is easier for children to learn in a language they 

already understand. Native language instruction capitalizes on 

children's previous knowledge and maximizes the possibility that 

children will develop healthy self concepts and positive attitudes toward 

learning. Cognitive, reading and expression skills can be developed 

naturally without the handicap of having to learn a new language at the 

same time. In addition, the second language--in this case, English--can 

more easily be fully developed if the child is also allowed to develop his 

or her native language (p. 138). 

Assumptions regarding L2 learning and education form the basis for 

these principles. These assumptions include: (a) students who are less than 

proficient in the school language will experience academic difficulty since 

understanding the language precludes comprehension of instructional content, 

and (b) the time required to learn English by students who are limited-English 

proficient will set them back if they are exclusively taught English. 

Significant bilingual instructional features. Significant Bilingual 

Instructional Features (SBIF) have been identified by Tikunoff (1983). These 

features included "good teaching" techniques and the use of L 1 and L2 to 

mediate instruction for LEP students in bilingual settings. 

The SBIF study was conducted over two years with the purpose of 

identifying and describing significant features in terms of consequences for 

LEP students. During the first year, significant features were identified and 

during the second year the findings of the first year were verified. Teacher and 
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student interviews were conducted to determine what the teacher and students 

defined as efficacious in the classroom and if the teachers' and students' 

expectations were met in the classroom. Classroom observations were 

conducted to describe the occurrences in the classroom. 

An instructional feature had to meet four criteria to be considered 

significant. The feature had to (a) be relevant in research literature in terms of 

positive instructional consequences for LEP students, (b) occur frequently and 

to a high degree, (c) be identified by the teacher during analysis of the 

instruction as significant for bilingual education and in terms of consequences 

for LEP students, and (d) be associated with desirable consequences for LEP 

students during analysis. 

The instructional features identified were all related to teacher behavior 

rather than to curriculum, materials, or program variables. The first two of the 

five instructional features were related to "good teaching" techniques. The first 

was a congruence of instructional intent, organization, and delivery of 

instruction and student consequences. The teacher effectively communicated 

high expectations for learning and a sense of efficacy in the ability to teach. 

The second feature was active teaching. Active teaching was described as (a) 

communicating clearly when giving directions, specifying tasks, and 

presenting new information; (b) keeping students on task by pacing instruction, 

promoting involvement, and communicating expectations; (c) monitoring 

student progress; and (d) providing immediate feedback. The third through fifth 

features related to language use for mediating instruction by (a) using students' 

L 1 and L2 for instruction, alternating between the two languages for clarity; (b) 

integrating L2 development with basic skills instruction focusing on acquiring 
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terms for concepts and lesson content; and (c) using information from the home 

culture during instruction, such as using cultural referents. For example, 

Tikunoff (1983) described the teacher's use of the diminutive -ito, when the 

teacher referred to the students as hijito(a) as an endearment. 

The effectiveness of the SBIF described above was verified by high 

student Academic Learning Time (ALT). The ALT was used as a measure of 

student achievement where the amount of student time on-task, at a "relatively 

high rate of accuracy," was calculated. 

Language of instruction and achievement. Research regarding 

language of instruction, per se, and the impact of this instruction on 

achievement is limited. Furthermore, the relationship among the continuity for 

language of instruction, reading achievement, and language proficiency has 

not been specifically addressed for students who are limited-English proficient 

and learning disabled. 

Mortensen (1984) investigated the relationship between native 

language instruction and reading achievement. Two groups were identified for 

her study: students who had been instructed in a monolingual English setting 

and those instructed in a bilingual (English/Spanish) setting. A criterion

referenced test was used to measure mastery of objectives. The results 

indicated no difference between groups on word attack skills and a significant 

difference on comprehension skills, with the bilingual group scoring higher 

than the monolingual group. Mortensen did not extensively describe the 

subjects, i.e., language dominance or proficiency, or the extent to which each 

language was used in the bilingual settings; yet, her results corroborated other 
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studies supporting bilingual instruction, or instruction in the first language 

(Cummins, 1981; Lambert & Tucker, 1972). 

Three other studies investigated the relationship between bilingual 

settings and students' achievement. These studies used the High School and 

Beyond (HS&B) data set which consisted of 30,000 sophomores and seniors 

who responded to questionnaires about school and related experiences. 

Students' responses on the questionnaires were investigated to determine the 

impact for language of instruction on math and reading achievement. 

One study based on these data (Chan & SO,1982) investigated the 

impact for language of instruction received during elementary school on the 

reading and math achievement of high school-aged Hispanic students. 

Another study (So,1987) investigated the impact for language of instruction on 

reading achievement. For their study, Chan and So (1982) chose an 

oversampling of Hispanic students "to ensure a comprehensive and reliable 

sample of this segment of the language minority population" (p.2). So's (1987) 

sample only included Hispanic students who indicated Spanish as their mother 

tongue and were required to take English courses for non English speakers. In 

both studies, the subjects were categorized by language of instruction 

received in elementary grades: (a) all or almost all English, (b) mixed English 

and Spanish, and (c) all or almost all Spanish. Chan & So (1982) and So 

(1987) reported that the mixed group scored higher than the other two groups in 

math and reading. 

Takai and Fetters (1982) also used the HS&B data. They attempted to 

find relationships between bilingual instruction and language proficiency. 

Students' described their language proficiency as: (a) more proficient in 
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English, (b) more proficient in Spanish, or (c) equally proficient. Students also 

identified the amount of bilingual instruction received in grades 10 through 12. 

However, the descriptors used for identifying the proportion of bilingual 

instruction are vague, i.e., all/most, some/none, half. It was unclear whether 

half relates to half of the school day, half of each period, or half of the year. 

Due to the variability in instruction from grades 1 through 6, which was not 

considered, assignment of students to groups on the basis of one descriptor 

may have produced erroneous data. In addition, language proficiency was 

never defined and problems existed with allowing individuals to describe their 

proficiency without any specific criteria on which to base their description. The 

authors failed to draw any significant relationships between "relative language 

proficiency" and type of instruction received in school other than stating that 

50% of the students reported being equally proficient in Spanish and English. 

The methods and conclusions in the three studies using the HS&B data 

are problematic. Chan and So (1982) and So (1987) do not account for the 

number of years students were instructed in Spanish or the amount of time 

students had been in the U.S. The assumption is that the sample was educated 

in the U.S. when the oversampling of Hispanic students may have included a 

significant number of students who were educated in a country where the 

native language is Spanish. The conclusion that "all Spanish instruction may 

have a debilitating effect on the reading achievement" of Limited English 

Speaking/None English Speaking students based on the low reading scores 

(Chan & So, 1982) is highly suspect due to innumerable variables and/or 

environmental influences that may have contributed to the scores during the 

time between elementary school and high school. These variables may have 
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included number of years in the U.S., attendance, retentions, and special 

education placement. In addition, students' language proficiency at the time of 

the study was not considered and that in itself may have lowered the 

achievement scores since the achievement tests were administered in English. 

This measure may have been an indicator of language proficiency rather than 

reading achievement. 

In all three HS&B studies, the authors concluded that language of 

instruction impacted achievement and language proficiency, yet SES seemed 

more influential and a better predictor of each than language of instruction. A 

basic tenet was overlooked by these authors in presenting their questionable 

results. If a student "cannot speak a language and use its vocabulary, syntax, 

and functional grammar at the approximate level of a 6-1/2 year old child, 

learning to read that language will be difficult" (Thonis, 1981, p. 147). 

Summary of Chapter 2 

Four main topics were discussed in this chapter. The section on 

Hispanics in special education described Hispanic students by presenting 

reasons for referral and placement in special education, primarily speech and 

language handicapped and LD progams. The next section, bilingual special 

education, provided a theoretical framework for empowering students and 

effective programmatic factors. First and second language development was 

the next section and included related subtopics: code switching, language 

and literacy, language proficiency, and language proficiency assessment. 

The various viewpoints regarding L 1 and L2 development, including code 

switching, and language proficiency were presented as well as the 

interdependence of L2 development on L 1 skills. This section concluded with 
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a comprehensive description of the LAS. The last section included principles 

and assumptions of bilingual education, effective instructional features in 

bilingual education programs, and research on the relationship between 

language of instruction and achievement. 



Chapter III 
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This research used group and multiple case study designs to answer the 

questions posited in the study. Data were gathered from three data sources: 

students' cumulative and special education files, classroom observations, and 

interviews with teachers. 

Subjects 

The study was conducted in a large metropolitan school district in the 

Southwestern United States reflecting a wide diversity of students. This district 

is one of the largest districts in Arizona, serving approximately 55,000 students 

with approximately 4,000 students identified as learning disabled and 8,700 

identified as LEP. A wide diversity of socioeconomic status is represented in 

the district. The ethnic breakdown of students in the district is American Indian 

3.2%, Black American 6.3%, Asian American 2.7%, Hispanic 33%, others 

54.8%. 

The large number of LEP students makes it necessary for the district to 

implement programs designed to meet the needs of this population. Therefore, 

the district has designated schools to serve students whose L 1 is Spanish. At 

these sites, bilingual and bilingual special education programs have been 

developed specifically for meeting the needs of LEP and LEP LD students. 

Within the district, five schools with high percentages of Hispanic 

students and with bilingual self-contained or resource special education 

programs were selected. The files of all LD students who met the age 

requirements were reviewed to determine eligibility, including eligibility for LEP 
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group membership. From the pool of eligible students, 30 LEP LD students 

were randomly selected. Parent permissions were secured for these students. 

To obtain a comparison group, all students in the same schools who met 

the criteria for LEP and had never been placed in LD or special education 

programs served as a pool of subjects. Information concerning gender, age, IQ 

range, and socioeconomic status (SES) was collected on this pool of subjects. 

Teachers were asked to describe students in terms of their capability and not 

actual performance, thus students' intellectual ability level was rated as high, 

average, or low. Only the subjects rated as average were included in the pool 

of subjects. Information on SES was obtained through office records where 

students were listed as qualifying or not qualifying for free or reduced lunch. 

Thirty nonLD subjects were matched to the LD subjects on gender, age, and 

SES. Proportional data on students' SES status are presented in Table 1. To 

determine the representativeness of the comparison group subjects to the 

larger pool of LEP subjects, age, gender, and SES were compared (see Table 

2). 

Two groups of Hispanic 9 through 13 year old subjects identified as LEP were 

involved in the study; one group consisted of LD students, while the other 

group was not LD. School district criteria for identifying subjects as LEP 

consisted of one of two stipulations. Subjects were immediately classified as 

LEP if they scored three or less in English on the LAS. A score of four or five 

on the LAS in English requires a score below the 40th percentile in reading on 

the Illinois Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), and a score below five on the writing 

portion of the Metropolitan Achievement Test -6 to be classified as LEP. 

Subjects were identified as LD according to school district criteria 
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Table 1 

Student Characteristics for LD and NonLD Groups 

MAges 
.sQ 

Free 
Reduced 
Paid 

Females 
(n.= 7) 

11.7 
(1.11) 

1.00 
.00 
.00 

LD 

Males 
(n.=23) 

11.48 
(11.16) 

SES* 

.78 

.00 

.22 

Attendance Patterns* 

Good 
Average 
Poor 

*Proportional Data 

.14 

.57 

.28 

.29 

.13 

.83 

.04 

Retentions* 

.39 

NonLD 

Females 
(n.= 7) 

11.57 
(1.13) 

1.00 
.00 
.00 

.71 

.29 

.00 

.00 

Males 
(n.=23) 

11.30 
(11.14) 

.78 

.00 

.22 

.30 

.57 

.13 

.22 
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Table 2 

Proportion of Females and Males and Mean Ages. SES and Ability for 

the Subject Pool and the Sample of NonLp Subjects 

Gender M M M 
Females Males Age SES* Ability** 

Moro School 
Subject Pool 

.39 .61 10.46 1.25 1.83 
(1.02) (.57) (.72) 

Sample Subjects 
.00 1.00 10.67 1.00 2.00 

(.90) (.00) (.00) 

Hola School 
Subject Pool 

.52 .48 10.91 1.13 1.96 
(1.20) (.47) (.70) 

Sample Subjects 
.50 .50 ·10.91 1.50 2.25 

(.95) (.93) (.46) 

Otta School 
Subject Pool 

.47 .53 12.06 1.16 2.22 
(.94) (.55) (.71 ) 

Sample Subjects 
.67 .33 12.41 1.00 2.00 

(1.08) (.00) (.00) 

(table continues) 
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Gender M M M 
Females Males Age SES* Ability** 

Roka School 
Subject Pool 

.35 .65 11.36 1.08 2.00 
(1.36) (.40) (.76) 

Sample Subjects 
.67 .33 12.43 1.00 2.00 

(1.21) (.00) (.00) 

Rote School 
Subject Pool 

.48 .52 11.42 1.40 2.05 
(8.27) (.78) (.72) 

Sample Subjects 
.33 .67 11.53 1.44 2.00 

(.70) (.88) (.00) 

*SES scale: 1 =free, 2=reduced, 3=paid 

** Ability scale: 1 =below average, 2=average, 3=above average 
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(AppendixA). The major criteria for identifying students as LD include a severe 

discrepancy between aptitude and achievement and the presence of a 

processing deficit. The LD subjects included in the study were of average 

intelligence (85 to 115 performance or full scale IQ) as measured by the wIse

R (Wechsler, 1974). The nonLD group was also of average ability as rated by 

their teachers. There were seven females and 23 males, or 30 subjects in each 

group (N=60). Table 1 provides the mean ages and standard deviations for 

each group by gender. 

Data were gathered from subjects' folders to characterize the subjects 

regarding attendance patterns, number of retentions, and the number of 

schools attended. Attendance patterns were identified by calculating the 

proportion of total days attended for four years. The attendance clerk at one of 

the schools involved in this study was contacted and asked what proportion of 

days in a school year attended by students was considered to be good, 

average, and poor attendance. Good was considered to be 92% and above, 

average was identified as 86% to 91 %, and poor was 85% and below. A clerk 

at a second school was contacted and concurred with these percentages. 

Table 1 demonstrates that attendance patterns of the nonLD females were good 

and average whereas the LD females' patterns were distributed across all three 

descriptors. The males in both groups were distributed across all three 

categories. Retentions were collected from school records, usually report 

cards, and were tallied for each subject. Interestingly, the proportion of LD 

students who were retained sometime during the first four years of school was 

higher than that for nonLD subjects (see Table 1). The number of school 

changes also was recorded from the report cards or from the "school" sec(ion 
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printed on the cumulative folders. Table 3 shows the number of schools 

attended by subjects in both groups. 

Of the 60 subjects, 4 were selected for case studies (2 LD and 2 nonLD 

subjects) to collect specific information regarding current levels of language 

and reading performance. These data were collected through classroom 

observations and teacher interviews. One subject from each group was 

selected based on a high degree of continuity for language of instruction and 

the other subject from each group was selected based on a low degree of 

continuity for language of instruction. Criteria for selection also included (a) 

complete file data forms (described in the Data Collection section), (b) 

attendance in school for at least four years, and (c) placement in a regular 

classroom. The LD and nonLD subjects were all in the same regular 

classroom. 

Procedures 

Data were collected and coded from three data sources. For the file 

search, data were collected on the 30 randomly selected LD subjects and the 

30 matched nonLD subjects. The classroom observations and interviews 

involved two subjects from each group. 

File Search. The file search involved analyzing the 30 LEP nonLD 

cumulative files and the 30 LEP LD cumulative and special education files. 

Data regarding the subjects' histories for language of instruction in reading and 

other educational variables listed below were collected from the files to 

address the research questions. Language of instruction was determined by 

the reading series used at each grade level or the language of instruction 

reported on the report card at each grade level. 



55 

Table 3 

Number of Schools Attended in Grades 1 through 5 by LD and NonLD 

Subjects 

LD NonLD 

Females Males Females Males 
(n=7) (n=23) (n=7) (n=23) 

No. of 
Schools Number. of Subjects 
Attended 

1 1 3 2 12 

2 2 3 4 7 

3 2 7 1 1 

4 0 4 0 0 

5 1 2 0 1 

6 0 1 0 1 

7 1 1 0 1 

8 0 0 

9 0 1 
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Data forms (Appendix 8) were used for obtaining specific information 

from subjects' files. The investigator and a trained doctoral student assistant 

collected relevant information from the folders and filled out the forms. 

Information regarding grade placement, school, classroom placement (bilingual 

or regular), referral information, attendance, retention, reading scores on 

achievement tests, language proficiency upon entry, and current language 

proficiency was gathered. Information on the language of the reading series 

used at each grade level also was obtained. The assistant was trained on data 

collection procedures and the confidentiality of records for three hours. 

Training consisted of reviewing the data form and collecting practice data from 

the same two nonLD cumulative files and the same two LD cumulative and 

special education files at a school site. Due to the type of information sought, 

exact matches constituted an agreement and any information that did not match 

exactly was considered a disagreement. Disagreements were discussed until 

consensus was reached. Eighty percent reliability was established during 

training. Throughout the data collection process, six files were coded by both 

raters to ensure that reliability was maintained. Disagreements were discussed 

and consensus reached. Interrater reliability was maintained at .82 throughout 

the file data collection. 

Classroom Observations. As described above, two LD and two nonLD 

subjects were selected for the case studies on the basis of consistency for 

language of instruction and the classroom in which they were placed. 

Observations were conducted by the investigator and assistant to determine 

how language was used by the teacher and the target subjects. 
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Observations were conducted during large and small group instruction. 

Large group instruction involved the teacher in the regular fifth grade 

classroom and the entire class of 29 students. On the first day of the week, a 

new story was introduced, read and analyzed using a critical thinking activity. 

Each lesson began with the teacher leading the students in reading the 

vocabulary words that had been posted on large paper. These words had 

been preselected from the text by the teacher. Individual students were then 

asked to read orally. Oral reading was followed by a critical thinking activity in 

which students were asked to identify main events in the story and the effects of 

those events on other events and on the conclusion. Students also were asked 

to make inferences had the conclusion been different. Large group instruction 

in the regular classroom was observed and videotaped on two separate days 

for 60 minutes each. To acclimate the teachers and students to the 

videocamera, they were videotaped twice, on separate days, prior to the data 

collection. 

Two 60 minute sessions of the regular teacher working with small groups 

also were videotaped. Students answered comprehension questions related to 

the story and affective questions about why they liked the story. These 

sessions were led by the teacher. Workbook pages that reinforced 

comprehension skills and related to the story were the focus of the small group 

sessions. The target subjects who had been identified as receiving consistent 

language of instruction, one LD and the other nonLD, worked in the same small 

group along with six other students from the class. 

The LD and nonLD subjects who had been identified as receiving 

inconsistent language of instruction were also videotaped twice for 60 minutes 
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while working with the special education teacher in the resource room. The 

nonLD subject was sent by the regular classroom teacher for "extra 

assistance" in reading. The other LD subject who had received consistent 

language of instruction was being phased out of the LD program for reading, 

thus was not present in this small group. The two "inconsistent language of 

instruction" subjects and two other students from the same classroom worked 

with the special education teacher on workbook pages that related to the story 

read in the large group. Discussion about the items in the workbook was led by 

the special education teacher. The types of data collected are described in the 

section on Data Coding (Classroom Observation). 

Interviews. For the case studies, interviews were conducted with the 

regular classroom and special education teachers (Appendix C). The 

interviews were conducted individually and audiotaped by the investigator 

using ethnographic interviewing techniques (Spradley, 1980). The four 

students were in the same classroom, therefore, only the teacher in the regular 

classroom and the special education teacher were interviewed. 

The teachers were asked to identify the proportion of time spent 

speaking English and Spanish during reading lessons and other subjects and 

reasons for using each language if switching occurred. Questions were asked 

regarding the subjects' reading comprehension, language use in the 

classroom, and perceived level of language proficiency in English and 

Spanish. 
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Data Goding 

Data coding focused on the information obtained from student files, 

videotapes of the classroom observations, and transcriptions of the audiotaped 

teacher interviews. 

Student files. The degree for continuity of language of instruction was 

coded using the data in the student files. The descriptive information 

concerning the language of instruction for reading was rated using a 4 point 

scale of continuity in the following manner: 1 - language of instruction in 

reading shifted from L 1 to L2 or vice versa within academic school years; 2 -

language of instruction in reading alternated between L 1 to L2 across school 

years; 3 - language of instruction in reading followed a transitional model of 

bilingual education, i.e., 3 to 4 years in L 1 then transitioned to L2; 4 - language 

of instruction in reading was consistently in one language (English or Spanish) 

beyond 4 years. If a student received a 4, the language of instruction was 

specified. Subjects' SES was coded from meal (lunCh) records by assigning a 

rating to each category: 1 equaled free, 2 equaled reduced, and 3 equaled 

paid. This information was obtained from the attendance clerk at each school. 

Attendance patterns, obtained from report cards, were coded in a similar 

manner. Poor attendance was assigned a one, average attendance a two, and 

good attendance was assigned a three. 

Data for English and Spanish language proficiencies were obtained from 

scores on the Language Proficiency Measure (LPM; Tucson Unified School 

District, 1982) and LAS (Duncan and DeAvila, 1981). These scores were 

converted to a three-point scale: limited (1), functional (2), and proficient (3). 

The scores on the LAS of 0, 1,2 were converted to 1; 3 became 2; and 4 and 5 
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became 3. The scores for the LPM were converted as follows: Functional was 

changed to 1, Moderate to 2, and Proficient to 3. Data for reading achievement 

were obtained from the reading portion of the ITBS (Hieronymus, Lindquist, & 

Hoover, 1983); La Prueba (Cole, Trent, & Wadell, 1984), which is the Spanish 

version of the ITBS; the Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery (W-J; 

Woodcock & Johnson, 1977); and the Bateria, which is a Spanish form of the 

Woodcock-Johnson. The scores of these tests were converted to NeE scores 

before comparisons were computed. 

Classroom Observations. The classroom observation data form 

(Appendix D) was designed to measure the type of student and teacher 

interactions and language choice and was used by the investigator and 

student assistant while viewing the videotapes of the reading lessons. The 

form, adapted from previous research (Reyes, Duran, & Bos, 1989), was 

refined for categorizing the teachers'.and subjects' interactions by observing 

three 1 O-minute segments of a videotape. The categories on the classroom 

observation data form included the types of teacher interaction (questions, 

demands, or responses); the language used (Spanish, English, or a 

combination of both); and the purpose(s) for switching, i.e., clarification or 

management (Olmedo-Williams, 1981). 

Student talk was coded for the language used (English, Spanish, or 

combination of both), the purpose for switching (related to the content or the 

procedure), the type of interaction (question, demand, or response), and the 

quality of their verbal interactions. The students' purpose for code switching 

was coded as procedural if the students asked questions or made comments 

about the activity and did not refer to the topic being discussed. Code 
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switching for content purposes was identified as interactions that directly 

related to the topic discussed or read in the story, including prior experiences 

related to the topic. An adapted version of Gallego's (1989) scheme for rating 

the quality of students' interactions was used to determine how discourse was 

used in the classroom during instruction. Each utterance was categorized as 

elaborate, expanded, specific, or restrictive. Elaborate interactions included 

providing rich summary statements, examples of the topic being discussed, 

elaborating on an idea with further description, or relating personal 

experiences related to the topic. Expanded interactions provided more 

information than specific responses and included limited summary statements. 

Specific interactions included information that was textually-based without 

expanding beyond the text, simple responses to questions (three to five words), 

or rewording of a previous idea. Restrictive interactions consisted of 

statements such as yes, no, I don't know, or repetitions of others' utterances. 

The investigator trained the student assistant by reviewing the 

observation form. Videotapes were observed for three 10-minute intervals by 

the investigator and student assistant. For each interval, the raters' tallies for 

each category on the coding sheet were counted and .90 training reliability 

was established. Agreements consisted of observations of the same 

occurrences during the specified time interval, e.g., both raters observed the 

student using English, the teacher switching, and the student responding with 

an "elaborate" remark. 

Throughout the data collection process, two of the four videotapes were 

randomly selected, observed, and coded for three 5-minute intervals to assure 

that reliability had been maintained. Reliability was maintained at .94. A total of 
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two hours of large group instruction and two hours of small group instruction 

was coded. 

Interviews. The transcribed interviews were analyzed and coded using 

categorical analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1984). The interviews were read and 

the identified categories were language of instruction, code switching, and 

students' language proficiency and reading achievement. Each students' 

language proficiency, use, and reading achievement as reported by the 

teachers were coded. Data from the interviews were corroborated with data 

from other sources. 

Data Analysis 

Data were analyzed using quantitative and qualitative analyses to 

address the 12 research questions originally posited (see Table 4). 

Dependent t-tests were conducted to address the questions regarding 

differences between the groups' English and Spanish proficiencies upon entry, 

current language proficiencies, degree of continuity for language of instruction 

in reading, and reading achievement. Correlations were computed to address 

the questions regarding the relationship between the degree of continuity for 

language of instruction in reading and reading achievement and the 

relationships among the matching variables of SES, gender, and age and the 

variables of degree of continuity for language of instruction in reading, reading 

achievement, and English and Spanish proficiencies. 

Case Study Analysis. The case studies were analyzed using a 

theoretical proposition approach (Yin,1989). The underlying proposition for 

this study was that students' continuity of language of instruction impacts their 

language proficiency especially as it relates to quality of language used in the 
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Table 4 

Research Questions.Data Collection and Analysis 

Question Data Collection pata Analysis 

1 . Are there differences 
between LD and nonLD Student Files T -test 
Hispanic LEP subjects 
regarding English proficiency 
upon school entry? 

2. Are there differences between 
LD and nonLD Hispanic LEP Student Files T -test 
subjects regarding Spanish 
proficiency upon school entry ? 

3. Are there differences between 
LD and nonLD Hispanic LEP Student Files T -test 
subjects regarding current 
English proficiency? 

4. Are there differences between 
LD and nonLD Hispanic LEP Student Files T -test 
subjects regarding current 
Spanish proficiency? 

5. Are there differences between 
LD and nonLD Hispanic LEP 
subjects regarding the degree of Student Files T -test 

continuity for language of 
instruction in reading? 

6. Are there differences between 
LD and nonLD Hispanic LEP Student Files T -test 
subjects regarding reading 
achievement? 

7. Is there a relationship between 
the degree of continuity for Student Files Pearson 
language of instruction in Correlation 
reading and reading achievement 
for each group? 

(table continues) 
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Question Data Collection Data Analysis 

8. Is there a relationship 
between the degree of continuity 
for language of instruction in 
reading and current language Student Files Pearson 
proficiencies in English and Correlation 
Spanish for each group? 

9. What are the correlations 
among the matching variables 
of gender, age, and SES and the 
variables of degree of continuity Student Files Pearson 
of language of instruction in Correlation 
reading, reading achievement, 
and Spanish and English 
proficiencies? 

1 O.How is language used in the Classroom Descriptive 
classroom by teachers and Observations 
subjects? 

11.How does information Observations Descriptive 
from the observations Interviews Categorical 
relate to the teacher Analysis 
interviews? 

12. Does information from the 
teacher interviews Interviews Descriptive 
corroborate data collected Student Files Categorical 
from the folders? Analysis 
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classroom which, in turn, may influence reading achievement and placement 

in programs for LD students. Data from the files, observations, and interviews 

were triangulated to determine patterns of congruency across the data sources. 

Three categories were identified across data sources: current language 

proficiency, consistency for language of instruction, and reading achievement. 

Table 5 shows the information from each source that was compared. Data for 

subjects who received consistent and inconsistent language of instruction 

were compared to identify patterns supporting the theoretical proposition. For 

example, information about language proficiencies obtained from the files was 

compared to the observed subjects' quality of language and to the teachers' 

reports of subjects' language proficiencies. Data were compared to identify 

patterns regarding subjects' consistency for language of instruction and 

reading achievement. 



Table 5 

Case Study Data Sources & Data for Pattern Matching 

Language 
Proficiency 

Consistency 
for Language 
of Instruction 

Reading 
Achievement 

Cumulative & 
Special Education Files 

Current LAS English and 
Spanish Scores 

Consistency Rating 
assigned based on data 
obtained from file 

Test scores form file data 

Classroom Observation 

Proportion of English and 
Spanish student talk that is 
elaborate, expanded, specific, 
restrictive 

Description of teacher and 
student switches to English 
Proportion of elaborate, 
expanded, specific, and 
restrictive responses 
Proportion of questions and 
responses that are in English 
and Spanish 

Oral Reading 
Fluency/Decoding 
Level of Book 

Interviews 

Teachers' perceptions of 
students' English and Spanish 
proficiencies 

Teachers' reports of students' 
code switching in classroom 

Teachers' reports of students' 
level of reading 

0) 
0) 
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CHAPTER IV 

Results 

Each of the twelve research questions examined in the large group and 

case studies and their related findings are discussed in this chapter. 

Large Group Study 

Question #1. Are there differences between LD and nonLD Hispanic 

LEP subjects regarding English proficiency upon school entry? 

This question was addressed by reviewing students' cumulative and 

special education folders and locating the earliest LAS scores. In some 

instances, the LPM (Tucson Unified School District, 1982) had been 

administered instead of the LAS (Duncan & DeAvila, 1983), thus the LPM 

scores were recorded. To compare the two measures, the LAS and LPM 

scores were converted to a three-point scale: limited (1), functional (2), and 

proficient (3). This conversion was used and recommended by the school 

district and adapted from a previous study that utilized the same test measures 

(Reyes, Duran, & Bas, 1989). 

Dependent t-tests (two-tailed) were run to determine if a difference 

existed between LD and nonLD subjects' English proficiency upon entry. The 

results indicated that no difference existed between groups, 1(29) = 1.42. The 

mean for the LD group was 1.56 (SD = .73) and for the nonLD group 1.80 (SD = 

.76) (see Table 6). 

Question #2. Are there differences between LD and nonLD Hispanic 

LEP subjects regarding Spanish proficiency upon school entry? 

The Spanish scores of the first administration of the LAS and LPM were 

converted and compared as described above. Two-tailed dependent t-tests 
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Table 6 

Means and Standard Deviations for English and Spanish Proficiencies 

Upon Entry and Current Proficiencies. Degree of Consistency for 

Language of Reading Instruction. and Reading Achievement Scores by 

Group 

Eng. Prof. 
Upon Entry 

Span. Prof. 
Upon Entry 

Cu rrent 
Eng. Prof. 

Cu rrent 
Span. Prof. 

Cons. for 
Lang I nstruc. 

Reading 
(NCE) 

*p < .01 

1.56 

2.40 

2.20 

2.70 

3.20 

16.80 

LD 
(n=30) 

.73 

.68 

.81 

.54 

1.13 

15.95 

NonLD 
(n=30) 

1.80 

2.30 

2.50 

2.73 

3.40 

.76 

.75 

.68 

.64 

.97 

34.30 23.62* 
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were conducted and the results indicated that no differences existed between 

the two groups 1(29) = .89. The mean for the LO group was 2.4 (SO = .68) and 

for the nonLO group was 2.3 (SO = .75). 

Question #3. Are there differences between LO and nonLO Hispanic 

LEP subjects regarding current English proficiency? 

The English scores of the LAS administered within the last 12 months 

were converted and compared. The mean score for the LO group was 2.2 (SO 

= .81) and the mean score for the nonLO group was 2.5 (SO = .68). A statistical 

difference between groups was not evident, 1(29) = 1.67. 

Question #4. Are there differences between LO and nonLO Hispanic 

LEP subjects regarding current Spanish proficiency? 

Like the English scores, the Spanish scores of the LAS administered 

during the last 12 months were compared. A statistical difference between 

groups was not attained 1(29) = -.27. Means and standard deviations for both 

groups are reported in Table 6. 

Question #5. Are there differences between LD and nonLD Hispanic 

LEP subjects regarding the degree of continuity for language of instruction in 

reading? 

A degree of continuity for language of instruction (ranging from one to 

four) was assigned to each subject based on the consistency for language of 

instruction from year to year (described in the Data Coding section of Chapter 

3). The two-tailed dependent t-test did not result in a statistical difference, 1(29) 

= .88. In both the LD and nonLD groups, most of the students had received a 

relatively high degree (3 or 4) of consistent language for reading instruction. 
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The data were further analyzed by collapsing the four categories into 

two: 1 and 2 became inconsistent and 3 and 4 became consistent. Originally, 

a 1 was assigned to subjects whose language of instruction had changed 

within years, 2 was for changes across years, 3 was assigned to those 

subjects who were in transitional bilingual education programs, and 4 was for 

consistent language of instruction in either L 1 or L2. Proportional data indicate 

more LD students had received inconsistent language of instruction than 

nonLD students (see Table 7). 

While examining the language of instruction for LD students classified as 

inconsistent, a pattern was apparent. Nine of the 10 subjects were initially 

placed in classrooms where the language of instruction was English, in spite of 

their LEP status. Figures 1 through 10 demonstrate the subjects' patterns for 

language of instruction from year to year. Close inspection of the data shows 

that subjects are generally placed in special education a year or two after the 

language of instruction switches from L2 to L 1 . 

Question #6. Are there differences between LD and nonLD Hispanic 

LEP subjects regarding reading achievement? 

Before comparing the reading achievement scores of the four measures, 

ITBS, La Prueba, W-J, and Bateria, they were converted to normal curve 

equivalent scores. As expected, a statistical difference was attained between 

the groups' reading achievement, 1(29) = -3.07, ,Q < .01. Table 6 shows the 

means and standard deviations for both groups. 

Questions #7 and #8. Is there a relationship between the degree of 

continuity for language of instruction in reading and reading achievement for 

each group? Is there a relationship between the degree of continuity for 



Table 7 

Proportion of LD and nonLD Subjects with Inconsistent 

and Consistent Language of Instruction 

Consistent 

I nco nsistent 

LD 
(n=30) 

.67 

.33 

NonLD 
(n=30) 

.83 

.17 

71 
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language of instruction in reading and current language proficiencies in 

English and Spanish for each group? 

Pearson correlations were computed for each group, LD and nonLD, 

using the variables for degree of continuity for language of instruction in 

reading, reading achievement, current English proficiency, and current 

Spanish proficiency. Table 8 indicates that significant correlations were not 

evident between the variables for either group. 

In an additional analyses, the reading achievement means for each 

group of nonLD and LD students by consistency for language of instruction are 

shown in Table 9. Although it appears that students in the consistent group 

scored higher than those in the inconsistent group, the great variability within 

each group does not allow for this interpretation of the data. 

Question #9. What are the correlations among the matching variables of 

gender, age, and SES and the variables of degree for continuity of language of 

instruction in reading, reading achievement, and Spanish and English 

proficiencies? 

Pearson correlations were computed to determine the relationship 

among the variables of gender, age, and SES and the variables of continuity 

for language of instruction in reading, reading achievement, and Spanish and 

English proficiencies. Table 8 indicates minimal relationships among these 

variables. 

Case Studies 

The settings and a description for each case study are presented. The 

descriptions use data acquired from the three sources: (a) educational history 

iegarding language of instruction, language proficiency, and reading 



Table 8 

Gro!.!12 QQrrglatiQn§! Amgng Qon~i~tenc~ fQr Lang!.!ag~ Qf Reading Instruction, R~ading AQhievemgn1, 

Current Engli§!h and Spanish Proficiencies Age, Gender. and SES 

Degree of 
Consistency Age Gender SES 

LD NonLD LD NonLD LD NonLD LD NonLD 

Reading .18 .30 -.04 -.20 -.15 .09 -.26 .43 

Current Eng. 
Proficiency -.20 -.37 .37 .23 -.06 -.03 - .13 -.02 

Current Span. 
Proficiency .16 .17 .10 .13 .28 .05 -.03 -.40 

Degree of 
Consistency 1.00 1.00 -.33 -.20 -. 11 -.20 -.02 .26 

Age -.33 -.20 1.00 1.00 -.09 -.10 -.01 -.09 

Gender -. 11 -.20 -.09 -.10 1.00 1.00 .08 .08 

SES -.02 .26 -.01 -.09 .08 .08 1.00 1.00 

00 
w 
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Table 9 

Means and Standard Deviations for Reading Achievement by Group and 

Consistency for Language of Reading Instruction 

I nco nsistent 
(n=10) 

12.70 
(11.92) 

Inconsistent 
(n=5) 

25.83 
(28.70) 

NonLD 

Consistent 
(n=20) 

18.85 
(17.55) 

Consistent 
(n=25) 

39.33 
(20.10) 
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achievement; (b) classroom observation for the quality of language, instances 

of code switching and reading fluency; and (c) teacher interview data 

regarding students' language proficiency, language use, and reading abilities. 

After the case-by-case descriptions, the three questions addressed by the 

case studies and pattern matching are examined. 

The Setting. Hola School, with a population of 690 students, is in a low 

socioeconomic area of a large urban district. Ninety eight percent of the 

students in this school are Hispanic, less than one percent are African 

American, and the remainder are Native American or Native 

American/Mexican. The school serves students from preschool to grade 6 and 

61 % of these students have been identified as LEP. 

Lame group setting. Four subjects, in a classroom of 29 fifth grade LEP 

students, were targeted for study. The subjects were videotaped during two 

reading lessons conducted with the entire class. A lesson consisted of one 

day of large group instruction and one day of small group activities. The 

students, including the subjects, in this classroom were very attentive during 

the observed reading lessons. They raised their hands before speaking and 

did not call out before being called on by the teacher. The classroom was 

designated as a bilingual classroom and all content area instruction was 

conducted in Spanish. The teacher did not code switch during the reading 

lessons observed. The first lesson occurred during Black History Week and, 

fittingly, entailed reading and discussing a story about an African American 

who was significant in history. During the second lesson, a fictional story was 

read about a baker who wished to be paid for the aroma his neighbor enjoyed. 

At the beginning of each lesson with the large group, the teacher read the 
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vocabulary that was posted on the board which she had preselected from the 

book. Students were then called upon by the teacher to read orally. Following 

the oral reading, the teacher proceeded to lead the class through 

"Interpretation of the Data." Students identified the main events in the story, 

how those events influenced the conclusion, and made inferences on what 

would have happened if those events had been different. This activity 

wrapped up the large group session and the reading lesson was continued the 

following day with small group instruction. 

Small group setting. Two small groups were observed, one in the regular 

classroom with the bilingual teacher and the other in the resource room with the 

bilingual special education teacher. The two subjects who had received 

consistent language of instruction, one LD and one nonLD, were in the same 

small group in the regular classroom with five other students. The teacher in 

the regular classroom was consistent across groups and did not code switch 

during the small group instruction in which the first set of two subjects 

participated. Workbook pages that reinforced comprehension skills and related 

to the story were the focus of the small group sessions for both pairs of subjects 

(conSistent and inconsistent). During the small group sessions led by the 

regular classroom teacher, the subjects and other students in the group 

answered comprehension questions related to the story as well as questions 

about why they liked the story. Students were also asked to identify, read, and 

explain why some part of the story was their favorite. While the teacher worked 

with the small group, the rest of the class worked at their seats on an 

aSSignment. 
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The two subjects who had received inconsistent language of instruction, 

LD and nonLD, went to the resource room along with two other classmates to 

work with the special education teacher. The two other students were sent 

because the classroom teacher assigned her "low readers" to the resource 

room. The resource room consisted of two special education teachers, two 

aides and four to sixteen students at a time. However, during the first small 

group session, the resource room had one aide, one special education teacher 

and eight students, including the two subjects. The noise level in the room 

during the first small group session was minimal because the aide was working 

with a small group of four students behind a partition on the other side of the 

room. The other four students included the LD and nonLD "inconsistent" 

subjects and their two classmates. During the second small group session, the 

distractions were numerous and the noise level was high. The other special 

education teacher was administering a test orally, and each aide was working 

with a group of four to five children. Children continuously flowed in and out of 

the classroom, either returning to their regular classrooms or beginning their 

"time" in the resource room. The special education teacher worked with the 

subjects and two other students from their classroom. The first small group 

session with the special education teacher involved completing workbook 

pages that reinforced comprehension skills such as inferring, drawing 

conclusions, and summarizing. These workbook exercises were designed to 

reinforce comprehension skills using short passages and the story that was 

read in the classroom during the large group session. The second session 

entailed completing a summary sheet of the story about the baker and his 

neighbor that had been provided by the regular classroom teacher. During 
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both small group sessions, the special education teacher frequently code 

switched from Spanish to English and used both languages within the same 

sentences. 

Case #1 

Educational history. Jose is a 12-year old boy identified as LD who was 

relatively quiet throughout the classroom observations. His educational history 

regarding language of instruction can be described as inconsistent. Jose was 

enrolled in a "bilingual" Kindergarten (K) class at Hola School at the age of five 

and was instructed in Spanish. Language proficiency data for Jose during the 

time he was in K were not available. He was retained in K and during the 

second year of K was instructed in English. He also was placed in a Chapter I 

program during that year. Reading instruction was provided in English in 

grades 1 through 3 even though the placement was described as "bilingual." 

During the fourth grade, he was referred for special education evaluation due 

to "very low academic performance." He was placed in a special education 

resource program for two hours per day while continuing in a bilingual 

classroom. For reading, he was instructed in Spanish in both the resource and 

bilingual classroom. In grade 5, he also received reading instruction in 

Spanish. 

His English language proficiency was limited at the first administration of 

the LAS in second grade, and at the latest administration in grade 4. His 

Spanish proficiency, however, has improved from limited to proficient. 

Jose's percentile ranking in reading achievement on the ITBS was 

highest in grade 1 (34th percentile) as compared to the scores of grades 2, 3 

-------- .-. --
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(ninth percentile) and 4 (fifth percentile). In fourth grade, La Prueba also was 

administered resulting in a score below the 10th percentile. 

Classroom observation. Jose made few contributions during the two 

large group sessions observed by the investigator and the assistant in his fifth 

grade bilingual classroom. After students in the class read orally, Jose made 

two contributions in Spanish that were categorized as specific responses. Both 

were in response to questions that were asked in Spanish. The two comments 

he made provided limited information about the story they had read: "Que Ie 

abrieron el pecho" (That they opened his chest) and "para operarlo" (to 

operate on him). Jose and the teacher did not code switch during their 

interactions. Figure 11 shows Jose's contributions made during large and 

small group instruction, the quality of language, code switching instances and 

purposes for code switching. 

During the two small group sessions with the special education teacher, 

Jose made one elaborate, one expanded, 32 specific, and six restrictive 

contributions during the two sessions (see Figure 11). His elaborate response 

provided a succinct summary of the story, e.g., "Dijo que el estado esta 

IIamado Franklin y existio por cuatro arios." (It said that the state was named 

Franklin and that lasted for four years). Of Jose's 40 contributions, two were 

questions and the other 38 were responses to the teacher's questions. 

During both small group sessions, Jose code switched seven times 

during his interactions with the teacher. Five were related to the content and 

two of them were procedural, e.g., "It's all right" and "from the story." These two 

instances were in response to the teacher's clarification questions which were 

stated in English. The other five instances of code switching were in response 
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to the teachers' questions in Spanish about the correct answer to questions in 

the workbook page: "United States," "como una eagle" (like an eagle) and lila 

A" (the A). The last instance was repeated two more times because the teacher 

asked the same question three times. Jose continued suggesting his answer, 

which happened to be incorrect. 

While reading orally in Spanish, Jose read haltingly. He stopped before 

unfamiliar words which he didn't attempt to decode and waited for teacher 

assistance. 

Teacher Interview. Jose received instruction from the regular and 

special education teachers; thus two separate reports on his language 

proficiency, use, and reading achievement were gathered. The teachers were 

asked to rate the students' language proficiency using a scale of one to five, 

five being most proficient. 

Regarding his language proficiency, the regular teacher perceived 

Jose's language proficiency to be low in both English and Spanish, rating him 

a three in both: "Neither language is really developed. He's not really 

proficient in either language, although his English is probably better than 

Spanish." The special education teacher rated his proficiency between a three 

and four for English and Spanish. She stated that he lacked the facility to 

express abstract ideas: "Sometimes when he is talking in one language, he 

cannot fine the word he wants to use for an abstract idea, he doesn't know what 

to say and I'll help him. In terms of concepts, he is still LEP." 

Even though Jose was not observed code switching in the regular 

classroom, the teacher described his use as "50-50". The special education 

teacher also reported that Jose used both languages. The regular classroom 
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teacher was aware that Jose had begun instruction in Spanish, was switched 

to English and remained there for three years, and then placed in a Spanish 

classroom after third grade. 

According to both teachers, Jose was reportedly reading at the "end of 

first, beginning of second" grade. However, the special education teacher 

added that his "comprehension is third or maybe even fourth" grade level. The 

special education teacher also noted that "his reading is higher in Spanish 

than in English" while the regular education teacher stated that "he doesn't 

comprehend well in either language." 

Case #2 

Educational History. Gabriel, a 1 O-year old boy who sat in the back of 

the regular classroom, is the other student whose history of language for 

reading instruction can be described as inconsistent. Gabriel entered K at Lala 

school at the age of five. His English proficiency (4) was higher than his 

Spanish proficiency, and he was placed in an English classroom. In first 

grade, however, he began receiving instruction in Spanish, and in the middle 

of grade 1, he moved to Hola school. From that time until grade 5, he primarily 

has received reading instruction in Spanish, except in grade 4 where his 

records indicated that both English and Spanish were used for reading. He 

was referred to the Child Study team and then referred for special education 

evaluation during this study's data collection process. 

As mentioned above, Gabriel was "profiCient" in English and "limited" in 

Spanish in K. Currently, his scores on the LAS indicate that he is proficient in 

both English and Spanish. His proficiency in both languages is not 

corroborated by the teacher interviews nor the observation. 
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Gabriel's reading has been consistently low. Thu In3S odmlnlfltorod In 

second grade did not match the language of reading InstruGtlon ond ho scorod 

at the sixth percentile. However, the reading achlevemont 9coroo woro also 

low during grades 3 and 4 when La Prueba was admlnlstorod, sovonth And 

second percentiles respectively. 

Classroom observation. During the two sessions 01 tho Imno oroup, 

Gabriel made few comments, since the classroom environ mont wml tonchor

controlled. Figure 12 demonstrates Gabriel's quality of Imlguogo, Infltnnces 

and purposes for code switching during large and small oroup Inntructlon. 

During the first large group session, Gabriel was obsorvod mlolno hlo hand 

approximately twelve times, yet the teacher called on him twlco. 1'10 provldod 

two specific responses in Spanish during this session. During tho socond large 

group session, Gabriel made two expanded and nine spoclflc rosponses. 

Gabriel tended to use English syntax when spoaklng Spt.llllsh: "que quorla 

como, como la justicia, alga como asi." (That he wantod IIko, IIko, justlco, 

something like that). Alga como asi is literally "somothlng IIko thot" and Is 

awkward in Spanish. In addition, he mispronounced words by cuttino off Initial 

syllables or inserting extra phonemes/sounds: "que nudlon (nodlo) quorla 

comprar nada porque, como se dice, se 'nojaba (onojabn) muncho (mllcho)." 

(That no one wanted to buy anything because, how do you ooy It, ho would get 

very mad). 

Gabriel was observed switching to English onco during thlo tlmo period. 

His contribution was procedural "Mis, I know one" to which tho tOAcher 

responded in Spanish and Gabriel provided a specific rosponoo In Spanish. 
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All of Gabriel's 15 contributions in the large group sessions were responses in 

Spanish to the teacher's questions in Spanish. During small group instruction, 

Gabriel made a total of 10 expanded, one restrictive, and 65 specific 

responses during the two small group sessions (see Figure 12). 

As stated above, code switching was observed during the interactions 

in this small group setting during both sessions. The teacher readily switched 

from one language to the other for clarification purposes. Gabriel code 

switched 16 times, six of those were coded as procedural, while the other 10 

were related to the content. Whenever the teacher asked a question in 

English, Gabriel responded in English. In one instance, Gabriel asked the 

teacher a content question in English and she responded in English. Two of 

those code switched instances were coded as expanded. For example, "Aqui 

en 1788 fue el ano que pusieron Franklin y luego pusieron Tennessee." (Here 

in 1788 was the year when they "put" Franklin and then "put" Tennessee). 

While reading orally in Spanish, Gabriel read haltingly, a word at a time, 

and waited for assistance upon encountering unfamiliar words. 

Teacher Interview. Gabriel also received instruction from both teachers 

even though he was not classified as LD. The regular classroom teacher 

explained that she sent her "low readers" to the resource room for extra help. 

She rated Gabriel a three on both languages and reported that he "has a t~ard 

time (expressing himself) in both languages; however, he is more comfortable in 

English than Spanish." The special education teacher also reported that 

Gabriel "has a difficult time expressing himself in both languages," yet rated his 

English at 4.5 and rated his Spanish at 3.5. 
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The regular classroom teacher referred to Gabriel's early reading 

experience and stated that he "should have gone into English reading because 

the low score (in Spanish) showed that he was stronger in English than 

Spanish." Both teachers acknowledged Gabriel's use of English when he has 

difficulty understanding something in Spanish and reported that they use both 

languages to clarify information for him. 

The regular teacher reported that Gabriel was reading at the end of first, 

beginning of second grade, where as the special education teacher placed his 

oral reading at second and comprehension at third grade. 

Case #3 

Educational History. Angel is an 11-year old boy identified as LD who 

was being phased out of special education for reading. Angel has received 

consistent language of reading instruction in Spanish from K to grade 5. He 

had a record of changing schools frequently. He attended Rollo Elementary in 

K and first grade. During each year (K and first grade), he was referred to the 

child study team due to "poor academic and social skills." During this time, he 

also had a record of excessive absences. In grade 2, he started at Demi 

Elementary and in the middle of the year transferred back to Rollo. While in the 

second grade at Rollo, he was referred for special education evaluation due to 

low academic functioning and "poor attentive ability." At that time, he was 

placed in a learning disabilities resource program for two hours per week. In 

third grade, he changed to Hola school, also in an LD class, and has remained 

there since. 

In K, he was functional in English and proficient in Spanish. The LAS 

was administered again in grade 2 where English proficiency remained the 
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same and he went from a 4 to a 5 in Spanish. On the last administration of the 

LAS Angel received a 5 in both English and Spanish. 

Angel has scored consistently low on various instruments of reading 

achievement since grade 2. The Bateria was administered in second grade 

and he scored in the sixth percentile. In grades 3 and 4, La Prueba was 

administered and he scored in the 13th and ninth percentiles respectively. The 

ITBS was also administered in grade 4 and Angel scored in the fifth percentile. 

The low scores are consistent with a student identified as having a learning 

disability in reading. At the end of grade 5, however, he was reading at the 

66th percentile on the Bateria. 

Classroom observation. During both sessions of the large group, Angel 

was one of several students called upon frequently by the teacher. Figure 13 

shows Angel's quality of language, instances and purposes for code switching 

during large and small group instruction. During the first session, Angel 

contributed one elaborate, 10 specific, and one restrictive responses. During 

the second session of the large group, he provided four elaborate, one 

expanded, and 18 specific responses. All his contributions during both large 

group sessions were in Spanish. His elaborate responses were well-phrased 

and he appropriately used the vocabulary introduced in the story: "Que al fin 

quedaron empatados porque el panadero querra las monedas y el senor olia el 

aroma." (At the end they were treated equitably because the baker wanted the 

coins and the man could smell the aroma). Whenever Angel spoke, he was 

responding to the teacher's questions which were in Spanish. Three of the 35 

contributions that Angel made were questions and two of those were 
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procedural, e.g., "i. Y si no terminamos ahora?" (And if we don't finish today?). 

The question that related to the content was a repetition of the teacher's 

question. 

During the small group sessions, Angel used Spanish for 1 0 of 11 

contributions. The one time he spoke in English was to inform the teacher that 

he had forgotten his pencil. He contributed two expanded and nine specific 

responses during the small group sessions. 

Teacher Interview. Angel's regular teacher was interviewed regarding 

his language proficiency, use, and reading achievement. Angel's English was 

rated at three and his Spanish at five. The teacher reported that "his English is 

getting to be pretty good, he is one of the higher levels. In the content area, he 

doesn't use English; he'll use more English outside or at the library." The 

teacher's report on Angel's code switching corroborated the observation when 

Angel switched for procedural purposes. His reading was reported to be 

"close to grade leveL" 

Case #4-

Educational History. Joaquin, an 11-year old boy who had never been 

referred to special education, was an eager participant throughout the reading 

lessons in the regular classroom. Joaquin entered K at Hola school and has 

been there through grade 5. He has been in bilingual classrooms since K and 

consistently received reading instruction in Spanish. He has never been in 

any type of compensatory program nor been referred for child study. 

His LAS score in K indicated that he was proficient in Spanish and 

limited in English. Retested in grade 3, he had progressed to functional in 
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English and remained proficient in Spanish. In grade 4, he was retested and 

the scores indicated that he was proficient in both English and Spanish. 

His records only contained reading scores for grades 3 and 4. He 

scored at the 99th percentile and at the 77th percentile on La Prueba in third 

and fourth grades respectively. The ITBS was also administered in grade 4 and 

he scored at the 43th percentile. 

Classroom observation. During large group instruction, Joaquin was 

provided an opportunity to respond frequently to the teacher's questions since 

the teacher called on him frequently. Figure 14 provides Joaquin's quality of 

language, and instances and purposes for code switching during large and 

small group instruction. During the first session of large group instruction, he 

made five elaborate, two expanded, eight specific responses, and one 

restrictive response. During the second session, he made one elaborate 

response, one expanded, one restrictive, and 11 specific responses .. The 

responses that were coded as elaborate included summaries of the story and 

appropriate use of the vocabulary introduced in the story: "Establecio su 

consultario medico en Chicago." (He established his medical practice in 

Chicago). The restrictive remarks he made consisted of repetitions of his 

answer or direct reading from the book. He did not use his own language when 

reading from the book to address the question, thus these instances were 

marked as restrictive. During the two small group sessions, Joaquin's 

language was similar to that used in the large group. He provided seven 

elaborate, 21 specific, and no restrictive responses. 

Joaquin code switched four times during the first large group session 

and once during the second. Three of these instances were procedural 
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questions: "Want me to read it?" "Do we put this here?" and "This was easy." 

The fourth instance of code switching was related to the content and was 

provided when the student was helping the teacher with the word "watercolor." 

During the second large group session his code switched statement was also 

procedural: "It (the story) was easy." During the small group sessions, Joaquin 

code switched 11 times, seven were procedural and three were related to the 

content, e.g., "Did she die already?" (referring to a person they had read 

about). Due to the teacher-controlled environment, where the teacher asked 

the questions, most of Joaquin's contributions were responses to the teacher's 

questions in Spanish. The few questions he asked were not related to the 

content. 

When Joaquin read orally, he read with ease and skillfully decoded 

words that seemed unfamiliar to him. He also was observed assisting other 

students with words that they could not read. 

Teacher Interview. Joaquin's language proficiency was reported to be 

"real close to five in both languages. He expresses himself well in both 

languages." The teacher stated that he follows her lead regarding language 

use when responding to a question: "With Joaquin I use Spanish and he'll take 

the Spanish, he won't ask me in English." Joaquin was reportedly reading 

"close to grade level, a bit lower" and "making the transition from the Spanish to 

the English text." 

Case StUdy Questions 

The descriptions provided above will be applied to the questions below 

and patterns will be identified between the inconsistent and consistent 

language of instruction subjects. 
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Question #10. Based on classroom observations, how is language used 

in the classroom by teachers and subjects? 

The subjects followed the teacher's lead regarding language use in the 

classroom. In the large group, the teacher used Spanish and so did the 

subjects for content. If they switched it was primarily for procedural purposes. 

In the small group, the teacher code switched, therefore, the subjects followed. 

These findings corroborate Reyes, et al.'s (1989) results where teachers were 

found to set the pace for code switching with students following the teacher's 

lead. 

The subjects' quality of language did not appear to suffer in the code 

switching environment. On the contrary, the subjects who were in the special 

education room demonstrated their capability to provide expanded responses 

when code switching. 

Question #11. How does information from the observations relate to the 

teacher interviews? 

Much of the data from the observations was corroborated by the 

teachers' reports on the language use and reading achievement of the 

subjects. The regular teacher explained that subjects switched for procedural 

purposes only and this was supported through the observations. The special 

education teacher stated that English was used as necessary when subjects 

did not understand information in Spanish and this was observed. The 

teachers' reports about subjects' reading achievement matched the observed 

fluency of subjects' reading. Those subjects who were reportedly reading at 

grade level read with fluency during the observations and those reported as 

reading below grade level read word for word during the observations. This is 
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understandable since a fifth grade text was used during reading instruction in 

both settings, thus the subjects who were reading below grade level were 

experiencing difficulty reading the text. 

Question #12. Does information gathered from the teacher interviews 

corroborate data gathered from the folders? 

The language proficiency ratings provided by the teachers and the 

scores of the LAS were similar in three of the four cases. The LAS scores for 

the two LD subjects and the nonLD consistent subject were corroborated by 

the teacher. The nonLD inconsistent subject was rated as low in both 

languages by the teachers while his score on the LAS indicated that he was 

proficient in both languages. Based on the observations, it seemed that the 

teachers were more accurate than the LAS. The teacher who was aware of the 

history of language of instruction for two of the subjects corroborated the 

information gained from the files. 

Pattern matchi ng 

Patterns are described for the subjects by consistency for language of 

reading instruction to support the theoretical proposition that subjects' 

continuity for language of instruction affects their language proficiency 

especially as it relates to quality of language used in the classroom which, in 

turn, may influence reading achievement and placement in LD programs. The 

subjects who received inconsistent language of instruction were hypothesized 

to have lower language proficiencies and lower reading achievement than the 

subjects who received consistent language of instruction. This hypothesis was 

supported by the teacher interviews and observations, and in all but one of the 

subjects' language proficiency scores. Table 10 describes the patterns for 
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Pattern Matching for Case Study Subjects with Consistent and Inconsistent Language of Reading 

Instruction 

Group with Consistent 
Language of Instruction 

Language Proficiencies 

Reading Achievement 

Group with Inconsistent 
Language of Instruction 

Langua.ge Proficiencies 

Reading Achievement 

Student Observations 
File Data Large Group Instruction 

BQtb Sl.lbi~Qts 
Both Subjects Spanish 

Eng 5 16% Elaborate 
Span 5 3% Expanded 

770/0 Specific 
3% Restrictive 

NonLD 46 NCE read fluidly 
LD 44NCE without difficu Ity 

Both Subjects 
Spanish 

NonLD Eng 5 0 Elaborate 
Span 5 19% Expanded 

LD Eng 3 81% Specific 
Span 4 0 Restrictive 

NonLD 27 NCE read haltingly 
LD 15NCE difficulty 

decoding words 

Regular Teacher 
Interview 

Both Subjects 
Eng 5 
Span 5 

Both Subjects 
Reading at 
grade level 

Both Subjects 
Between 3 
and 4 in Eng 
and Span 

Both Subjects 
Between 1 st I 
and 2nd grade 

-10. 
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subjects by consistency for language of reading instruction as found in the 

files. The regular classroom teacher's perceptions about the subjects' 

language proficiencies and reading achievement are provided and 

observations of subjects' quality of language and reading fluency during the 

large group instruction are included. 

Language proficiency. The subjects who had received consistent 

language of instruction had scored a five on the LAS on both English and 

Spanish and the regular classroom teacher perceived the LD subject to be 

"pretty good in English" and assigned ratings of five in Spanish and English. 

The teacher gave the nonLD subject a rating of five in both languages. The 

elaborate responses of these subjects were well-developed and they 

appropriately used the vocabulary introduced in the story. 

The nonLD subject who had received inconsistent language of 

instruction had scored a five in both languages on the LAS, yet the regular 

classroom teacher assigned a rating of three to both languages. The LD 

subject scored a three in English and a four in Spanish and the teacher 

concurred with these scores. During the observations, these subjects did not 

provide any elaborate responses. Although summary statements of the stories 

read were provided, the delivery and the vocabulary used were qualitatively 

different than those provided by the subjects who received consistent 

language of instruction, thus were coded as expanded responses. 

Reading achievement The NeE reading score of the nonLD subject 

who had received consistent language of instruction was 46. He was 

observed reading at grade level with fluency and was reported to be reading at 

grade level. The NeE score of the LD subject who received consistent 
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language of instruction was 44 and he was observed reading at grade level 

without difficulty. The teacher reported that he was reading at grade level. The 

subjects who received inconsistent language of instruction, on the other hand, 

tested below grade level in reading and were observed and reported to be 

reading below grade level. The learning disability of the one student is a major 

consideration, yet the interruption of language of instruction in Spanish for both 

subjects may have contributed to the consistently low reading scores and low 

language proficiency in English. 

Special education placement. The subject who had received consistent 

language of instruction was being phased out of the LD program during the 

course of this study. Conversely, the nonLD subject who received 

inconsistent language of instruction was referred for special education 

evaluation as this study terminated. The subject's low reading achievement, 

low language proficiency, and poor language performance as perceived by 

the teacher may have influenced referral for evaluation. The inconsistent 

language of instruction of the LD subject may have contributed to his low 

language proficiency, poor reading achievement, and placement in a learning 

disabilities program. 



CHAPTER V 

Discussion and Implications 
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The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship among 

language of instruction, language proficiency, and reading achievement of 

Hispanic LEP students who were LD and nonLD. The underlying theoretical 

proposition was that language of instruction relates to language proficiency 

and reading achievement which may influence placement in an LD program. 

This chapter discusses the findings and implications of the study. 

Discussion 

Consistency for language of instruction for LD students identified as LEP 

has not been addressed in the literature. Thus, this study covers relatively new 

ground and raises questions for further investigation. File data were used to 

assign ratings to subjects regarding the degree of consistency for language of 

instruction. The underlying assumption was that these data were valid, 

reliable, and complete. At the same time, the limitations associated with using 

such data were acknowledged. 

Large Group Study 

A large group study and case studies of selected subjects were 

conducted, and the data were analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively. The 

results of the quantitative analysis for the large group study indicated no 

differences between the LD and nonLD subjects for degree of consistency for 

language of reading instruction, current English and Spanish language 

proficiencies, and language proficiencies upon school entry. Minimal 

correlations existed among language of instruction, reading achievement, and 

language proficiencies. However, as expected, LD subjects were significantly 
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lower in their reading achievement as determined by the large group study. 

This variable was the only one of those measured that produced differences 

between the two groups. One might imply that reading achievement is the 

major variable of the ones considered in this study used to differentiate LD and 

nonLD students. 

In contrast, the assumption that special education placement is related to 

inconsistency for language of instruction was not upheld in the large group 

study. Consistency for language of instruction in reading was determined by 

examining students' files and noting the language of the reading series used at 

each grade level. Information about the reading series used at particular grade 

levels may not necessarily reflect the language of the classroom. The 

percentage of time spent speaking L 1 and L2, the use of code switching, or the 

use of supplementary reading materials in the language other than that used in 

the reading series are not provided in student files. This method for collecting 

data on the language of reading instruction was acknowledged as a limitation 

at the onset of this study. 

Consistency for language of instruction, as measured in this study, was 

not a good predictor of a child's placement in an LD program even though a 

greater number of LD children had inconsistent histories for language of 

reading instruction than those in the nonLD group. Therefore, it may be 

productive in future studies assess consistency for language of reading 

instruction on an ongoing basis, therefore requiring a longitudinal design. 

Language proficiencies for subjects in the two groups were not 

significantly different. Considering the fact that all subjects entered school as 

LEP and continued to be judged as LEP, the findings may be accurate and a 
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difference may not exist between groups. Conversely, the findings may be 

dependent upon the integrity of the language proficiency measure. The LAS 

(Duncan & DeAvila, 1983) was the primary measure for language proficiency 

and its shortcomings, as described by Merino and Spencer (1983), may have 

resulted in an inaccurate representation of the subjects' actual language 

proficiency. Merino and Spencer reported that the criterion, construct, and 

content validity were not adequate for the English version of the LAS I and II. 

The Spanish version's content validity was determined to be inadequate. In 

addition, the norms were considered to be inappropriate for the LAS I and II, 

both versions, and the lack of comparability between the English and Spanish 

versions of the LAS was a major concern. Finally, a ceiling effect on the LAS 

might have attributed to the similarities between groups. The language 

proficiency scores of a majority of the LD and nonLD subjects had reached the 

ceiling of five in Spanish and many of the subjects had achieved English 

proficiency (4 or 5). The LEP label, however, was not removed due to the 

stipulation of achieving at the 40th percentile on the reading portion of the 

ITBS. 

It should be noted that the newest version of the LAS was not available 

when the proficiencies of some of the subjects in this study were assessed 

initially. Further, the recent assessments of proficiency conducted by school 

district personnel did not include the reading and pragmatic language sections 

of the LAS. Use of these sections of the LAS might have influenced the results 

regarding proficiencies because they portend to assess Cognitive Academic 

Language Proficiency (CALP) as well as Basic Interpersonal Communication 

Skills (BICS) described by Cummins (1980). Any incongruity between a child's 
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tested proficiency and the actual language performance may result in 

inappropriate placements, Le., placing an LEP student in an English classroom 

designed for English speakers or making the transition from L 1 to L2 before the 

student is ready. A further indication that the proficiency measure may not 

have been accurate with regard to CALP is suggested by the findings of the 

case studies. For example, the regular classroom teacher perceived the 

subjects who had histories of inconsistent language of reading instruction as 

having lower proficiencies than indicated by the LAS scores. The classroom 

observations corroborated the teacher's reports. 

The profiles for LD and nonLD groups' language of reading instruction 

and current language proficiencies were similar. This finding is perplexing 

because differences between the two groups were expected. Several factors 

may be related to the lack of differences. Perhaps the sample of subjects 

should have been increased and/or older subjects who had more fully 

completed the transition from Spanish to English should have been added and 

analyzed. Also, the programs in which the subjects partiCipated should be 

considered. The quality of bilingual and bilingual special education programs 

of the schools involved in this study may have contributed to the high scores 

for subjects on the current test of language proficiency, despite both groups' 

low English proficiency upon entry. Current Spanish proficiency also was 

higher than proficiency upon entry for both groups. These findings and 

observations in two classrooms involved in the case studies suggested that 

students were receiving quality instruction. However, the case studies did not 

address instructional quality or such factors suggested for bilingual programs 
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by Tikunoff (1983) as communicating effectively with students, keeping 

students on task, and monitoring progress. 

Reading achievement scores discriminated between the two groups. 

The reading mean score for the nonLD group was significantly higher than the 

mean score for the LD group. However, both groups scored low. The mean 

NeE for the nonLD group was 34 and f~r the LD group was 16. The low scores 

may be related to the fact that the reading measures for half of the subjects 

were administered in English only. The English achievement measure (ITBS) 

was used with 14 of the 30 LD subjects and 16 of the 30 nonLD subjects. 

Subjects who were tested in both languages consistently scored higher on the 

Spanish version. Further, the LD subjects who had received consistent 

language of reading instruction were compared to the LD subjects who had 

received inconsistent language of instruction, and likewise for the nonLD 

subjects. The problem of using an English test to measure reading 

achievement of LEP students may also be evident in the comparison of these 

groups' reading achievement. The scores for the consistent LD and nonLD 

subjects were higher than their counterparts who received inconsistent 

language of instruction, yet resulted in no significant differences. 

Interestingly, all ten of the LEP LD subjects who received inconsistent 

language of instruction were placed in special education within one to two 

years after switching the language of instruction. For example, in Kindergarten 

Jorge was placed in an English classroom with an English LAS score of 2 (see 

Figure 6). The next year, with a Spanish proficiency score of 4, he was 

placed in a Spanish classroom, the next year in English, and the following year 

in a bilingual special education program. A similar pattern occurred with the 
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other nine LD subjects who received inconsistent language of instruction. 

Nine of the subjects were initially placed in English classrooms with English 

proficiency scores of three or less. The switch for language of reading 

instruction varied within one or two years but their L 1 and L2 development was 

nonetheless disrupted. The tenth subject was initially placed in Spanish during 

Kindergarten, in English the following four years, then he was switched to 

Spanish in the fourth year. After four years of instruction in English, this 

subject's scores on the LAS were 3 in English and a 4 in Spanish. The 

subject's home language was Spanish, thus, the Spanish score is an indicator 

that the U\S accesses BICS. During the year the switch occurred, the subject 

was placed in special education. Distinct patterns were not evident for the five 

nonLD subjects who received inconsistent language of instruction. Each 

subject's experience seemed different. For example, two of the five subjects 

started in L 1, switched to L2, then switched back to L 1; one of these subjects' 

L 1 was English according to the LAS. Two other subjects were started in L2, 

one subject spent two consecutive years in the L2 classroom and the other 

subject spent one year. After their time in L2 settings, they were switched to L 1 

where they remained for two years. Patterns, apparent for the LD subjects, did 

not exist for the nonLD subjects. 

A question that arises from this study is the role that psychological 

processing abilities may play in predicting group membership. While reading 

was different for the LD and nonLD groups, other factors were not predictive. 

However, measures of psychological processing were not considered in this 

study nor their relationships with language proficiencies and consistency for 

language of reading instruction. A further study incorporating psychological 
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processing would help determine if the significantly lower reading achievement 

in the LD group is primarily related to processing deficits, language 

proficiencies, and/or histories of instructional methods. 

One of the primary principles of language acquisition is that 

comprehension precedes production (Krashen,1981). Subjects might have 

been placed in special education programs after receiving inconsistent 

language of reading instruction due to problems with comprehension and/or 

production after two years in English and one year in Spanish, or one year in 

English and one year in Spanish. This inconsistent pattern of instruction 

produces gaps in learning and hinders students' development of both 

languages. Concepts may need to be retaught since comprehension may not 

have been attained at the initial presentation; thus the students' learning 

appears delayed as suggested by observation of subjects' performance in the 

case study findings discussed below. 

Case Studies 

The case studies provided another perspective on the data. The 

patterns that emerged during the qualitative analysis highlighted differences 

between subjects who had received consistent and inconsistent language of 

instruction for reading. Two LD and two nonLD subjects in the same bilingual 

classroom were selected on the basis of degree of consistency for language of 

reading instruction; therefore, one LD subject had received consistent 

language of instruction in reading and the other received inconsistent 

language of instruction in reading, likewise for the nonLD subjects. The file 

data on language proficiency obtained for the subjects with consistent 

language of instruction in reading were corroborated during the teacher 
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interviews. These subjects' language proficiency scores on the LAS indicated 

proficiency in both English and Spanish; the teacher rated the subjects' 

English and Spanish proficiency as a 5. On the other hand, the LAS indicated 

that the LD subject who had received inconsistent language of instruction in 

reading was functional in English and proficient in Spanish, whereas the LAS 

of the nonLD subject with inconsistent language of instruction showed 

proficient scores in both languages. However, the regular and special 

education teachers rated the language proficiencies of the subjects who had 

received inconsistent language of instruction in reading between 3 and 4 in 

both languages. 

The LD and nonLD subjects who received inconsistent language of 

instruction in reading also were reported by the regular classroom teacher and 

observed by the investigator as experiencing difficulty with the comprehension 

and expression of both English and Spanish. Both subjects were sent to the 

resource room for additional help in reading. In this setting, the nonLD subject 

was observed inserting words while searching for the correct word: "EI, el 

como se llama, el smell" [The, the, what's it called, the smell]. The LD subject 

was relatively quiet compared to the other target subjects. Yet, when he spoke 

he also inserted words: "Que el estado esta lIamado, que es, Franklin." [That 

the state is named, what is it, Franklin]. This behavior was not observed of the 

consistent subjects. 

Qualitative differences of language use by the subjects in each group 

(consistent and inconsistent instruction in reading) while in the bilingual 

classroom also were noted. The expressive facility and the richness of 

interactions were notably different among the four subjects. Even though all 
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four subjects demonstrated their ability to provide summary statements, the 

quality of those statements differed in terms of the length of the sentences, the 

vocabulary, and delivery. A summary statement, coded as elaborate, 

provided by the LD subject who received consistent language of instruction 

was: "Que al fin quedaron empatados porque el panadero recibfo las monedas 

y el senor oHa el aroma." [At the conclusion, the baker and the man received 

equitable treatment because the baker received payment and the man smelled 

the aroma]. The word "empatado" is a complex term which is used in the 

appropriate context by this subject. The summary statement, coded as 

expanded, of the nonLD subject who received inconsistent language of 

instruction was "Aquf en 1788 fue el ano que [~.] (Ie) pusieron Franklin y 

luego ~.] (Ie) pusieron Tennessee." [Here in 1788 was the year when they 

"put" Franklin and then "put" Tennessee]. The subject omitted the article Ie 

before pusieron, therefore making the sentence awkward. The LD subject who 

had received inconsistent language of instruction attempted to use vocabulary 

words presented in the story but had difficulty and used incorrect gender for 

articles: "EI juez porque el fue el que resclamo ~.] (resolvfo) la [~.] (el) 

problema" [The judge was the one (who gained something) because he's the 

one who solved the problem]. This subject's response to the question was 

incorrect and when challenged by another student, he referred to the picture 

rather than to the written text. 

Quantitative differences of subjects' interactions were observed during 

large and small group instruction. The regular teacher's philosophy of 

choosing "good language and reading models" during large group instruction 

contributed to this difference in quantity. A select group of students, among 
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them the subjects with consistent language of instruction, were called upon 

frequently to answer questions and read orally. The subjects with inconsistent 

language of instruction were perceived as poor language models, thus seldom 

called upon. The teacher's intent during small group instruction was to ensure 

comprehension among students; therefore, each student had an opportunity to 

contribute. The subjects with consistent language of instruction made fewer 

contributions during the small group instruction than they did during large 

group instruction. The subjects who received inconsistent language of 
, 

instruction were in the resource room during small group instruction. The 

special education teacher encouraged students to interact with her and each 

other without turn-taking constraints. Therefore, the subjects with inconsistent 

language of instruction provided more responses during small group instruction 

than they did during large group instruction. 

Another difference noted between the two groups (inconsistent and 

consistent instruction in reading) was the transition to L2. Thonis (1981), 

Cummins (1981), and 8aca and Cervantes (1989) addressed the transfer of 

skills from L 1 to L2 by students who attain concepts in their L 1. In addition, 

Cummins (1980) asserted that five to seven years of instruction in L 1 provides 

a smoother transition to L2 literacy learning. After five years of reading 

instruction in L 1, the nonLD subject with consistent language of reading 

instruction was making the transfer in reading from L 1 to English without 

difficulty as reported by the classroom teacher. The LD subject who had 

received consistent language of reading instruction was checking out books in 

English from the library and was reportedly speaking English well, though he 

did not use it during content area instruction. As described above, the subjects 
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experiencing difficulty with L 1 and not ready for transition to L2. 
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It is clear from the case study analysis that language of instruction was 

different for the subjects and that those experiences seemingly influenced 

subjects' language use. Huerta-Macias (1983) found that immersing an 

individual in particular language environments influences that person's 

language. That phenomenon may be applied to this situation. The natural 

order of L2 acquisition and L 1 development was interrupted for the subjects 

who received inconsistent language of instruction; therefore, their language 

experiences may impact their comprehension of both languages. A classic 

example of a comprehension problem involved an incident in the resource 

room where the special education teacher elaborated on the statehood of 

Tennessee. The students had just read a passage about Tennessee and how it 

was initially named Franklin after Benjamin Franklin. They were working on an 

item from the workbook that asked who changed the name from Franklin to 

Tennesse when they encountered difficulty. The teacher proceeded to explain 

to the students in Spanish that the people "indigena" (indigenous) to that area 

changed the name to Tennessee after four years of carrying the name of 

Franklin. They didn't seem to understand and she switched to L2; they had 

difficulty comprehending that "indigena" in Spanish meant "people from that 

area" as the teacher described in English. When they returned to read the text, 

they did not comprehend the passage. It seemed like a problem with 

comprehension of vocabulary. Their lack of mastery in either language and 

their limited reading abilities hindered their understanding of a simple concept. 

Finally, in his exasperation, the nonLD subject with inconsistent language of 
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instruction candidly stated, "We're all confused, Miss." This incident provides 

a more comprehensive view of the relationship among language of instruction, 

language proficiency, and reading. 

The results of the case study analysis also highlight the importance of 

teachers' language use in bilingual classrooms. Tikunoff (1983) described a 

significant bilingual instructional feature which involved the teacher using both 

languages effectively to clarify meaning for students. The special education 

teacher code switched when she observed the st:Jdents grappling with words, 

and the students were capable of effectively communicating their intent. In the 

code switching environment, the two subjects who received inconsistent 

language of instruction in reading frequently code switched for procedural and 

content-related purposes. All four subjects in the non-code switching 

environment (the regular classroom) only code switched 11 times, primarily for 

procedural purpose during the two hours of large group instruction in the 

regular classroom. The findings of these data corroborate those of Reyes, et al. 

(1989), where teachers in bilingual special education classrooms code 

switched, thus encouraging students to code switch which facilitated their 

communication. 

Code switching proved to be a resource for the students in the resource 

room as they seemed to switch for lack of a word. The special education 

teacher's report about subjects' use of code switching confirmed this 

observation. She stated that subjects switched when they "cannot find the 

word." Therefore, the subjects who were in a context that encouraged code 

switching benefitted from the use of the dual languages because they could 

express themselves in either language when they fell short in either. Poplack's 
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(1982) findings about fluent bilinguals code switching more than nonfluent 

bilinguals are not supported in this study. Those subjects who were reportedly 

not proficient in either language, as well as those who were proficient, were 

capable of code switching, without violating grammatical structures regardless 

of their lack of fluency in both languages. Poplack's study was conducted in a 

natural context, whereas this study was conducted in a classroom 

environment. Therefore, the findings may be related to the context in which 

language was observed. 

Implications 

The results of this study have pedagogical and research implications. 

Pedagogical Implications 

As an educator in both regular and special education classrooms, the 

researcher had noted a trend in classifying LEP Hispanic students as LD. This 

classification often times occurred after a history of inconsistent language of 

instruction. Theoretically, these students would have experienced gaps in 

language learning which may have contributed to their difficulty in the 

classroom. Therefore,-the assumption was formulated that inconsistent 

language of instruction relates to students' difficulties which may be associated 

with learning disabilities. However, the large group study did not support this 

hypothesis. This speaks clearly to the need for educators and administrators to 

examine their assumptions based on conclusions from random observations 

only. Systematic examination of perceived trends should be conducted to 

verify perceived outcomes. 

In addition, the assumptions about students' language use should not be 

the basis for classifying students' as slow or delayed learners. Their language 
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may simply be a reflection of their experiences in "bilingual" classrooms. As 

advocates for students, educators, as well as administrators, should be aware 

of and consider the history of students' educational experiences. This 

consideration could provide insight to the child's experiences and enable 

decisionmakers to advocate for students rather than legitimize their disability 

(Cummins, 1989). 

This study also holds pedagogical implications for teacher's use of 

language. Specifically this study provides further support for the pedagogical 

principle that effective use of code switching by the teacher encourages 

students to code switch. The opportunity for expressive facility provided to 

students in code switching environments should be incorporated into teachers' 

language in the classroom to minimize communication breakdown. The use of 

code switching empowers students through a pedagogical technique that does 

not require restructuring the environment. Teachers who code switch and 

adapt their language to the students in the classroom enable comprehension 

and participation. 

Research Implications 

Replicating this study and extending the number of variables examined 

is strongly recommended. Inclusion of the data pieces that were not 

investigated, such as information on students' underlying psychological 

processes and behavioral observations of performance in the classroom, 

should be considered. Using a more comprehensive approach for measuring 

language proficiencies is also recommended. In this way, the differences of 

LEP LD and nonLD students would be clear. Quality of language of instruction 

in reading or across the school day can not be evaluated retrospectively; 
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therefore, a longitudinal study involving careful documentation of the quality 

and consistency for language of instruction would provide more reliable data 

that represent students' actual experiences. The limitations of a retrospective 

study in which historical information may be missing would be reduced. 

Similar questions were posited in the large group study and case studies 

regarding the relationship among consistency for language of instruction, 

reading achievement, and language proficiencies. However, the use of file 

data may have contributed to the lack of significance in the large study. The 

use of the LAS with its shortcomings for accessing CALP and an English 

version of a standardized reading achievement test with LEP subjects may 

have influenced the outcome of the large group study. The case studies 

pursued the questions indepth and provided another perspective to the data. 

This supports the use of dual methodologies in which data are analyzed 

statistically as discrete variables as well as with a contextualized, qualitative 

approach. 

The subjects' language as measured during classroom observations for 

the case studies was different between the groups of subjects who received 

inconsistent and consistent language of instruction in reading. Further 

research exploring the concept of communicative competence (Canale & 

Swain, 1986) as an alternative measure for language proficiency would 

enhance the field of bilingual education as well as bilingual special education, 

thus adding another dimension to language proficiency assessment measures 

as they presently exist. 
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"Specific learning disability" means a disorder in one or more of the 
basic psychological processes involved in understanding or in using 
language, spoken or written, which may manifest itself in an imperfect ability to 
listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do mathematical calculations. The 
term includes such conditions as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal 
brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia. The term does not 
include children who have learning problems which are primarily the result of 
visual, hearing, or motor handicaps, of mental retardation, or emotional 
disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage. (USOE, 
1977 "p.6S083) 

State 
"Learning disabled" means a child with a disorder in one or more of the 

basic psychological processes involved in understanding or in using 
language, spoken or written, which may manifest itself in an imperfect ability to 
listen, think, speak, read, write, spell or to do mathematical calculations .. The 
term includes such conditions as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal 
brain dysfunction, dyslexia and developmental aphasia. The term does not 
include children who have learning problems which are primarily the result of 
visual, hearing or motor handicaps, mental retardation or environmental; 
cultural or economic disadvantage. (Arizona Revised Statutes 1S-1 013) 

EXCLUSIONS: 
The student must have a learning problem that is not primarily due to the 

physical, psychological, and environmental correlates that underlie learning. 
The student must have had an opportunity to learn. The learning problem can 
not be the result of a "teaching disability". In other words the student's learning 
problem in not due to mental retardation, auditory or visual impairments, 
emotional disturbance and/or lack of an opportunity to learn. 

Difficulty in writing, speaking, or understanding the English language 
primarily due to an environmental background wherein a language other than 
Standard English is spoken predominantly or exclusively shall not be 
considered a sufficient handicap to require Special Education. 
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Educational Disadvantage means a condition which has limited a child's 
opportunity for educational experience resulting in a non-handicapped child 
achieving less than a normal level of learning development. 

Some examples of factors that could contribute to educational 
disadvantage and/or represent exclusionary factors include: 

A. Limited opportunity to learn due to: 
1) frequent school, teacher, or classroom changes;2) a teaching style 
that differs significantly from a child's learning style; 3) differences in 
academic and social expectations/requirements when a child moves 
from school to school, state to state, etc.; and 4) incomplete progress 
through the educational sequence due to moving or frequent absences 
that have resulted in a child's missing parts of a grade. 

B. Environmental interferences such as: 
1) reactions to specific conditions in the classroom, school or 
neighborhood; 2) present or past pervasive neglect due to adult 
incompetence (parental substance abuse, mental disorders); 3) present 
or past physical, sexual, or psychological abuse; and 4) economic 
stress. 

C. Language factors such as: 
1) language discrepancy between classroom instruction and home 
environment; and 2) a non-verbal household environment. 

D. Medical factors such as: 
1 )chronic conditions that cause a child to intermittently miss a significant 
number of days which is enough to interfere with learning while not 
being enough to qualify for homebound instruction )ex. rheumatoid 
arthritis, hemophilia); 2) nutritional or dietary deficiencies or influences; 
3) conditions that might result in fatigue or lethargy which could interfere 
with a child's ability to concentrate )ex.hypothyroidism, anemia). 

CRITERIA: 

In order for a student to be considered as Learning Disabled and eligible 
for Special Education services the following criteria will be considered 
according to the severity, significance and persistence of the presenting 
problem(s) as related to: 

1) discrepancy between inteilectual ability and actual achievement 
(performance) 
2) information processing abilities and disabilities. 
3) elimination of exclusionary factois. 
4) the need for Special Eduction services that are required because the 
student cannot learn through ordinary methods of instruction. (This need 
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will be validated by the Child Study Team who have already assisted in 
designing instructional adaptations for the regular classroom}. 

COMPONENTS: 

Intellectual Ability 
To be considered learning disabled a student's intellectual functioning 

should be at or above - 1.00 Standard deviation on a Standardized individual 
intelligence test. This criterion thus excludes the student whose primary 
learning problem is due to mental retardation. 

A comprehensive intellectual evaluation should be conducted. It is 
recommended that the global or full scale score be used in determining a 
child;s current intellectual functioning. 

In cases where language differences or severe perceptual deficits are a 
factor, these requirements may need to be adjusted. A child whose I.Q. score 
falls below - 1.00 standard deviation may still be considered for learning 
disabilities placement when factors such as these have clearly depressed the 
overall score. If alternative procedures are used to determine intellectual 
potential, they need to be described in detail. Clin:cal interpretation of these 
factors will need to be carefully delineated. It must be remembered that 
isolated subtest scores should not be a sale basis for determining intellectual 
ability. 

It is important to know that no one measure may be the sole criterion for 
making a decision. A child may not be screened out of consideration for 
learning disabilities placement based solely on I.Q. results. 

A student's academic functioning should be measured against 
intellectual functioning, not chronological age. This procedure may serve to 
identify the gifted student who is performing only at grade level, or exclude the 
slow learner. 

Academic Achievement 
The student must evidence a significant discrepancy between 

achievement and intellectual ability in one or more of the following areas: 
Oral Expression 
Listening Comprehension 
Written Expression 
Basic Readi ng Ski II 
Reading Comprehension 
Mathematics Calculation 

Mathematics Reasoning 

A significant discrepancy between ability and performance must be 
present. Some guidelines suggest functioning at or below 50% expected 
achievement level in relation to ability and age. Where standard scores are 
used, a significant deviation would be at least -1.5 S.D. from Mean (stanine 2). 

The determination of an academic deficit is based on the student's 
expected ability. As measured by standardized achievement test (s) the 
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resultant score(s) generally would be in the lower 10-20th percentile in one or 
more of the following areas: reading, writing, arithmetic, spelling, and/or 
prerequisite skills in pre-academics. An academic deficit should also be 
apparent in classroom performance. This should be noted in the classroom 
observation and/or by work samples. 

In order to account for the effects of age on academic functioning, each 
end of the age/grade continuum must be considered. For example at the 
kindergarten level a child functioning academically 6 months below his age 
peers may be considered to have a significant performance discrepancy. At 
the senior high school level generally an academic discrepancy may be 3 or 
more years below grade level or at the 6th grade level. 

Process Skills 
A studant must evidence a deficit in one or more of the psychological 

processes. A process deficit is based on the student's unique pattern of 
abilities and disabilities and the discrepancies therein in the essential learning 
processes of perception, integration and expression. Deficits are identified on 
the basis of a student's resultant score(s) on test(s) that assess basic 
psychological processes and academic readiness skills. In general, the 
student will obtain a score more than -1.5 standard deviations below the test 
mean on one or more of the subtests. 

A severe process deficit also may be considered with resultant score(s) 
of less than -2 standard deviations in one area, or -1.5 standard deviations in 
there or more areas that measure the following basic psychological processes: 

a) visual, b) auditory, c) haptic, d) receptive or expressive language 
and e) sensory integration. Where age scores are used, the child's scores 
must be compared to the child's mental age. 

The criteria for a severe processing deficit should result in a variant 
profile of test scores, evidencing a pattern of strength and weakness. Normally 
the profile of the slow learner will be flat and there will be no evidence of a 
severe discrepancy between abilities and disabilities. 

PERSISTENCE: 

The student must evidence a history of school problems related to 
expected achievement. Academic strengths as well as weaknesses must be 
consistently present. The student may have had a recent experience that 
results in a persistent problems, such as: head injury, paralysis, seizures. The 
presence of these physical factors mayor may not be related to a subsequent 
learning disability. 

EVALUATION: 

Evaluation procedures require the involvement of a multidisciplinary 
team. This team must include a) the student's regular teacher or a qualified 
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replacement if the student does not have a regular teacher, b) for preschool 
children, an individual qualified by the state educational agency to teach a 
preschool child, and c) at least one individual qualified to conduct individual 
diagnostic examinations of students (e.g., school psychologist, speech 
language pathologist, learning disabilities specialist). Other support service 
specialists may be involved on an as needed basis. 

The intellectual ability components is assessed by the school 
psychologist through the administration of standardized individual tests of 
intellectual/cognitive ability. Prior to this evaluation, screening instruments 
and group intelligence test results from student records may be 
administered/reviewed as indicators of overall ability. The school psychologist 
may additionally utilize measures of personality, behavior and data from 
classroom observations to develop a comprehensive psychological evaluation 
of the student. 

The academic component is assessed by administering standardized 
achievement tests in the following areas: reading, writing, arithmetic, spelling, 
and preacademic skills. Selected achievement tests are listed in Appendix C. 
Generally these tests compare on individual's score with that of the 
standardization group of the test, thus identifying those below the norm. Scores 
are reported in a variety of ways (e.g., grade level, age level, percentile, 
stanine, and scale score). 

The process components is covered in standardized test" criterion 
referenced assessments, and informal teaching probes that reveal diagnostic 
data-about processing in the following areas: 

1. Visual: perceptual (discrimination and closure) memory, 
association ,reception. 

2. Auditory: perception(discrimination and 
closure),memory,association and reception. 

3. Haptic: tactile, kinesthetic. 
4. Sensory-integration: visual-motor, auditory-vocal, visual-auditory 

(vocal). 

Test scores generally include age-equivalent scores, critical cut-off 
scores, scaled scores, and percentiles. Selected tests are listed in Appendix 
C. No student shall be placed exclusively on the basis of a single 
score/measure. Correlated findings within and between subtests and varying 
instruments are necessary to support the presence of a learning disability. 

LD Evaluation Outside TUSD 

Students may be taken by their parents for evaluation outside TUSD. It is 
then the responsibility of the TUSD psychologist and Special Education 
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Representative to review these evaluations in order to determine if the following 
measures are followed: 

1 . The evaluation must be done by on appropriate professional. The 
professionals making the psychological and educational evaluations must hold 
the same credentials as the TUSD staff that would be assigned to evaluate the 
student. 

2. The evaluation should be current and must pertain to the student's 
current educational needs. 

3. The evaluation mus provide information which adequately justifies 
the need for LD placement. 

Since the TUSD psychologist and school team will serve as reviewers 
they must receive a written report or written documentation of such evaluation 
prior to the time of the student's placement staffing conference. No placement 
can be made without this review. An oral statement from the outside evaluator 
is nor sufficient. The evaluative data supplied by the outside evaluators must 
be sufficient to permit reviewers to 1) fulfill their legal responsibilities and 2) 
ensure that the evaluation has been conducted and Special Education 
placement will be in accordance with the recommendations of the evaluator, 
and 3} that the district criteria for placement have been met. The TUSD 
reviews may 1} accept the outside evaluation and recommend placement, or 2) 
request further evaluation by appropriate TUSD staff before making a 
recommendation for or against placement. 

PLACEMENT: 

Following the evaluation of the student a professional conference will be 
held to determine the presence of a learning disability and need for a 
specialized instructional program. If the multidisciplinary team consensus is 
that the student needs meet the above criteria of severity and discrepancy he 
may be considered eligible for placement. Once this eligibility is established, 
placement in the least restrictive environment must be considered. Parents will 
then be invited to a multidisciplinary staffing conference, at which time a 
Special Education placement will be offered to the student. Placement will then 
occur only if the parent/guardian consents to placement. 

Special Educational placement options for the learning disabled include: 
Regular class with consultant help to classroom teacher. 
Regular class/resource room. 
Extended resource room. 
Self-contained LD class. 
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The intensity of services must be matched to student need. Only the 
most severely involved student should be considered for a self-contained 
placement. Prior to being placed in a self-contained program a student should 
generally be kept within the mainstream and first be placed in a resource 
program. 

If related services are considered necessary for the student to benefit 
from Special Education, these services must be incorporated into the total 
program plan as necessary for each placement option. 

TERMINATION: 

Termination of services may be considered when the need for Special 
Education is no longer in evidence. Such a determination will be made in a 
review staffing on or before the time of the annual review of the IEP. 

If a student has progressed to within 75% of this potential or expected 
range of academic achievement, placement must be reviewed and services 
~ be considered for termination. When a student's achievement has 
progressed above the 80-85% level in an academic area that once had been 
considered deficit, as compared to his potential, the termination of placement 
must be considered. 

If the review testing indicates that the process deficits have been 
remediated, but academic progress is not commensurate with the measured 
change in process abilities, the student should be dropped from the roles of 
Special Education and referred for basic remedial education. 
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APPENDIX B 

FILE DATA FORM 
Student Name _________ _ Gender: M F 
1.0. ____ _ DOB ___ Place of Birth ______ _ 

Home Language Survey 
language learned to speak ___ _ 

language spoken by student ___ _ 
language spoken at home ____ _ 

Language of instruction rating ____ _ 

IEP objectives 
Reading 

Language 
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File Data Form 

Special education 
1.0. _____ _ 

Language proficiency date ____ Spanish ___ English __ 

Referral 
Date ____ _ Age ______ _ 

Reason(s) 

Assessment 
Test administered Date 

Placement 
Date ___ _ 

Primary Handicap _______ _ 

Secondary Handicap _______ _ 
Related Services ____________ _ 

Amount of time _________ _ 
School ________ __ 

Strengths 

Weaknesses (processing deficit auditory/visual) 
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APPENDIX C 

TEACHER INTERVIEW 

Teacher's Name _______ _ 
Student's Name _______ _ 
School -------

1. What approach do you use for teaching reading (e.g., sight words, 
phonics)? 

2. Describe how your students are grouped for reading (if grouped). 

3. How many reading groups do you have? 

4. At what levels are your students reading? 

5. Name the reading series used in your classroom. 

6. How do you determine if students should be taught in English or Spanish? 

7. How do you teach to a class of students with varying language 
proficiencies? 

8. What strategies do you use when students experience difficulty 
understanding concepts? 

9. What language should be used to teach limited English proficient and non
English speaking students? Why? 

10. Do you ever start speaking in one language and switch to the other? 
Describe such situations. 

11. What percentage of time do you teach in English? 
in Spanish? 
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Teacher Interview 

12. Please check the appropriate box regarding the language used for each 
area. 

English Spanish 

Phonics Instruction 

Oral reading 

vocabulary words 

Oral readi ng by teacher 
(story time) 

Numbers (counting) 

Number words 

Math concepts (processes) 

Math labels 

Color words 

Spelling 

Journal writing 

Science 

Social Studies 

Classroom Manaaement 

13. When you send correspondence home, what language do you use? 

14. What language do you speak when addressing: 
aide ____ _ 
other teachers ____ _ 
admi nistrators -----

15. What language do you use when addressing (child)? 

16. What language does the child use when addressing: 
teacher aide ____ _ 
peers ___ _ 



135 

Teacher Interview 

17. When the child entered your classroom was s/he proficient in English? 
Spanish? 

18. Do you consider the child to be proficient in English? Spanish? 

19. Does the child seem to have difficulties expressing him/herself in either 
language? 

20. What language does the child read? 

21. How well does the child seem to comprehend what is read? 

22. At what grade level is the child currently reading? 
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