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Abstract 

 The current high pace of immigration to the United States during the last decades 

has brought complex challenges to public schools that now are serving a growing 

immigrant student population that most likely have not yet developed their English 

language proficiency well enough to benefit from receiving academic instruction in 

English and ultimately are classified as English language learners (ELLs). Historically, 

ELLs score below proficient levels in reading and math assessments, and have higher 

dropout rates. Projections made by Passel (2011) indicate that by the year 2050, 

immigrant students will make up about one-third of more than 100 million U.S. children.  

The purpose of study was to examine and describe reported perspectives, 

priorities, and behaviors of successful and unsuccessful principals that lead Title I 

schools with ELLs. Specifically, the study described principals’ reported approaches to 

delegate instructional responsibilities affecting the education of ELLs, the strategies 

employed to involve parents of ELLs, the manner in which they prioritize the steps 

needed to obtain academic success with ELLs and their personal perspectives regarding 

the successful education of ELLs.  

This qualitative study utilized a purposeful sampling strategy to select the eight 

school principals that were interviewed. The participants were divided in two groups. 

One group included four elementary principals with higher academic growth in reading 

and math between the years 2013 and 2014 according to the TAPR reports published by 
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TEA. Another group comprised four elementary principals whose academic growth in 

reading and math was lower during the same period. A semi-structured interview was 

used to collect data from the elementary school principals participating. The interviews 

were recorded and transcribed. From their information nine common themes between 

both groups of principals were developed. The responses from the group of school 

principals with lower academic growth allowed two more thematic categories to emerge.  

 The findings suggest that both groups of principals perform similar leadership 

practices to delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success of 

ELLs. They also utilized comparable strategies to involve parents of ELLs. These 

principals used equivalent data sources to make instructional decisions regarding ELLs 

and to determine staff developments needed by teachers of ELLs. Further research is 

necessary in order to determine the difference in academic performance of Title I schools 

with ELLs.
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

Introduction 

The current high pace of immigration to the United States during the last three 

decades has created a series of complex challenges to public schools that now are serving 

a growing student population with widely diverse backgrounds and whose special 

English language acquisition needs must be met to ensure their academic success (Garcia, 

2012). These immigrant students most likely have not yet developed their English 

language proficiency well enough to benefit from receiving academic instruction 

exclusively in the English language and ultimately are classified as English language 

learners (ELLs) (Garcia, Jensen, & Scribner, 2009).  

According to Garcia (2012), school principals have an exclusive set of challenges 

leading schools with high percentages of ELLs since this particular group of students 

need to develop their academic language in English while simultaneously they try to 

master the content knowledge of their grade level curriculum. Other circumstances that 

complicate the educational process of ELLs include the following: high levels of ELLs 

come from low-income families, ELLs tend to be educated in segregated schools with 

high student enrollments, and ELLs also attend schools that underperform in state 

standardized tests (Fry, 2008). Fry (2008) states that the public schools in which ELLs 

are enrolled have a higher likelihood to be designated as Title I schools.  

An additional challenge that school principals face, in schools with high 

percentages of ELLs, is to comply with the “adequate yearly progress” (AYP) goals that 

the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation of 2001 has imposed to all districts and 
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schools receiving Title I funds. The NCLB goal is for all students to reach the proficient 

level in reading/language arts and mathematics tests by the 2013-2014 school year. In 

spite of the intention of the NCLB law to close the achievement gap between all the 

student subgroups, Hemphill, Vanneman, and Rahman (2011) report that from 1990 to 

2009, the achievement gap in mathematics between Hispanic ELLs and White students in 

both fourth and eighth grades has remained unaffected. For example, the achievement 

gap reported for fourth graders between these two student groups from 2007 to 2009 

stays at 21 points (Hemphill, Vanneman, & Rahman, 2011). 

Several scholars have researched different ways to improve the academic 

achievement of all students and consequently assist in closing the achievement gap 

between student subgroups. For instance, Marzano, Waters and McNulty (2005) 

conducted a meta-analysis that indicates that the leadership that school principals provide 

may have a significant impact on student academic achievement. These authors also 

claim that the findings of this study provide guidance for school principals. Marzano et 

al. (2005) identified 21 categories of behaviors that they refer to as ‘responsibilities’ of 

school principals. These leadership responsibilities include: affirmation, change agent, 

contingent rewards, communication, culture, discipline, flexibility, focus, ideals/beliefs, 

input, intellectual stimulation, involvement in curriculum, instruction and assessment, 

knowledge of curriculum, instruction and assessment, monitoring/evaluating, optimizer, 

order, outreach, relationships, resources, situational awareness, and visibility.  

Title I elementary schools with high enrollments of ELLs in a large suburban 

school district in southeast Texas show different levels of progress as measured by their 

reading and math state test scores in the last two years. In order to improve the 
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performance of the lowest performing Title I school with ELLs in this school district, it is 

necessary to examine what best leadership practices successful Title I elementary school 

principals are implementing at their campuses that positively influence student academic 

achievement. This study will examine the leadership practices performed by principals 

who lead Title I elementary schools with ELLs and that obtained higher academic 

progress in the STAAR state tests in reading and math in comparison to principals who 

lead Title I elementary schools with ELLs with lower academic progress in the reading 

and math STAAR test scores in a large suburban school district.   

Background of the Problem 

High levels of immigration to the United States during recent decades have 

created a student body in schools with diverse backgrounds and consequently special 

needs that school districts must fulfill. Garcia (2012) notes that the immigration trend in 

the last three decades has brought a multiplicity of unanticipated challenges for the 

educational system in the United States. According to Hernandez & Napierala (2012), 

these immigrants come to the U.S. inspired by the promise of the American Dream. They 

abandon their country of origin in pursuit for a better life not only for themselves, but 

also for their children (Hernandez & Napierala, 2012). During the 1980s and 1990s 

approximately 24 to 26 million immigrants entered the U.S. (Capps et al., 2005). 

According to Capps et al. (2005), during the period 2000-2004, the foreign born 

population has consistently increased at a rate of over one million per year since 

immigrants keep arriving in the United States at a sustained high pace. These immigrants 

come to the U.S. from all over the world, and especially from Spanish speaking countries. 

The data provided by Capps et al. (2005), indicate that in 2000, about 40% of children in 
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immigrant families had origins in Mexico, 17 % were from Latin America and the 

Caribbean, but only 17% were immigrants from other regions such as Europe, Canada, 

and Oceania. This information points out a dramatic change from 1910 when 97% of 

immigrant children’s families came from Europe or Canada (Hernandez, Denton, & 

Macartney, 2008). Capps et al. (2005) indicate that 76% of all ELLs speak the Spanish 

language. The population of children in immigrant families is growing at a faster rate 

than any other group of children in the US (Hernandez et al., 2008).  Hernandez and 

Napierala (2012) stated that currently children in immigrant families represent about 

25%, or 18.4 million, of the total school age children. Passel (2011) projects that by the 

year 2050 the immigrant youth will make up one-third of more than one 100 million U.S. 

children. In his projections, Passel predicts that the share of non-Hispanic white children 

will drop to 40%, while that of Hispanic children will increase to around one-third 

(Passel, 2011). This will greatly impact the educational system because most of these 

children will likely require ELL services (Fry, 2008). However, not all children in 

immigrant families are designated ELLs. Batalova and McHugh (2010) indicated that in 

the 2007-2008 academic year 5.3 million children were ELLs out of the 49.9 million 

students enrolled in U.S. public schools. In the school year 2012-2013, ELLs accounted 

for 9.2% of the total enrollment in U.S. schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2015). 

Statement of the Problem 

According to Fry (2008), students designated as ELLs tend to go to schools that 

obtain low standardized test scores, have higher student enrollment, and high levels of 

students living in or near poverty. Furthermore, 70% of ELLs in the U.S. are being 

educated in about 5000 elementary schools, which is approximately 10% of the country’s 
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elementary schools (Fry, 2008). ELLs who took assessments in both reading and math 

scored below proficiency levels (Fry, 2008). Moreover, the gaps with other major 

racial/ethnic groups widen from elementary grades to eight grade (Fry, 2008). Abedi and 

Dietel (2004) report that ELLs receive lower grades in school and have higher dropout 

rates than other students. Garcia (2012) notes that on the California Standards Test in 

English language arts, only 39% of ELLs scored at the proficient level compared to 61% 

of English monolingual students. This achievement gap almost doubles from 22% to 42% 

by the time ELLs are in eleventh grade because only 5% of them score at the proficient 

level on this test while the English only students achieve 47% (Garcia, 2012). According 

to Jensen (2008), social and economic factors must be taken into consideration, in 

addition to language, as factors for the gap between ELLs and English proficient 

students. The achievement gap exhibited by ELLs is also caused by several out of school 

factors such as parent education levels, family income, parent English language 

proficiency, mother’s marital status at the time of birth and single versus dual parents’ 

home (The National Center for Education Statistics, 1995). ELLs represent an additional 

challenge to schools because on average they display three out of these five risk factors at 

more elevated rates than native English speakers; therefore, ELLs are in general at greater 

risk for academic underachievement (Hernandez et al., 2008). 

The Texas Education Agency (TEA) (2015) published in its Texas English 

Language Learners Portal that the number of ELLs in Texas public schools has risen 

steadily during the past decade from about 570,000 in 2001 to more than 949,000. TEA 

states that ELLs are a diverse group of students who speak over 120 languages. TEA 

(2015) reported through the Texas English Language Learners Portal that in 2014-2015 
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the following language backgrounds of ELLs: 90 % speak Spanish, 1.69% speak 

Vietnamese, 0.98% speak Arabic, 0.45% speak Urdu, 0.42% speak Mandarin Chinese, 

and 0.34% speak Burmese. The Texas Education Agency (2010) declares that ELLs in 

the state of Texas will be served in either bilingual education programs or English as a 

second language (ESL) programs in order to meet their second language acquisition 

needs. The goal that TEA sets for the bilingual program in Texas is to develop literacy 

and academic skills in the student’s first language and English. For the ESL programs, 

the goal is to integrate English language instruction with the academic instruction 

provided in English.  

 Serving the educational needs of ELLs has become a challenging task, especially 

as educators struggle with rigorous assessment and accountability measures and closing 

the achievement gap (Quezada, Lindsey, & Lindsey, 2013). Garcia (2012) indicates that 

the state of unsustainability, in addition to ELLs achievement gap, has now reached a 

crisis level in the country. This achievement gap between ELLs and other ethnic groups 

in standardized tests is a major concern that requires addressing by educational leaders. 

Therefore, it is timely to examine what leadership practices employed by school 

principals of Title I elementary schools, in one suburban school district in southeast 

Texas, produce the best academic results as measured by the academic progress 

demonstrated from the year 2013 to the year 2014 in the STAAR tests. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to examine and describe what leadership practices, 

principals who lead Title I elementary schools with ELLs with higher academic progress 

in the STAAR state test in reading and math report they perform in comparison to 
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principals who lead Title I elementary schools with ELLs with lower academic progress 

in the reading and math state test scores in a large suburban school district. Specifically, 

the study will examine and describe issues such as their reported approaches to 

delegating instructional responsibilities affecting the education of ELLs, the strategies 

employed to involve parents of ELLs, and the manner in which they prioritize the steps 

needed to obtain academic success with ELLs. Additionally, the study will investigate the 

personal perspectives that these principals report regarding the successful education of 

ELLs. 

Significance of the study 

 According to the TEA (2015) there are more than 949,000 ELLs enrolled in 

schools in the state of Texas. Projections by Passel (2011) indicate that by the year 2050 

there will be more than 100 million children in the U.S. and about one-third of them will 

be immigrants. If ELLs are estimated to be a third of the student population, then it 

behooves school principals to take a proactive stance in preparing for this shift (Garcia, 

2012). These numbers have implications as the number of ELLs will steadily increase in 

Texas classrooms as well as in the rest of the states of the nation.  Therefore, the current 

need for better schools to effectively serve ELLs will considerably increase in the future. 

This is true especially when we consider that the success or failure of ELLs can count 

double and in some instances even count triple, in adequate yearly progress (AYP) 

calculations, due to the fact that these students may also be part of other subgroups such 

as special education, free and reduced price lunch, or ethnic group (Garcia, 2012).  

Therefore, examining the leadership practices performed by school principals who lead 

Title I elementary schools with ELLs with higher academic progress in the reading and 
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math STAAR tests in a suburban school district located in the southeast of Texas, should 

potentially be instructive for Title I school principals who seek to improve STAAR test 

results for ELLs. 

Research Questions 

1. How do principals of Title I elementary schools with ELLs, whose results in the 

STAAR tests demonstrated higher academic progress, report they delegate 

instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success of ELLs? 

2. How do principals of Title I elementary schools with ELLs, whose results in the 

STAAR tests demonstrated lower academic progress, report they delegate 

instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success of ELLs? 

3. How are the reported approaches utilized by both sets of principals in order to 

delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success of ELLs 

similar or different? 

4. How do principals of Title I elementary schools with ELLs, whose results in the 

STAAR tests demonstrated higher academic progress, report they implement 

parental involvement strategies in order to involve parents of ELLs? 

5. How do principals of Title I elementary schools with ELLs, whose results in the 

STAAR tests demonstrated lower academic progress, report they implement 

parental involvement strategies in order to involve parents of ELLs? 

6. How are the strategies reportedly utilized by both sets of principals in order to 

involve parents of ELLs similar or different? 
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7. How do principals of Title I elementary schools with ELLs, whose results in the 

STAAR tests demonstrated higher academic progress, report they prioritize the 

steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs? 

8. How do principals of Title I elementary schools with ELLs, whose results in the 

STAAR tests demonstrated lower academic progress, report they prioritize the 

steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs? 

9. How are the methods reportedly utilized by both sets of principals in order to 

prioritize the steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs similar or 

different? 

10. What are the personal perspectives of principals of Title I elementary schools with 

ELLs, whose results in the STAAR tests demonstrated higher academic progress, 

regarding the successful education of ELLs? 

11. What are the personal perspectives of principals of Title I elementary schools with 

ELLs, whose results in the STAAR tests demonstrated lower academic progress, 

regarding the successful education of ELLs? 

12. How are the personal perspectives of both sets of principals regarding the 

successful education of ELLs similar or different? 

Definitions 

1. Campus Based Leadership Team (CBLT). The CBLT consists of key campus 

leaders responsible for the development, implementation, and monitoring of the 

targeted improvement plan, monitoring students’ performance, and determining 

interventions for students. 
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2. Common Formative Assessments (CFA). CFAs are periodic or interim 

assessments collaboratively designed by grade level or course teams of teachers. 

3. Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA). DRAs are used to monitor the 

students’ reading progress in English. 

4. English Language Learners (ELLs). The Glossary of Education Reform (2014) 

defines English language learners as students who are unable to communicate 

fluently or learn effectively in English, who often come from non-English-

speaking homes and backgrounds, and who typically require specialized or 

modified instruction in both the English language and in their academic courses. 

5. Evaluación del Desarrollo de la Lectura (EDL). EDLs are the Spanish version of 

the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA). It is used to monitor the 

students’ reading progress in Spanish.   

6. Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC). This committee is 

responsible for monitoring the progress and needs of English language learners 

(ELLs) and make state assessment decisions for the following: a) State of Texas 

Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR), and b) Texas English Language 

Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS).   

7. Oral Language Proficiency Test (OLPT). The OLPT assesses proficiency in four 

domains of oral English or Spanish: vocabulary, grammar, comprehension, and 

verbal expression. 

8. Parent-Teacher Organization (PTO). A PTO is an organization of parents and 

teachers that tries to help and improve a particular school. 
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9. Principals who lead Title I elementary schools with higher academic progress, 

are elementary school principals who lead Title I schools whose average reading 

and math scores in the STAAR test from the year 2013 to the year 2014 showed 

the highest progress than Title I campuses considered with a lower academic 

progress as reported on the 2013-14 Texas Academic Performance Report 

(TAPR) published by the Texas Education Agency’s website. 

10. Principals who lead Title I elementary schools with lower academic progress, are 

elementary school principals who lead Title I schools whose average reading and 

math scores in the STAAR test from the year 2013 to the year 2014 showed the 

lowest progress than Title I campuses considered with a higher academic 

progress as reported on the 2013-14 Texas Academic Performance Report 

(TAPR) published by the Texas Education Agency’s website. 

11. Professional Learning Community (PLC). A PLC is a group of educators that 

meets regularly, shares expertise, and works collaboratively to improve teaching 

skills and the academic performance of students. 

12. Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP). SIOP is a research based and 

validated instructional model to address the academic needs of English language 

Learners (ELLs). 

13. State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness (STAAR). STAAR is the state 

student-testing program for core subject areas: reading, writing, math, science, 

and social studies.   
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14. Successful principals are Title I elementary school principals who obtained higher 

academic growth in the reading and math STAAR tests between the years 2013 

and 2014 according to the TAPR report published by TEA. 

15. Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS). The TEKS are the state standards 

of Texas public schools from kindergarten to year twelve. They detail curriculum 

requirements for every course. 

16. Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS). TELPAS was 

designed to assess the progress that limited English proficiency students make in 

learning the English language.  

17. The leadership responsibilities are the 21-school principals’ behaviors identified 

by Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) in a meta-analysis. These authors have 

linked the use of these responsibilities with students’ academic progress. These 

leadership responsibilities are affirmation; change agent; contingent rewards; 

communication; culture; discipline; flexibility and focus; ideas/beliefs; input 

intellectual stimulation; involvement in curriculum, instruction, and assessment; 

knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and assessment; monitoring/evaluation; 

optimizer; order; outreach; relationships; resources; situational awareness; and 

visibility. 

18. Title I Schools are schools that receive federal Title I funds to meet state 

“adequate yearly progress” (AYP) goals for their total student populations and for 

specified demographic subgroups. 
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19. Unsuccessful principals are Title I elementary school principals who obtained 

lower academic growth in the reading and math STAAR tests between the years 

2013 and 2014 according to the TAPR report published by TEA. 

Limitations 

 This study is limited to principals of Title I schools with ELLs in one suburban 

school district in the southeast of Texas. Therefore, there will be a limited number of 

school principals participating. This study is also limited to the analysis of the variation 

in academic progress or regression from the academic year 2012-2013 to the academic 

year 2013-2014. The study can also be affected by uncontrolled variables such as years of 

experience of school principals, the staff experience, and the mobility of students, 

specifically the ELL students. An additional limitation presented by this study is the fact 

that Great ISD rotated its school principals in Title I schools and hired new ones. 

Therefore, only three out of the eight school principals participating in the study were 

leading their campuses during the period considered in the study. Moreover, the results of 

this study are also limited to the honest responses provided by the school principals and 

the objectivity of the interviewer.



	  

	  

Chapter II  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

History of Bilingual Education in the United States 

 A historical review of the evolution of education in the United States using 

languages other than English to instruct students will inform school principals of the 

challenges faced by ELLs in this country. Baker (2011) explains that Native Americans 

used more than 300 languages before European immigrants arrived in the United States 

There are records indicating that the Catholic Church educated Native Americans not 

only by using European languages, such as Spanish, English and French, but also by 

using native languages (Baker, 2011). 

Colin Baker stated that “bilingual education has moved through four overlapping 

periods: permissive, restrictive, opportunist and dismissive” (Baker, 1997, p. 166). 

During the permissive period, linguistic diversity was generally accepted in the U.S., and 

students were instructed with a variety of languages (Baker, 2011; Ovando et al., 2006). 

This period comprises the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries up until War World I 

(Baker, 2011; Ovando et al., 2006). Examples of the permissive period of bilingual 

education in the U.S. include the use of German in Pennsylvania and Oregon; the use of 

Swedish, Norwegian, and Danish in Minnesota and Illinois; the use of Dutch in 

Michigan; the use of Czech in Texas; the use of French in Louisiana; and the use of 

Spanish in the Southwest (Crawford, 1999).  Another pioneering example of bilingual 

education in the United States is the German-English school system in the mid nineteenth 

century (Wiley, 1998). According to Crawford (2004a), German-speaking Americans 

established schools in which the students were able to use their native tongue since 1694. 
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In different states such as Ohio, Missouri, North and South Dakota, Wisconsin and 

Texas, not only bilingual, but also monolingual German education was accepted (Baker, 

2011). 

 The following historical period of bilingual education is referred to as the 

“restrictive period” and involves a change in attitude toward bilingualism and bilingual 

education in the U. S. during the first two decades of the twentieth century (Baker, 1997). 

A major influence in the movement was the arrival of eight million immigrants from 

southern, eastern, and central Europe between the years 1900 and 1910, which initiated in 

schools the task of “Americanizing” all immigrants, and by 1919, fifteen states had 

mandated English Only instruction (Higham, 1992, as cited in Ovando et al., 2006; 

Stewart, 1993). Crawford (1989) points out that President Theodore Roosevelt promoted 

that new immigrants learn English to avoid deportation if they failed to master the new 

language within five years of their arrival in the country. Another big influence for the 

restrictive period was the anti-German feeling after the U.S. entered World War I in 1917 

(Baker, 2011). This event had a major influence on bilingual education in the United 

States because it created extra pressure for English monolingualism and a melting pot 

policy (Baker, 2011). Crawford (1989) writes that bilingual education was practically 

eliminated by the late 1930’s. Arias and Casanova (1993) reveal that from World War I 

to the 1960’s language minority students were severely punished for using a language 

other than English either in the classroom or the playground.  

The opportunist period is the next historic trend that is characterized for events 

that propitiated the resurgence of bilingual education in the United States. The Soviet’s 

launching of the Sputnik, the first earth-orbiting satellite, and the cold war mentality, 
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increased the need for the U.S. to achieve international status and power, which resulted 

in the passing of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 that federally funded the 

expansion of foreign language teaching (Ovando et al., 2006). In the 1960’s the 

opportunities to revive bilingual education included the Civil Rights Act of 1964 that 

prohibits discrimination on the basis of color, race, or national origin (Baker, 1997). 

Another important factor that promoted the reestablishment of bilingual education for 

ELLs was the arrival of Cuban exiles in 1959 in Miami consequent to the revolution. In 

1963, the Cuban immigrants, who included upper middle class people and teachers, 

established the first dual language program in the twentieth century at Coral Way 

Elementary School in Dade County, Florida (Baker, 1997; Ovando et al., 2006). The U.S. 

Congress passed in 1965 the Immigration and Nationality Act that eliminated racial 

criteria for admission, allowing the expansion of immigration, especially from Asia and 

Latin America (Baker, 2011; Rong and Preissle, 2009). The main goal pursued by this 

Act was ‘Family unification’ that encouraged an increase in immigration, and particularly 

of Mexican families (Baker, 2011). 

The dismissive period of bilingual education is characterized in the 1980’s for a 

shift to supporting English-only programs (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2010). According to 

Baker (1997), there were political movements against an emergence of strong bilingual 

education programs to give preference to submersion and transitional bilingual programs, 

and the upsurge of several pressure groups such as English First and US English that 

aimed the establishment of English monolingualism and cultural assimilation. When 

President Ronald Reagan was elected in 1980, he delivered a speech indicating that it was 

appropriate to help ELLs to understand concepts in the classroom, but that it was against 
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American concepts to provide bilingual education programs that preserve native 

languages because this could hinder the children’s acquisition of English and their 

participation in the job market (Lyons, 1990). The President’s position regarding 

bilingual education provoked a reaction from his first secretary of education, T. H. Bell, 

who acted quickly to change the federal policy toward bilingual education (Lyons, 1990).  

One of the first measures taken by Secretary Bell was to officially withdraw the Title VI 

regulations proposed in 1980 because he considered them harsh, inflexible and costly 

(Lyons, 1990). With this decision, during the period from 1981 to 1986, school districts 

had a nine times less probability of being called for a Title VI review than in the previous 

five-year period (Lyons, 1990). According to Crawford (1989), in 1982, Secretary Bell 

requested Congress the eradication of the native language requirement in order to receive 

funding for Title VII projects. In 1985, the new secretary of education, William W. 

Bennett, proposed to expand federal support for programs such as “structured immersion” 

in English in spite of the lack of evidence on the effectiveness of this approach to teach 

ELLs (Ovando & Combs, 2012). During the Reagan administration from 1980 to 1988, 

the budget for Title VII programs suffered a reduction of 47% from the spending level 

registered in 1980 (Ovando & Combs, 2012). 

Legislation Concerning Bilingual Education in the U.S.  

Wiese and Garcia (2001) indicate that in the last four decades of the twentieth 

century, the U.S. Congress has passed legislation concerning the education of ELLs in the 

following years: 1968, 1974, 1978, 1984, 1988, 1994, and 2001.  

In 1967, Texas Senator Ralph Yarborough and six cosponsors introduced S. 428, 

which was a bill to amend the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 
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in order to create the American Bilingual Education Act (BEA) (Lyons, 1990). According 

to Baker (1997), this legislation was designed to assist Spanish-speaking students who 

were failing in school. Senator Yarborough explained that the bill was needed because of 

the failure of the school system to educate Spanish-speaking students that was reflected 

in comparative dropout rates (Lyons, 1990). The Hispanic dropout rate was close to 75 

percent in certain areas (Ovando et al., 2006). In 1968, President Lyndon B. Johnson 

signed the Bilingual Education Act into law, which indicated the first commitment made 

by the U.S. government to address the special needs that ELLs bring to public schools 

(Crawford, 1989). According to Wiese & Garcia (2001), the BEA of 1968 represented the 

main federal legislative endeavor to provide ELLs with equal educational opportunities. 

Contradictory to its name, the original BEA of 1968 did not required school districts the 

use of languages other than English in order to receive funding from the federal 

government (Crawford, 1989). This legislation undermined the English-only legislation 

still official in some states  (Baker, 1997). The original Bilingual Education Act of 1968 

had the following main purposes: “(1) increase English-language skills. (2) maintain and 

perhaps increase mother-tongue skills, and (3) support the cultural heritage of the 

student” (Leibowitz, 1980, p. 24). According to Crawford (1989), the White House 

exerted pressure on Congress to approve no funding for Title VII during the first year. In 

1969, a scanty appropriation of $7.5 million was sufficient to just fund projects that 

served 27,000 ELLs (Crawford, 1989). Crawford (1989) states that about 112,000 ELLs 

were served in 1972 out of the estimated 5 million school age ELLs. 

The BEA of 1968 was reauthorized in 1974 with a budget of 45 million that 

provided enough funding for projects in 26 languages that included Russian, French, 
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Cantonese, Pomo, Cree, and Chamorro (Crawford, 1989). Ovando & Combs (2012) 

explain that the original BEA of 1968 specified that Title VII services were intended for 

children that spoke at home languages other than English and with annual incomes below 

$3000. The 1974 reauthorization eliminated the poverty criterion and for the first time it 

required the use of the students’ native language and culture in the instruction of ELLs 

(Crawford, 1989). However, the purpose was not to develop the students’ native 

language, but to allow academic progress in the content areas while acquiring English 

(Lyons, 1990). 

Congress again reauthorized the BEA in 1978. The amendments provided a new 

definition of eligible students. Lyons (1990) notes that by recognizing the importance of 

skills such as reading, writing, and understanding in addition to speaking the term 

Limited English Proficient replaced the expression Limited English Speaker. This new 

manner to refer to ELLs in 1978 reinforced a deficit approach to educating these students 

(Lyons, 1990). The amendments specified that up to 40% of English native students 

could participate in bilingual programs with the intention of assisting ELLs in improving 

their English language skills (Lyons, 1990). 

The reauthorization of the BEA in 1984 provided funding, for the first time, for 

programs that used only English as a means of educating ELLs (Garcia & Kleifgen, 

2010). The amendments also provided funding for two additional programs: Transitional 

Bilingual Education (TBE) that was the model previously funded, and Developmental 

Bilingual Programs (DBE) in which native English-speaking children as well as ELLs are 

enrolled in the same classroom in about the same number in order to learn two languages 

(Lyons, 1990). 
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The legislative reauthorization of the BEA in 1988 expanded the budget from 4% 

to 25% for educational programs that only used English to instruct ELLs (Garcia & 

Kleifgen, 2010). The amendments required that most students be exited from the TBE 

programs in three years (Ovando & Combs, 2012). The funds provided by Title VII 

continued to support programs in the students’ native language and in English (Ovando & 

Combs, 2012). 

In 1994, the reauthorization of the federal legislation in education, Improving 

America’s Schools Act (IASA-formerly ESEA), had some impact on the education of 

ELLs (Ovando & Combs, 2012).  This legislation established that the funding for the 

education of ELLs would become available through both Title VII and Title I funds. This 

legislation was important for ELLs since it promoted moving away from the remedial 

model of bilingual education toward an approach of enrichment and innovation (Ovando 

& Combs, 2012). The implementation of two-way developmental bilingual education was 

promoted as part of the educational reform for ELLs due to its proven success in 

developing fluency and literacy in both languages (Ovando & Combs, 2012). 

Characteristics of English Language Learners 

 According to Hernandez and Napierala (2012), the U.S. has been distinguished 

for being a land of immigrants. Rong and Preissle (2009) point out “immigration” as one 

critical factor in the last three decades in the U.S. with no sign of slowing down in the 

immediate future. Rong and Preissle (2009) estimate that over a million immigrants have 

arrived in the U.S. since the 1980s, both legally and illegally. Due to this high 

immigration rate, children in immigrant families approximately account for one in four 

children or about 18.4 million (Hernandez & Napierala, 2012). The recent immigration 
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wave has brought to the U.S. the most diverse population ever experienced in the country 

(Rong & Preissle, 2009). This demographic trend establishes that the U.S. can no longer 

afford to ignore the special needs that ELLs present to the public school system, 

especially, if the projections about the growth of immigrant students are taken into 

consideration (Garcia, 2012). Passel (2011) estimates that by the year 2050, the 

immigrant youth (children under the age of 18) will grow nearly double from the current 

25% or 18 million to about one-third of about 100 million school age children. 

 Immigrant children are identified as “language minority” since their native 

language is other than English (Garcia et al, 2009). According to Garcia, Jensen, and 

Scribner (2009) the term “English language learners (ELLs)” is used to refer to students 

who are not yet proficient enough in English in order to properly benefit from the 

instruction provided exclusively in this language. Garcia (2012) notes that research has 

categorized ELLs into three cohorts. Garcia (2012) exemplifies these three groups by 

indicating that in California, the long-term ELLs are the largest cohort that makes up 

about two-thirds of the ELL population in that state. The rest of the ELLs include recent 

immigrants who possess either low or high previous academic background (Freeman, 

Freeman & Mercuri, 2002). The report developed by the Grantmakers for Education 

(2010) states that even though many immigrant children are ELLs, most of the ELLs 

were born in the United States. Grantmakers for Education (2010) report that over 75% 

of ELLs enrolled in elementary grades are second generation or probably third generation 

Americans. This report also indicates that about 95% of immigrant children were born in 

the country. According to Garcia (2012) each of the three cohorts of ELLs identified 

possess a unique set of academic and linguistic requirements. Distinguishing between 
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U.S.-born ELLs and their immigrant counterparts is essential to meet the specific needs 

of each group through the use of different methodologies (Grantmakers for Education, 

2010).  

 According to Rong and Preissle (2009) most immigrant students experienced 

more social and economic disadvantages than their U.S.-born peers. In 2010, children in 

immigrant families experienced a higher poverty rate (30%) than U.S.-born children 

(19%) (Hernandez & Napierala, 2012). Immigrant children are more likely to live in 

inner-city areas and have parents who did not complete high school (Rong & Preissle, 

2009). Immigrant children are less likely to have health insurance and more likely to live 

in neighborhoods that are racially, ethnically and linguistically segregated (Rong & 

Preissle, 2009). Hernandez and Napierala (2012) note that about 24% of immigrant 

children live in a linguistically isolated household where any family member over the age 

of 13 is a fluent English speaker. Fry (2008) specifies the commonalities of the schools in 

which ELLs are enrolled: these schools are low performing, show poor standardized test 

results, have higher student-teacher ratios, have higher student enrollment levels, and 

they also have higher levels of students who live in poverty.  

No Child Left Behind Effects on the Education of English Language Learners 

In December of 2001, the Congress of the United States approved the 

reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), and renamed 

this legislation as the No Child Left Behind Act (Garcia, 2012). Baker (2011) highlights 

that under this new legislation the Bilingual Education Act was eliminated. Therefore, 

ELLs needs would be addressed by the new Title III that was entitled ‘Language 

Instruction for Limited English Proficient and Immigrant Students’ to substitute the old 
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Title VII under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) (Crawford, 2004a). 

In addition, NCLB (2001) requires assessments for ELLs under Title I, which provides 

funds for poor students. Baker (2011) notes that the federal legislation works in a manner 

that encourages English-only instruction for ELLs, although funding for bilingual 

programs is possible if the states allow it. 

Baker (2011) indicates that since the adoption of NCLB the term “bilingual” has 

been progressively silenced. Garcia (2009) depicts the process of silencing the word 

‘bilingual’ in the federal educational policy by explaining the change in names of titles 

derived from legislation and offices. For instance, the former Office of Bilingual 

Education and Minority Languages Affairs (OBEMLA) is now the Office of English 

Language Enhancement and Academic Achievement for LEP Students (OELA). 

Furthermore, the substitution of Title VII (BEA) by the new Title III indicates that the 

new policy is not supporting the instruction of ELLs by using the home language of these 

students through bilingual education programs (Garcia, 2009). Wiley and Wright (2004) 

state that the development of native language competencies as well as bilingualism is 

absent from the new federal education law. 

The main goal of NCLB is to close the achievement gap that has historically 

occurred in the U.S. (Ballenger & Ninness, 2009). In order to achieve such a goal, student 

testing has dramatically increased and all schools are held accountable for improving the 

academic achievement of all their students (Ballenger & Ninness, 2009). The NCLB 

mandate requires annual testing of all students in grades three through eighth by all states 

receiving federal funds for education (Ovando et al., 2006). Fry (2008) indicates that 

NCLB mandates that all groups of students, including ELLs, meet state proficiency 
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standards in subjects such as reading and mathematics by the school year 2013-2014. 

Crawford (2004a) indicates that the NCLB legislation has generated a complex structure 

of goals as well as of incentives and penalties for school districts. This legislation obliges 

each state to develop a yearly accountability plan which includes reports indicating 

whether pupils are making “adequately yearly progress” (AYP) for the following 

designated student categories: economically disadvantaged, racial and ethnic minorities, 

students with disabilities, and English language learners (Ovando & Combs, 2012). 

According to Garcia and Kleifgen (2010) NCLB establishes unparalleled demands on the 

states to improve both the academic and the English proficiency of ELLs. According to 

Stecher and Kirby (2004), this increase in accountability represents a shift from the past 

federal education initiatives that were mainly focused on providing services.  

Abedi (2004) criticizes the AYP reporting for ELLs, and equally the subgroup 

reporting required by the NCLB legislation since it assumes that all students “start the 

achievement race at about the same rate” (p. 10). Abedi (2004) also argues that NCLB 

expects 100% of proficiency in English language arts (ELA) from all subgroups, 

including the ELL category; however, if ELLs were already proficient in ELA, they 

should not be classified as ELLs from the beginning. Garcia and Kleifgen (2010) 

elaborate on the idea that a peculiar characteristic about the ELL subgroup is that 

eventually they achieve English proficiency, and this allows them to move out of the 

limited English proficient classification. Consequently, it is difficult to demonstrate that 

ELLs are progressing towards attaining English proficiency because only those who fail 

to progress continued being classified in this subgroup (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2010). Abedi 

(2004) questions the validity of the AYP reporting due to these and other inconsistencies. 
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Additionally, Abedi (2004) notes that a more accurate and fair evaluation of all 

subgroups considered by NCLB is necessary, including the ELL subgroup.   

Garcia and Kleifgen (2010) note that states must hold accountable school districts 

that receive Title III funds by making sure that they meet the following three measurable 

achievement objectives (AMAOs) for their ELLs: make annual progress, achieve English 

proficiency, and meet AYP requirements set by their states and measured by state 

standardized tests. While apparently NCLB obliges school districts to better assist ELLs 

in their academic improvement as well as the attainment of English proficiency, some 

states have developed strategies to avoid having the ELL subgroup count in their 

standardized test results. Garcia and Kleifgen (2010) suggest that some states have opted 

to deal with the excessive demands of ELL testing by avoiding having a subgroup. What 

some states have done is to define how a specific subgroup should be counted. For 

instance, Kossan (2004) explains that Arizona, in 2004, decided that schools needed to 

have 30 ELLs enrolled in the same grade level in order to form an ELL subgroup. By 

taking this action 680 schools in Arizona avoided keeping track of ELLs and also avoided 

the risk of having a failing subgroup. Castro (2005) provides another example, by 

indicating that Texas has set its ELL group size at 50 students. Wright (2006) notes that 

this mechanism allows schools with relatively small ELL populations to avoid scrutiny of 

their ELLs’ records. 

Educational Policy During the Obama Administration 

During his presidential campaign, President Obama critiqued the accountability 

system based on testing, which created hope about the possibility of modifying the NCLB 

legislation (Ovando & Combs, 2012). Conversely, President Obama reinforced NCLB by 
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making teacher qualifications more rigorous and promoting the adoption of national 

academic standards (Dillon, 2009).  In order to help the country overcome the economic 

crisis, President Obama signed the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 

2009 (Baker, 2011; Ovando & Combs, 2012). President Obama’s idea was that by 

improving education the American economy could be rebuilt (Baker, 2011). Obama’s 

administration also instituted, as part of ARRA, a new program called ‘Race to the Top’ 

for states that pursue innovation and education reform activities that include: attaining 

significant improvement in students’ results, making considerable gains in student 

achievement, closing the achievement gaps among subgroups, improving graduation rates 

at the high school level, and ensuring that students are prepared to succeed in college and 

in their careers (Baker, 2011; Ovando & Combs, 2012). Advocates of ELLs are 

concerned that school reform is still centered on high-stakes testing and tying the teacher 

evaluation to student performance (Baker, 2011). However, Baker (2011) opines that 

these programs might represent a window of opportunity for some states to make 

appropriate changes to ‘when and how’ ELLs should be assessed, and also bilingual 

programs can be included as an essential part of ELLs’ success. 

Lawsuits Influencing Bilingual Education 

School principals will find in the following lawsuits the legal framework to 

provide educational services to ELLs in public schools. Baker (1997) points out that a 

landmark case in favor of bilingual education in the United States was a lawsuit in 1970. 

The case was a class-action suit brought by the parents of nearly 3000 Chinese students 

against the San Francisco School District (Lyons, 1990). This case originated that in 1974 

the Unites States Supreme Court handed down its only substantive decision regarding the 
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responsibilities of school districts serving ELLs (Lyons, 1990). The court indicated that 

under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, the Chinese students were entitled to receive 

specific support to allow them full participation in the school program (Crawford, 1989). 

This case was known as Lau v. Nichols and its verdict outlawed English submersion 

programs for language minority students, and resulted in nationwide ‘Lau Remedies’ 

(Baker, 1997). Lyons (1990) writes that the ‘Lau Remedies’ specified how to identify and 

evaluate language minority students, determine appropriate instruction, decide when 

ELLs were ready for mainstream, and determine the professional standards expected of 

teachers serving language minority students. Under the Lau Remedies school districts 

were encouraged to provide bilingual education if they had at least 20 students of limited 

English proficiency who spoke the same native language (Ovando et al., 2006).  

An additional case that benefited the educational opportunities of ELLs in the 

U.S. is the case known as Castañeda v. Pickard of 1981. In this case an Appeals Court 

decision established a three-part test to determine if schools were taking ‘appropriate 

action’ under the 1974 Equal Educational Opportunities Act (Baker, 2011). According to 

this decision, programs for English language learners must be based on sound educational 

theory, implemented with adequate resources, and evaluated and proven effective (Baker, 

2011). The Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974 prohibits states from denying 

equal educational opportunity on the basis of race, color, sex, or national origin. This 

legislation also requires school districts to overcome language barriers that hinder equal 

participation by its students in the instructional programs that they offer (Ovando & 

Combs, 2012). Ballenger and Ninness (2009) state that for more than two decades the 

Office of Civil Rights has used the Castañeda standards as a guide to enforce the 
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activities of school district in regards to ELLs. Crawford (2004b) points out that the 

Castañeda standards have had a limited impact in improving the education of ELLs due 

to political resistance and limitations in the assignation of funds. 

Carrera (1989) explains that another relevant case for ELLs that was taken all the 

way to the U.S. Supreme Court was Plyler v. Doe in 1982. The ruling of the Supreme 

Court in this case guarantees the rights of undocumented immigrants to free public 

education. In addition, school districts are prohibited the following actions: denying 

undocumented students admission to school, requiring students or parents to disclose 

their immigration status, and requiring students to provide their social security numbers 

(Carrera, 1989). 

Theoretical Framework for Second Language Acquisition 

According to Ovando and Combs (2012), parents, teachers and policy makers 

shared a common misconception by assuming that it takes a short time to acquire a 

language. Collier (1995) indicates that acquiring a first language is a lifelong process. 

Collier (1995) writes that when a five-year old English-speaking child starts school, he or 

she has already developed listening and speaking skills in pronunciation, vocabulary, 

grammar, semantics and pragmatics at the cognitive level of a five-year old.  We tend to 

think of this as a great achievement; however, even the most brilliant five-year old child 

is not yet halfway through the acquisition process of his or her first language 

development (Collier, 1995; Ovando & Combs, 2012). The language acquisition process 

continues both at home and at school from ages six to twelve (Collier, 1995). During this 

period, children acquire subconsciously oral development of complex grammar rules, 

vocabulary, semantics and other complex aspects of pragmatics (Collier 1995, Foster-
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Cohen, 2009). Ovando & Combs (2012) indicate that the development of the first 

language is not formally taught because children acquire it subconsciously by using the 

language. 

 Linguist Stephen Krashen formulated the theory called the ‘Monitor Model’. This 

theory has greatly influenced research theory in second language acquisition and it 

comprises five hypotheses that will be explained in the following paragraphs: the 

acquisition-learning hypothesis, the natural order hypothesis, the monitor hypothesis, the 

input hypothesis, and the affective filter hypothesis (Baker, 1997). 

 Krashen’s first hypothesis is called the ‘acquisition-learning hypothesis’, and it 

states that learners have two separate ways to internalize a second language (Krashen, 

1985).  Krashen (1985) describes that one way is acquisition, a subconscious process, 

through which the learner obtains competence in the second language. The second path 

explained by Krashen implies direct learning in which the learner is taught grammatical 

rules that he or she can be able to extend to a similar context (Krashen, 1987). The 

distinction made by Krashen between acquisition and learning has brought criticism to 

his hypothesis. McLaughlin (1990) has refuted Krashen’s distinction arguing that 

psychologists are still debating about a comprehensive definition for the concept of 

consciousness.  

The second hypothesis proposed by Krashen (1981), the ‘natural order 

hypothesis’, suggests that grammatical structures such as morphemes can be acquired 

following a natural order that is predictable. However, Gregg (1984) criticizes this 

hypothesis, indicating that trying to generalize the results of studies on morphemes to 

second language acquisition is fallible considering that the sequence of acquisition of 
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other language structures such as phonology, syntax, semantics or pragmatics cannot be 

predicted at all.  

The third hypothesis expressed by Krashen is the ‘monitor hypothesis’, and it 

implies that consciously learned language could be used to monitor the natural output of 

speech when the following three conditions are met: the learner has enough time, the 

learner must focus on the form and not just on meaning, and the learner knows the speech 

rules (Krashen, 1981). Krashen (1981) explains that while these three conditions are 

necessary, they are not sufficient for monitoring to happen since the learner might not use 

the previously acquired knowledge. Ellis (2003) criticizes that Krashen sees monitoring 

mainly as a post learning process or tool that can be used in certain circumstances; 

however, the research of Ellis considers monitoring as one of the five major 

characteristics to successfully learn a language. 

According to the fourth hypothesis developed by Krashen (1977), the input 

hypothesis, the learner requires comprehensible input in order to advance from his/her 

current level of acquisition to the next level. The formula ‘i+1’ where ‘i’ represents the 

current level achieved by the learner can represent this idea. Krashen (1987) points out 

that the second language learner may compensate this gap by using the following 

strategies: the context of the communication, their background knowledge of the world, 

and extra linguistic information available. Brown (2007) criticizes this hypothesis, 

indicating that i + 1 cannot be clearly defined. 

The last hypothesis for second language acquisition, according to Krashen (1987) 

is the affective filter hypothesis. In this hypothesis Krashen (1987) posits that factors 

such as self-confidence, positive attitude, and anxiety play an essential role in the process 
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of language acquisition since they can enhance or interfere with the learner’s ability to 

progress. Therefore, learners with self-confidence and motivation may have a ‘low filter’ 

that will promote an efficient second language learning experience. Zafar (2009) critiques 

Krashen’s assertions about children lacking the affective filter while suggesting that 

adults have higher affective filters that hinder their ability to master a second language. 

Brown (2007) also criticizes this claim indicating that children exhibit differences in 

levels of motivation, self-confidence and anxiety that supposedly justify for adult-child 

differences when they are learning a second language. Furthermore, there are many 

examples of adults that have reached native-like proficiency in a second language 

(Brown, 2007). 

Other scholars have contributed to the field of second language acquisition to 

assist in explaining how individuals become bilingual. Cummins (1980) proposed the 

Common Underlying Proficiency (CUP) Model of bilingualism. Cummins (1989) 

explains this model indicating that in a Spanish-English bilingual program, Spanish 

instruction provided to develop reading and writing skills in this language is not only 

developing Spanish skills, but also it develops conceptual and linguistic proficiency that 

is associated with the development of literacy skills in English. 

School principals can be assisted in the appropriate placement of students in either 

the bilingual or ESL program by an important concept proposed by Cummins in which he 

differentiates between Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) and Cognitive 

Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) (Cummins, 1979). Cummins’ purpose of this 

distinction is to warn educators against premature exiting of ELLs from a bilingual 

program into a monolingual English-only program based on attaining surface level 
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fluency in English (Cummins 1979). According to Cummins (1979), ELLs develop 

substantial proficiency in social English (BICS) within two to three years. Baker (2011) 

writes that BICS occurs when there are contextual supports such as actions with eyes and 

hands, instant feedback, and clues that support verbal language. Collier (1995) notes that 

the meaning is negotiated in social language, which implies that the two parts involved in 

the communication process mutually provide feedback.  

According to Ovando & Combs (2012), the complexity of language proficiency 

development expands significantly when the purpose of learning a second language is for 

using it in an academic setting.  Garcia & Kleifgen (2010) indicate that in order to 

complete school assignments it is necessary another set of language skills. The academic 

language or CALP occurs in context reduced academic scenarios (Baker, 2011). CALP is 

abstract language that is required to master in order to be able to participate in class, read 

text without pictures or text that requires background knowledge that ELLs do not always 

have (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2010). Cummins (1979, 2000) suggests that it takes five to 

seven years to develop academic proficiency in an additional language.  According to the 

research of Thomas and Collier (1997), it takes ELLs between four and ten years to 

achieve “on grade” level performance in English. 

The distinction between social language (BICS) and academic language (CALP) 

is important since it assists in explaining the relative failure of ELLs in the educational 

system (Baker, 2011). This failure occurs because some programs in the U.S. aim to 

provide ELLs sufficient English language skills that allows them to communicate with 

classmates and teachers and to work with the curriculum (Baker, 2011). However, the 

ELLs’ cognitive academic language proficiency has not been developed adequately to 
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manage the demands of the curriculum (Baker, 2011). Baker (2011) writes that what 

Cummins considers essential in the bilingual education of ELLs is that the ‘Common 

Underlying Proficiency’ be well developed either in the first or second language, or in 

both languages simultaneously. 

According to Baker (2011), the distinction between social and academic language 

has been influential and valuable for policy development, provision and practice in areas 

such as instruction and assessment. However, Cummins’ theory to distinguish between 

social and academic language has been criticized by several researchers (Ovando & 

Combs, 2012). MacSwan and Rolstand (2003) are concerned that by theorizing a 

distinction between social and academic language the latter could be favored. Ovando 

and Combs (2012) explain that the implication of making the distinction between the 

types of language may lead to thinking that academic proficiency can be attained only at 

school, and not through home or family discussions. Another critique of Cummins’ 

theory is noted from Aukerman (2007) who questions the utility of this language 

distinction for teachers of ELLs since we should not blame their academic struggles on 

their lack of mastery of the correct type of language. 

According to Lambert (1974), ELLs who are enrolled in programs such as 

ESL/English-only or transitional bilingual education experience subtractive bilingualism, 

which means that their native language is subtracted as a result of being instructed with a 

different language. On the other hand, students that belong to the majority language 

generally experience additive bilingualism since the school language is added to their 

native language (Lambert, 1974). Garcia (2009) suggests that bilingualism should not be 

seen as the additive (the balanced wheels of a bicycle) or subtractive (unicycle) models, 
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but rather as an all-terrain vehicle that it is used by persons to adapt to the uneven 

topographies of communication. Current research developed by Garcia and Kleifgen 

(2010) proposes that bilingualism is ‘dynamic’ instead of linear, and that under this 

perspective, languages should not be seen as independent systems that individuals 

possess; but as practices used by them. According to Garcia and Kleifgen (2010), 

“Dynamic bilingualism refers to the development of different language practices to 

varying degrees in order to interact with increasingly multilingual communities” (p. 42). 

Consequently, effective instruction for ELLs should be built on the full linguistic range of 

the students and also should include practices that are multiple and hybrid, and support 

the dynamic bilingual practices used by bilingual individuals to create knowledge and 

understanding (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2010). 

Educational Programs for English Language Learners 

 Ballenger and Ninness (2009) report that NCLB does not require the use of a 

specific bilingual education model to instruct ELLs. According to Ovando & Combs 

(2012) bilingual education cannot be considered as a single uniform program nor seen as 

a consistent methodology to teach ELLs, but rather as an approach that involves a variety 

of programs that might pursue different linguistic goals. Baker (2011) notes that the term 

bilingual education is a “simplistic label for a complex phenomenon” (p. 207). Baker 

(2011) maintains that there is a difference between classrooms in which instruction 

promotes bilingualism through the use of two languages and classrooms in which there 

are bilingual students instructed through basically monolingual education in a second 

language.  
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Simmons & Connelly (2000) classify bilingual educational programs as additive 

or subtractive. Additive models are those that promote the maintenance of the ELLs’ first 

language while acquiring the second one; besides, these programs include pluralistic 

goals that affirm the linguistic rights and autonomy of different groups (Roberts, 1995). 

Some examples of additive bilingual education programs include late exit, maintenance 

or developmental bilingual education and two-way or dual language bilingual programs 

(Simons & Connelly, 2000). On the other hand, subtractive programs can be described as 

those models in which ELLs lose their first language while acquiring the second language 

because maintenance of ELLs’ native language as well as pride in their heritage is not 

their objective (Simons & Connelly, 2000). These authors include the following as 

examples of subtractive bilingual models: early exit transitional bilingual education, 

pullout-ESL, submersion, and structured immersion.  

Garcia and Kleifgen (2010) reveal that ELLs have been the focus of different 

educational policy decisions since the 1960’s, which has originated the development of 

different educational programs for them. Baker (2011) explains the approach called 

“submersion” or “swim and sink” by using an analogy in which an ELL is thrown into a 

deep pool and is expected to learn to swim as soon as possible without the assistance of 

floating devices or special lessons. Garcia and Kleifgen (2010) indicate that this type of 

program provides ELLs with exactly the same learning conditions offered to monolingual 

English speakers. This means that neither the school offers alternative educational 

services, nor uses the students’ native language to instruct them (Garcia & Kleifgen, 

2010). 
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 Another category of educational program for ELLs offered in the U.S. is called 

“pullout ESL”. This program consists in providing assistance to ELLs in special sessions 

that usually take place outside the classroom (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2010). Ovando and 

Combs (2012) note that this program has some inconveniences because ESL teachers 

might meet students of different ages at the same time; besides, some students miss 

important academic areas such as math, science and social studies, and ESL teachers also 

might not have enough time to individualize their lessons for each ELL. 

 Ovando and Combs (2012) indicate that, during the 1980’s, schools 

acknowledged that ELLs inevitably get behind in their academic progress while they are 

learning English; therefore, language and content materials should be taught together. 

‘Content-based ESL’ or ‘Sheltered English’ programs were developed to comply with 

this purpose. These programs can be effective when delivered by a trained specialist since 

it offers ELLs pedagogical support and scaffolding to assist each ELL (Garcia & 

Kleifgen, 2010; Ovando & Combs, 2012). According to Ovando & Combs (2012), there 

is a consensus between researchers and practitioners that sheltered English instruction 

works best when it is used with ELLs that have acquired an intermediate or advanced 

level of proficiency in English. 

There are other programs that use the ELLs’ native language in order to assist 

them in their transition to English, or to help them become bilingual and biliterate 

individuals. A program that was the main method used in bilingual education in the U.S. 

during the 70’s and 80’s is the ‘transitional’ or ‘early exit bilingual education program’ 

(Ovando & Combs, 2012). Baker (2011) indicates that early exit bilingual programs 

generally used the students’ native language for a period of two or three years. However, 
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it is considered a subtractive model of bilingual education since its goal is for ELLs to 

acquire English as soon as possible in order to exit them into classrooms that use English-

only instruction (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2010). The transitional program has been subject to 

some critics. For instance, Ovando & Combs (2012) note that transitional bilingual 

education is perceived as a remedial program that segregates students and consequently 

limits the possibility of academic success for ELLs. Federal policy has extensively 

funded this program in spite of its ineffectiveness to instruct ELLs (Ovando & Combs, 

2012). In this regard, Spener (1988) explains that this could be intentional because if non-

white people receive a substandard education, the public education system can be central 

to producing adults that meet the requirements to be economically exploited, unemployed 

or experience underemployment.  

A different method to educating ELLs is through the developmental bilingual 

education model, also known as maintenance or late exit. In this type of bilingual 

program, the focus is not on exiting ELLs as quickly as possible to mainstream 

classrooms; thus, the instruction of content area subjects is delivered in both languages 

throughout the elementary school grades, usually from kindergarten to fifth grade 

(Ovando & Combs, 2012). The research of Thomas & Collier (1997) reports that when 

ELLs are instructed through the developmental bilingual model, they reach high 

academic achievement on tests in English after being enrolled in the program for a period 

of four to six years.  

Another program focused on maintaining the native language of ELLs is called 

bilingual immersion, two-way bilingual or dual language. The dual language program 

was first developed in Canada during the 1960’s with the objective of instructing 
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majority students in both English and French throughout grades K-12 (Ovando & Combs, 

2012). According to Freeman et al. (2005), in the U.S. dual language programs have been 

established for students whose first language is English and for students with a variety of 

languages that include Spanish, Cantonese, Korean, French, Arabic, and Japanese among 

others; however, the majority of dual language programs are Spanish-English. Dual 

language programs may have about half of students who are English-native speakers and 

about half of students whose native language is not English (Freeman et al., 2005). 

The dual language program has two basic approaches, the 90/10 and the 50/50 

models, the difference being how the time is divided between the two languages 

employed for instruction (Freeman et al., 2005). Freeman et al. (2005) explain that in the 

90/10 dual language model, English is used for instruction during 10% of the 

instructional time while the non-English language is used the other 90% of the time in the 

early grades, and English is added progressively until sixth grade when the instructional 

time for both languages is equivalent.  

In the model 50/50, the instructional time is divided 50% in English and 50% in 

the non-English language during the duration of the program (Freeman et al., 2005). 

There are different systems to divide the instructional time in the 50/50 model. For 

instance, some schools use half day and half day, others use alternate days, or some have 

used alternate weeks (Freeman et al., 2005). Another approach used in the 50/50 model is 

to teach some subjects in English and others in the non-English language; for instance, 

science can be taught in English and math and social studies in the other language 

(Freeman et al., 2005).  
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Collier and Thomas (2012) explain that another program with an equivalent 

potential to the two-way dual language model is a one-way program. This program 

implies the education of just one student population using two languages (Collier and 

Thomas, 2012). According to Collier and Thomas (2009), this type of program produces 

great benefits to all students who are schooled through two languages since it leads to 

high academic achievement, it closes the gap for all, and it produces high school 

graduates who are ready for the current demands of the workplace. 

The research of Collier and Thomas from 1985 to the present has analyzed the 

performance of more than 6.2 million of ELLs in longitudinal studies done in urban, 

suburban and rural K-12 public schools from the different regions of the United States 

(Collier and Thomas, 2012). Collier and Thomas’s (2009) research indicates that the 

biggest difference in student achievement lies in the type of program used to instruct 

ELLs. Furthermore, these authors reveal that student background factors such as poverty, 

experience with war, discrimination and others that might affect their learning process 

can be overcome by using a high quality program (Collier and Thomas, 2009). Collier 

and Thomas (2012) have found that students who are enrolled in well-implemented dual 

language programs received benefits such as developing high levels of self-esteem, 

experience less absenteeism, have lower dropout rates and attain high rates of completion 

of degrees at the university level. 

Collier and Thomas (2012) compare the effectiveness of strong and weak 

bilingual programs employed to instruct ELLs and their findings indicate that students 

who graduate from Spanish-English dual language programs usually score above grade 

level when they are evaluated with norm-reference tests (which offer more difficulty than 
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most state tests) in both English and Spanish after being enrolled in these programs for 

six years. In contrast, when ELLs attend ESL content classes without native language 

support or transitional bilingual classes that only offer native language support for two or 

three years, the achievement gap is closed only half way on norm referenced tests and the 

remaining gap never gets close after ELLs are being exited into mainstream classrooms 

(Collier and Thomas, 2012). ELLs served through the ESL pullout program or English-

only services under Proposition 227 in California, are among the lowest achievers that 

either finish high school at the tenth percentile or do not graduate (Collier and Thomas, 

2009). ELLs whose parents refuse bilingual/ESL services for their children and enroll 

them in English mainstream classrooms have the highest dropout rate of any group or in 

the best scenario they finish school in the tenth percentile (Thomas and Collier, 2002). 

Effective Instruction for ELLs in the Classroom 

 Hill and Miller (2013) note that because of the growing numbers of ELLs, and the 

need of these students of language development in school, merely teaching content is no 

longer considered enough. Mora-Flores (2011) notes that states have developed various 

systems to monitor the ELLs language-development. Seidlitz (2010) notes that in 2006 

the Texas Education Agency (TEA) revised the second language acquisition (ESL) 

standards of 1998 and the result was the adoption of the new English Language 

Proficiency Standards (ELPS) that are in effect since December of 2007. Research 

focused on effective instruction for ELLs indicates that success can be achieved when 

there is a consistent focus on content area language acquisition (Gibbons, 2002; Samway, 

2006). According to Seidlitz (2010), this approach requires intentionally making content 

comprehensible to facilitate the development of academic language to ELLs. It is also 
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required integrating academic language into all the content areas in order for teachers of 

ELLs to understand the importance of teaching both content and language (Seidlitz, 

2010).  

 The Texas Education Agency addresses the ELPS in chapter 74.4 regarding the 

curriculum for ELLs and states that effective instruction for ELLs involves opportunities 

for these students to listen, speak, read, and write at their current levels of development. 

Krashen and Terrell (1983) authored the book “The Natural Approach” in which they 

identified the following five stages through which ELLs progress when learning English 

as a second language: preproduction, early production, speech emergence, intermediate 

fluency, and advance fluency. Mora-Flores (2011) indicates that the way in which ELLs’ 

language development is monitored and labeled varies across the country. The most 

important aspect is the teachers’ understanding of what students bring to the classroom in 

terms of language since this allows teachers to build toward the following level in the 

student language-development process (Mora-Flores, 2011). In the state of Texas, the 

Texas Education Agency provides, in chapter 74.4, four level descriptors to classify the 

different proficiency levels exhibited by ELLs in the language domains of listening, 

speaking, reading and writing. The proficiency level descriptors that show the 

progression of ELLs in the acquisition of the English language include: “beginning”, 

“intermediate”, “advanced”, and “advanced high.” Hill and Miller (2013) describe the 

characteristics exhibited by the students during the five stages of second language 

acquisition and suggest applicable questions that teachers can use to engage students at 

the correct level of discourse. Mora-Flores (2011) points out that teachers of ELLs need 

to scaffold instruction and ask questions that lead to expected student responses. The five 
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stages of second-language acquisition are described in the following paragraphs and 

include effective strategies and questions that facilitate ELLs in the acquisition of the 

English language. 

The first stage, the preproduction stage or “silent period,” may last between zero 

and six months and it is characterized for the lack of oral production from ELLs (Krashen 

& Terrell, 1983). Mora-Flores (2011) suggests that in the pre-production stage, teachers 

provide support to ELLs by speaking clearly and with appropriate intonation, gestures, 

and phrasing. Teachers of ELLs may teach precise survival language, for example: “open 

the book,” and other strategies that support ELLs in this first stage including: visual 

support, the use of Total Physical Response, and prompt students with phrases such as 

“show me…”, “point to…” or “who has…?” (Krashen & Terrell, 1983; Mora-Flores, 

2011) According to Klem and Connell (2004), a high level of student engagement is a 

strong predictor of the achievement attained by students and their behavior in school.  

Hill and Miller (2013) note that when teachers ask tiered questions often during a lesson, 

they are able to elevate students’ engagement with the content and simultaneously they 

provide valuable opportunities for ELLs to practice English. Teachers may engage all 

their students when they ask tiered questions along the whole continuum of second 

language acquisition from the preproduction stage to the advanced fluency stage (Hill & 

Miller, 2013). Hill and Miller (2013) provide an example of a tiered question in a first 

grade science lesson. The lesson is about how magnets affect different items. During the 

preproduction stage, students should be asked questions that they can answer by pointing, 

for example: “Show me where this object goes” (Krashen & Terrell, 1983; Hill & Miller, 

2013). 
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The “early production stage” is the next phase in the progression of ELLs to 

acquire English. In this period, ELLs can produce one or two-word responses, use mainly 

present tense verbs, key words and familiar phrases (Krashen & Terrell, 1983; Hill & 

Miller, 2013).  Teachers can support ELLs by using instructional strategies such as 

asking yes or no questions, using predictable texts, using complex sentences with the 

support of gestures and visuals, and scaffolding writing through the use of prompts and 

sentence starters (Mora-Flores, 2011). Hill and Miller (2013) suggest, in the early 

production stage, the use of questions that ELLs can answer with one-word responses. 

Continuing with the science lesson mentioned above, an appropriate question at this level 

could be: “Did all materials respond the same way to the magnet?” 

The following stage for ELLs in their progression to become fluent English 

speakers is called: “speech emergence” (Hill & Miller, 2013). During this stage, ELLs 

exhibit good comprehension, are able to produce simple sentences, and make 

grammatical errors (Krashen & Terrell, 1983; Hill & Miller, 2013). Teachers may offer 

support to ELLs by facilitating cooperative group tasks, modeling the use of graphic 

organizers, doing choral reading, and utilizing journals (Mora-Flores, 2011). Hill and 

Miller (2013) recommend for this stage that teachers of ELLs use “why” and “how” 

questions that elicit answers with a short sentence. For example: “Why can the magnet 

move the nail?” 

The fourth stage called “intermediate fluency” is mainly characterized by ELLs’ 

excellent comprehension and for making few grammatical errors (Krashen & Terrell, 

1983; Hill & Miller, 2013). Teachers can support ELLs in this stage by modeling 

sophisticated language and also academic language, modeling writing across the 
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curriculum, formulating more complex questions that ask: “Should…?”, “Could…?” 

“What if…?” or “Why…?” (Mora-Flores, 2011). An example of a tiered question at this 

level would be: “What could happen if we submerge the magnet in water?” (Hill & 

Miller, 2013). 

The last stage is named “advanced fluency” and is achieved by ELLs when they 

demonstrate native-like level of speech and it may take between five to ten years to be 

attained. ((Krashen & Terrell, 1983; Hill & Miller, 2013; Mora-Flores, 2011). In this 

level of second language acquisition, the teacher may assist ELLs by using prompts such 

as: decide if, retell, evaluate, and infer in order to induce deeper levels of thinking 

((Krashen & Terrell, 1983; Hill & Miller, 2013; Mora-Flores, 2011). Hill and Miller 

(2013) propose to ask ELLs to ‘sound like a scientist’ and request them to use more 

specific vocabulary in their discourse such as ‘attracted or repel’, as an example for the 

science lesson referred before, in order to describe if an object can be moved by a 

magnet.  

Mora-Flores (2011) notes that when working with ELLs, teachers should think 

about creating a language-rich environment for them. John Seidlitz (2010) suggests the 

following seven steps to building a language-rich interactive classroom and includes 

examples of sentence stems that ELLs can use in each step: 1. Teach ELLs language and 

strategies that they can use when they do not know what to say or explain something. An 

example of sentence stem that ELLs can use for this purpose is: “Let me rephrase that…” 

2. Promote for ELLs to speak using complete sentences. For this ELLs can use a sentence 

stem such as: “I would describe that using scientific language by saying…” 3. Use 

different methods to call on ELLs of all language levels so they can participate in class. 
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Teachers can rotate or randomize who is called on to answer. 4. Use response signals so 

ELLs are able to monitor their own comprehension. ELLs can use the following sentence 

stem for this: “If I do not understand ____ I can say___” 5. Build background knowledge 

by utilizing visuals and a focus on language. ELLs can use this sentence stem for this 

purpose: “This sign says ___ it tells me ___” 6. Promote ELLs’ participation in structured 

reading activities. A sentence stem that ELLs could use during reading activities is: “The 

illustration tells me that this text is about…” 7. Promote ELLs’ participation in structured 

conversations and writing activities. An example of a sentence stem for ELLs can be: 

“The subject ___ agrees/disagrees with the verb ___ because…” 

According to Mora-Flores (2011), ELLs should be immersed in a student-

centered environment in order to provide them rich language opportunities where ELLs 

can hear language models from different sources such as teachers, peers, books and 

videos. Additionally, ELLs should participate in authentic language tasks that make 

language comprehensible by providing them assignments to share their thinking with 

their classmates and to practice oral language for academic purposes (Mora-Flores, 

2011). Mora-Flores (2011) proposes the following ideas to build a language-rich 

classroom for ELLs: Provide spaces for peer-to-peer interaction using both small and 

whole group settings, promote peer-to-peer interactions, pay attention to the language and 

knowledge that students bring to the classroom, integrate interactive read-alouds, offer 

shared-reading opportunities, introduce vocabulary words both orally and print, provide a 

rich classroom library, and promote daily independent reading. 

 John Seidlitz (2010) developed “sentence stems” and activities that are aligned to 

cross-curricular student expectations contained in the ELPS. For example, the ELPS 1 
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(A) indicates the use of prior knowledge and experiences to understand meanings in 

English. Seidlitz (2010) suggest the use of the following strategies to fulfill this objective: 

Anticipation guides, Know, Want to know, and Learned (KWL) charts, pretest with a 

partner, and free write. For this prior knowledge activity, Seidlitz (2010) suggests these 

“sentence stems” to assist ELLs in developing English proficiency in the content areas: “I 

know…”, “I want to know…”, and “This word/phrase might mean…” 

The Achievement Gap 

 According to Howard (2010), the achievement gap refers to the discrepancy in 

educational outcome between various student groups in the United States, specifically in 

the low end there are students with the following ethnic backgrounds: African American, 

Native American, certain Asian American, and Hispanic while White and certain Asian 

American students occupy the higher end of the academic performance scale. 

Furthermore, the achievement can be found between students regardless of color who 

come from low-income families and their counterparts who come from middle class and 

affluent families (Howard, 2010). Moreover, Garcia (2012) indicates that even when 

parents’ income is comparable, African Americans, Native Americans, Latinos, and 

immigrant students whose native language is not English lag behind White students 

whose native language is English. The achievement gap has been documented through 

measures that include dropout rates and the number of students who take Advanced 

Placement tests, and are admitted to higher status colleges (Garcia, 2012). 

 Garcia and Garcia (2012) note that there is evidence indicating that the difference 

in achievement has its roots during the infant (toddler) and preschooler period. According 

to Garcia and Garcia (2012), points out the importance of the period from birth to age 
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three, since during this time family plays an essential role in the development of children 

and it becomes the foundation for school readiness and school achievement patterns. The 

literacy-related parenting practices have been found as one of the most important 

differences between the home environment provided by Hispanics and Whites (Garcia & 

Garcia, 2012). For instance, evidence confirms that, on average, White mothers talk more 

to their children than Hispanic mothers and also Hispanic mothers, especially those who 

do not speak English as their main language at home, read less to their children than 

White mothers (Garcia & Garcia, 2012). Consequently, Hispanic students are already in 

disadvantage in regards to their White counterparts when they start kindergarten on areas 

such as reading readiness, math concepts, and general knowledge. Garcia and Garcia 

(2012) note that the achievement gap is fully formed by the end of the elementary grades, 

including the areas of math and reading which are essential to be successful in the 

secondary grades. 

 According to Garcia (2012), one of the causes for the achievement gap between 

ELLs and non-ELLs is the ELLs’ failure to grasp academic language needed to be 

successful in the content areas such as math, science and social studies. Gándara and 

Contreras (2009) note that there is a general perception about the language difference 

being the main reason of educational difficulties for Hispanic students, and that the 

education crisis could be resolved if this problem is addressed. Baker (2011) cites the 

following as probable causes for the underachievement of ELLs in U.S. schools: 

competence in the majority language, socioeconomic background, poverty status and 

material conditions at home, racism, gender, attendance, parental support with school 
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assignments, and the quality of education provided by their teachers and the school in 

which they are enrolled. 

 The following paragraphs explain the most typical reasons for ELL 

underachievement in U.S. schools. Baker (2011) notes that bilingualism is often seen as 

the cause of cognitive confusion. This position sees the bilingual brain with two engines 

working at half throttle, while the monolingual brain is considered as an engine working 

at full throttle (Baker, 2011). However, when two languages are well developed, then 

bilingualism produces cognitive advantages instead of disadvantages (Baker, 2011). 

 Another explanation for the underachievement of ELLs is the lack of exposure to 

the majority language (Baker, 2011). Baker (2011) explains that this perception of lack of 

competence in the dominant language incites to the enrollment of ELLs in mainstream 

and transitional classrooms in order to ensure a fast conversion to the dominant language. 

However, this fast conversion could lead to more harm than good since it denies to the 

student his/her development of the home language, and frequently denies his/her identity 

and self-respect (Baker, 2011). Baker (2011) states that when bilingual education is well 

implemented it becomes the cure rather than the cause of underachievement. 

 The mismatch between home and school can be seen as another explanation of 

ELLs’ underachievement in school (Baker, 2011). Under this perspective, it is expected 

that the student and the family adjust to a uniform mainstream system by acquiring the 

language and culture that prepare the student for school (Baker, 2011). Baker (2011) 

points out that an alternative view implies, whenever feasible, that the school system 

becomes flexible in order to incorporate the home language and culture of ELLs. 

Furthermore, Baker (2011) suggests that the mismatch between the culture at home and at 



	  
	  

	  

49	  

	  	  	  	  

school could be positively addressed if the school employs “strong” forms of bilingual 

education, such as dual language or heritage language programs as well as involving 

parents in the educational process of their children. 

 Baker (2011) states that socioeconomic factors can be considered a strong 

explanation for the underachievement of ELLs; however, it does not explain the reason 

why different language minorities exhibit different performances at school if they belong 

to a similar socioeconomic status. Garcia and Garcia (2012) point out that research from 

the 1960’s has found that the Hispanic achievement is lower than the achievement of 

Whites in all or most socio-economic levels across the K-12 school years. Furthermore, 

Garcia and Garcia (2012) report that the within-class gaps are larger at the higher socio-

economic levels than at the lower socio-economic levels. 

 The type of school attended by ELLs is another reason for ELLs’ 

underachievement (Baker, 2011). According to Baker (2011), the same student will attain 

more if he/she is placed in a program where his/her home language is used for instruction 

rather than in programs where English is used to replace the home language as fast as 

possible. According to Cummins (2000), the educational system that suppresses the home 

language becomes part of the explanation for individual and group academic 

underachievement. 

 Hemphill et al. (2011) report the changes in the achievement gap between White 

students and Hispanic (ELLs and non-ELLs) by using the National Assessment of 

Educational Progress (NAEP) in reading and mathematics. The report indicates that in 

1998, the gap for the fourth grade reading test between White students and non-ELL 

Hispanic was of 24 points and by 2009 this gap was reduced to 15 points (Hemphill et al., 
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2011). When comparing the performance of non-ELL Hispanic and Hispanic ELLs, the 

33-point gap recorded in 1998 was reduced to a gap of 29 points by the year 2009 

(Hemphill et al., 2011). On the subject of mathematics, Hemphill et al. (2011) report that 

in 1996 the achievement gap between White students and non-ELL Hispanic in fourth 

grade was 20 points. This gap was narrowed to a 14-point difference by the year 2009. 

The achievement gap registered in 1996 between non-ELL Hispanic and ELL Hispanic 

was13 points; however, this gap was widening to a 19-point gap by 2009 (Hemphill et al., 

2011).  

 Caldas (2013) analyzed the achievement performance of non-ELL Hispanic, 

Hispanic ELL and Whites; however, his analysis considers the NAEP results before and 

after the implementation of NCLB, which had as one of its main goals to reduce the 

achievement gap between subgroups. Caldas (2013) reports that during the period prior to 

the implementation of NCLB (1996-2002), the mathematics achievement of Hispanic 

ELLs improved at a faster rate under the “Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994,” 

which was more bilingual education responsive than it did under the accountability 

oriented era of NCLB.  Caldas (2013) reports that White and non-ELL Hispanic 

subgroups displayed greater improvement on the NAEP Mathematics test during the 

period prior to the passage of NCLB. White students improved twelve points on the scale 

score from 1996 to 2003 while they just advanced half of those points between 2003 and 

2009 (Hemphill et al., 2011). Non-ELL Hispanic showed an increase of 17 points on the 

scale score from 1996 and 2003, but only an improvement of six points in mathematics 

between 2003 and 2009 (Hemphill et al., 2011). The ELL-Hispanic group gained 13 

points on the scale score from 1996 to 2003; however, this group just improved three 
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points in the mathematics NAEP test during the period 2003-2009 (Hemphill et al., 

2011).  

 Caldas (2013) notes that in order to analyze the reading test scores, it is necessary 

to consider that these results are more dependent on the student’s level of English 

proficiency than are the mathematics test results. During the period from 2002 to 2009 

the reading scores for Hispanic ELLs in fourth grade showed a slight increase of six 

points (Caldas, 2013). During the pre-NCLB era (1998-2002), Hispanic ELLs in fourth 

grade exhibited an improvement of 13 points. However, the Hispanic ELLs in eight grade 

experienced a decrease of five points on the reading scale score during the post-NCLB 

period (2002-2009) (Hemphill et al., 2011). The non-ELL Hispanic group in fourth grade 

demonstrated a performance improvement of eleven points on the scale score between 

1998 and 2002; but after NCLB became the law, this group only increased four points 

during the period 2002-2009 (Hemphill et al., 2011). 

 Caldas (2013) indicate that based on NAEP data, there is no evidence that the 

intended goal of “closing the achievement gap” of NCLB has been attained. In the 

contrary, it seems that ELLs were achieving at a faster rate in both reading and math 

before the passing of the accountability system established by the NCLB law (Caldas, 

2013). Caldas (2013) concludes that the empirical evidence provided by the NAEP tests 

indicates that the NCLB law has not worked for ELLs. Moreover these mandates have 

had negative learning consequences for the ELL subgroup (Caldas, 2013). 

 Wright (2005) attempts to explain the failure of ELLs in standardized tests 

mandated by the NCLB law. Wright (2005) points out that ELLs are forced to take tests 

in English, which is a language that they have not mastered yet, and this might encourage 
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school districts to favor English-only instruction. According to Wright (2005), schools 

are pressured to raise their test scores, which may promote focusing instruction only on 

the subjects tested. However, indicates Wright (2005), many ELLs’ test scores might end 

up being excluded from school AYP designations if districts use the minimum group size 

rule by negotiating with the U.S. Department of Education. According to Wright (2005) 

this might become a recipe for leaving ELLs behind. 

English Language Learners and Parental Involvement 

 According to Breiseth, Robertson, and Lafond (2011), school principals are in the 

unique position to create a culture of success in their communities. An important aspect 

for the success of all students, including ELLs, is family engagement (Breiseth et al., 

2011). Ferlazzo (2011) indicates the need to understand the difference between family 

involvement and family engagement in order to create the types of family partnerships 

that can help in raising student achievement, improving local communities, and 

increasing public support. Ferlazzo and Hammond (2009) differentiate between parental 

involvement and parental engagement. These authors indicate that “parental 

involvement” starts with the school. Ferlazzo and Hammond (2009) explain that the ideas 

for projects are originated in schools and government mandates while “parental 

engagement” begins with the parents. In the latter conceptualization, parents and the 

community develop the ideas according to their needs and priorities (Ferlazzo & 

Hammond, 2009). The parental engagement approach has advantages such as relieving 

the busy school faculty from planning a variety of parent activities; and additionally, 

when parents have the opportunity to shape activities and programs that assist their 
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families, they become more interested in participating to see those efforts succeed 

(Ferlazzo & Hammond, 2009). 

 Traditional models for ELL Parental Involvement provide valuable suggestions 

regarding the types of support parents can offer to their children in different contexts 

(Arias & Morillo-Campbell, 2008). Epstein (2011) proposes a framework with six types 

of involvement in order to assist school-based teams of teachers, school principals, and 

parents who are in charge of improving family and community involvement develop all-

inclusive programs for schools, families, and community partnerships. Epstein (2011) 

suggests the following six areas of parental involvement: 1) Parenting, 2) 

Communicating, 3) Volunteering, 4) Learning at home, 5) Decision making, and 6) 

Collaborating with the community. Arias and Morillo-Campbell (2008) suggest that 

programs that follow Epstein’s traditional typology to accommodate ELL parents should 

include cultural knowledge into the framework. 

Arias and Morillo-Campbell (2008) explain that non-traditional models of ELL 

parental involvement are focused on developing a reciprocal understanding between 

families and schools. These non-traditional approaches that promote parent involvement 

include the following elements: parental empowerment and integration of community. 

Arias and Morillo-Campbell (2008) describe the six areas of the traditional model of 

parental involvement as follows: 1) Assisting families with parenting skills, and ideas to 

create at home conditions conducive to learning. 2) Communicating with families in a 

two-way fashion in order to inform them about school activities and the academic 

progress of their children. 3) Recruiting efforts to invite families to participate as 

volunteers and audiences in school programs. 4) Involving families with their children in 
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academic activities at home. 5) Including families as participants in the decision making 

process at the school. 6) Collaborating and coordinating with the efforts and resources of 

community partners, colleges and other groups that fortify different school programs. 

Arias and Morillo-Campbell (2008) explain the same six areas of parental involvement 

from the perspective of non-traditional models as follows: 1) Assists in developing a 

mutual understanding between families and schools. 2) Includes cultural strengths of 

families and communities within the academic curriculum. 3) Offers parental education 

that involves family literacy and the understanding of the school community. 4) 

Encourages parental advocacy by informing and teaching parents in what ways they may 

advocate for their children. 5) Empowers parents through parent-initiated efforts at both 

school and community. 6) Applies cultural and linguistic practices in all aspects of 

communication. 

 According to the National Literacy Panel on Language-Minority Children and 

Youth (August & Shanahan, 2006), parents of ELLs could be valuable partners in the 

education of their children; however, schools often miss opportunities to involve or 

engage ELL parents in an effective manner. In addition, to missing these valuable 

opportunities, there are several barriers that often hinder the effective engagement of ELL 

parents, which include: a) school-based barriers; b) lack of proficiency in English; c) the 

parents’ educational level; d) disconnection between the culture at home and at school; 

and e) logistical issues (Arias & Morillo-Campbell, 2008). Arias and Morillo-Campbell 

(2008) indicate that school-based barriers involve a deficit perspective conducive to a 

negative school environment, which leads school staff to consider culturally and 

linguistically diverse student populations as “the problem” instead of reflecting on their 
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lack of efficiency working with these types of populations. Another aspect that schools 

with ELL populations need to correct is the unwelcome environment that discourages 

ELL parents from participating in school (Arias & Morillo-Campbell, 2008). 

 The lack of English language proficiency is one of the most significant challenges 

to effective information and participation of ELL parents (Arias & Morillo-Campbell, 

2008). Delgado, Huerta, and Campos (2012) report that many Hispanic parents show 

reluctance to become involved in their children’s education because they do not feel 

comfortable with their own language and academic skills. Other obstacles for promoting 

ELL parental engagement include the low level of formal education and lack of 

knowledge of the U.S. school system (Arias & Morillo-Campbell, 2008). According to 

Arias and Morillo-Campbell (2008), the ELL parent perception and expectations in 

regards to the roles that educators and parents should have in the educational process 

often are different from those of the school system. Many ELL parents have a perception 

that their role in educating their children should be teaching values and instilling good 

behaviors. ELL parents perceive teachers as “the experts” and might be reluctant to take 

on responsibilities that they usually view as pertaining to the school system (Arias and 

Morillo-Campbell, 2008). Logistics is an additional barrier that limits ELL parent 

participation in schools. Transportation issues as well as labor-intensive work schedules 

constraint their presence at parent-teacher conferences, open house events and other type 

of participation opportunities in schools (Arias and Morillo-Campbell, 2008). 

Strategies for Engaging ELL Parents  

According to Mathis (2013), the education of ELLs could be significantly 

enhanced if schools work to strengthen parental involvement. Breiseth et al., 2011 



	  
	  

	  

56	  

	  	  	  	  

propose to school principals the use of the following strategies in order to engage ELL 

families in school activities:  

1. Learn about your ELL population. This point is important because knowing 

even basic information about students’ backgrounds may facilitate the school principal to 

match ELLs with proper school services (Breiseth, Robertson, & Lafond, 2011). 

Appropriate information that school principals need to know about their ELLs includes 

the countries of origin of his/her students; how many ELLs were born in the US; what 

languages they speak; if these students are migrants, refugees, or with interrupted formal 

education (Breiseth et al., 2011).  

2. Integrate cultural traditions of ELLs throughout the school. According to 

Breiseth et al,. 2011, by including the cultural traditions of ELL families within the 

school community it creates a welcoming and respectful school environment. The 

practical considerations regarding this aspect include the following factors: a) 

Scheduling: the school principal should schedule around important cultural or religious 

holidays observed by the school community in order to avoid large number of students 

missing exams or school events; b) Classroom opportunities: teachers can create 

educational opportunities for students with different cultural backgrounds in order to 

cultivate a sense of respect among students for their classmates; c) Improved 

communication: When the school principals know about ELL family traditions they can 

avoid miscommunication that can damage a potential relationship. 

3. Create a welcoming environment for ELL families. This factor can make a 

remarkable difference for all families that belong to the school community, including the 

families of ELLs (Breiseth et al., 2011). Applying this strategy will be important for 
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immigrant families who might feel intimidated for the formal school environment and the 

English language they need to participate in school activities (Breiseth et al., 2011). The 

school principal can create this welcoming environment by making these strategies: a) 

posting signs in multiple languages; b) displaying student work on the school walls; c) 

displaying maps and flags of the students’ original countries; d) having bilingual morning 

greeters to welcome students and their families (Breiseth et al., 2011). 

4. Make a personal connection with families. Breiseth et al., 2011 suggest to 

school principals and their staff to take the time to get to know ELL families because this 

can assist in building a relationship based on trust that may allow students to experience 

academic success. In order to put this strategy in action, the school principal may hold a 

special back-to-school event for ELL families in which they have time to meet him/her or  

it can also be created a special welcome DVD in multiple languages (Breiseth et al., 

2011). 

5. Show the appreciation for families’ native languages. The school principal 

should respect parent’s intentions by assuring them that he/she respects their linguistic 

goals for their children (Breiseth et al., 2011). The school principal may explain parents 

of Ells that strong native language skills will help their kids learn English (Breiseth et al., 

2011). Some strategies to use in regards to this point include discussing with parents the 

importance of being bilingual and the value of strong first language skills, encouraging 

parents to read at home stories in their native language, offering courses or workshops to 

parents in their first language, providing resources to students in their first language in 

order to assist their learning, making available books in the students native language in 



	  
	  

	  

58	  

	  	  	  	  

the school library, and hiring bilingual staff and recruiting bilingual volunteers to the 

extent possible (Breiseth et al., 2011). 

6. Find ways to communicate with ELL parents. In order to improve the 

communication process with the ELL parents, the school can train staff on 

communicating in simplified English on the phone (Breiseth et al., 2011). Breiseth et al., 

2011 also suggest to hire staff that matches the linguistic needs of the student population 

whenever possible. 

7. Make the enrollment process manageable for ELL parents. Since ELL parents 

need to know the same information as non-ELL parents, it is important to provide 

translated forms or interpreters to let parents know about important information such as 

enrollment procedures, schedules, attendance policies, transportation, free and reduce 

lunch, holidays and school closures, and weather delays among others (Breiseth et al., 

2011). 

8. Provide opportunities for ELL parents to learn about the educational system in 

the U.S. According to Breiseth et al., 2011, one way to help ELL parents to become 

involved with school matters is to provide them with opportunities to learn more 

background information about the way the U.S. school system works in a language they 

understand. Some useful topics to provide in workshops for ELL parents include the U.S. 

school system, information on how to access the school website to check students’ 

progress, standardized testing, services for special education or gifted and talented, 

parent-teacher conferences, the college application process, and the benefits of reading at 

home (Breiseth et al., 2011). 
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9. Look for ways in which ELL parents can assist their kids with schoolwork. The 

school principal may suggest some ideas to ELL parents in order for them to assist their 

children at home and overcome the feeling of intimidation or unpreparedness for not 

knowing enough English or for having a limited educational background (Breiseth et al., 

2011). The school principal may suggest parents the following strategies: providing a 

specific place where their kids can do their homework, checking that homework is 

completely done each night, asking their kids what they learned at school every day, 

keeping regular contact with their children’s teacher in regards to their academic 

progress, and reading books in their native language (Breiseth et al., 2011). 

10. Look for ways in which ELL parents can participate or volunteer at school. In 

order to promote the active participation in school of ELL parents, the school principal 

may invite parents to visit the school and their kids’ classrooms frequently (Houk, 2005). 

The school principal can also ask teachers to have prepared an activity ready for parents 

who visit their classroom (Breiseth et al., 2011).  

11. Encourage ELL parents to take on leadership roles. Breiseth et al., 2011 

indicates that school principals can promote the participation of ELL parents by doing the 

following strategies: a) Making sure that parents have available qualified interpreters, so 

they can communicate their ideas using their native language. b) Developing a branch of 

the PTO in which ELL parents can work by language. Once ELL parents feel more 

comfortable in their roles, promote the collaboration of the groups in the PTO on a 

regular basis, and make sure the two groups can communicate. C) Providing frequent 

opportunities to ELL parents to share input and concerns with teachers and school 

administrators (Houk, 2005). 
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The School Principal as a Leader 

Several theorists, practitioners, and researchers have contributed to the topic of 

leadership. According to Marzano, Waters, & McNulty (2005), leadership has been 

considered as essential to the effective functioning of organizations, including schools. 

Hoy and Miskel (2005) indicated that it is not surprising that there are as numerous 

definitions of leadership as scholars that have attempted to define it. For example, Burns 

(1978) provides the following definition of leadership: 

I define leadership as leaders inducing followers to act for certain goals 
that represent the values and the motivation-the wants and the needs, the 
aspirations and expectations- of both leaders and followers. And the genius of 
leadership lies in the manner in which leaders see and act on their own and their 
followers’ values and motivations. (Burns, 1978, p. 19)   
 
Other authors have conceived leadership a process. For instance, Antonakis, 

Cianciolo, and Stenberg (2004) said that leadership could be defined as an influencing 

process and argue that is distinguished from the use of power and management. Hughes, 

Ginnett, and Curphy (2006) also considered leadership a process by defining this concept 

as “the process of influencing an organized group toward accomplishing its goals” (p. 8). 

Leadership is a social process that happens naturally within a social system and is shared 

among its members (Hoy & Miskel 2005). Yukl (2002) indicates that the concept of 

leadership involves a social influence process in which one person or group purposely 

tries to influence another person or group in order to structure the activities in an 

organization. Kimmelman (2010) concludes that a logical definition of leadership is “a 

process of influencing others to collectively follow with sincere commitment a vision that 

will achieve results” (p. 49). 
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Some authors have recognized the importance of first having a vision in order to 

be able to lead an organization. Bennis (2003) writes that the first basic ingredient of 

leadership is a ‘guiding vision’. According to Bennis (2003) the leader has a clear idea of 

what he or she wants to accomplish and also has the strength to persist in spite of 

setbacks or failures. Drucker (2004) reveals that “leadership is the lifting of a man’s 

vision to higher sights, the raising of a man’s performance to a higher standard, the 

building of a man’s personality beyond its normal limitations” (p.108). Daft (2008) 

supports the idea that leadership is about influencing others to come together around a 

common vision. 

The literature about leadership tends to differentiate between leaders and 

managers. Bennis (2003) suggests that managers administer, and leaders innovate. Hoy & 

Miskel (2005) indicate that administrators emphasize stability and efficiency, whereas 

leaders stress adaptive change and getting people to agree about what needs to be 

accomplished. Hughes et al. (2006) mention that the distinction between leadership and 

management is clear by specifying that today’s school leaders are required to influence 

their stakeholders to buy-in to their visions for school improvement initiatives. 

Different leadership theories have influenced the way principals lead their 

schools. Therefore, it is important for aspiring leaders to understand leadership theories in 

order to be equipped with a variety of strategies to deal with different situations 

(Kimmelman, 2010). Daft (2008) explains that leadership theory has evolved in terms of 

the following six categories: Great Man, Trait, Behavior, Contingency, Influence, and 

Relational. These leadership theories are explained in the subsequent paragraphs. 
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In regards to the first leadership theory noted by Daft, the “Great Man” theory, 

Kimmelman (2010) writes that this theory is probably the most associated with the topic 

of leadership. Yaverbaum and Sherman (2008) note that even though this theory may 

sound old-fashioned, research indicate that some individuals possess personality traits, 

behaviors and knowledge that facilitate them to become leaders.  People like Abraham 

Lincoln, Winston Churchill or Mahatma Gandhi are individuals with a reputation as 

someone who has accomplished great things, and consequently, they are seen as leaders 

(Kimmelman, 2010). The Great Man theory was developed around men who were born 

with certain leadership features that allowed them to exercise control over others in order 

to achieve goals (Kimmelman, 2010). 

Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) explain that the second leadership theory, 

the “Traits” theory, relied on the idea that leaders are endowed with superior qualities 

that distinguish them from followers. Bass (1990) mentions that at the beginning of the 

20th century, leaders were regarded as superior individuals who possessed qualities and 

abilities different from the general population. Stogdill (1948) stated that leadership traits 

included intelligence, alertness, insight, responsibility, initiative, persistence, self-

confidence, and sociability.  

By the 1950’s, researches focused on the next theory, the “Behavior” theory, 

which provided the opportunity to observe what leaders do rather than to attribute their 

success to personal characteristics (Kimmelman, 2010). The following are some of the 

behaviors observed in some leaders: good communication skills, demonstrates 

commitment, adaptable, efficient, focus on results, fosters teamwork, builds relationships, 

innovates, manages conflict, and creates a motivational environment (Kimmelman, 
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2010). Drucker (1993) writes that all leaders differ widely in their temperaments and their 

abilities, but what all of them have in common is the ability to get the right things done. 

These leadership behaviors provide an overview of the competencies that effective school 

leaders should learn and make them part of their daily performance (Kimmelman, 2010). 

Park (2005) states that leadership can be learned. Drucker (1993) sustains that the 

leader’s job is to be effective and that effectiveness can be learned.  

The “Contingency” theory is the fourth theory stated by Daft, it is also known as 

situational leadership, and it deals with the situation in which leadership actually occurs 

(Kimmelman, 2010). Marzano et al. (2005) explain that in situational leadership, the 

leader adapts his leadership behavior to followers’ maturity. The following leadership 

theory is known as the “Influence” theory and it examines the processes between leaders 

and followers (Kimmelman, 2010). According to Daft (2008), charismatic leadership is 

the type of leadership influence that is not based on position or formal authority. 

Charismatic leadership can be seen from the social or personal perspective (Bass & 

Riggio, 2006). According to Bass and Riggio (2006) the socialized charismatic leader 

exhibits an egalitarian behavior, is dedicated to serve collective interests, and develops 

and empowers others. On the other hand, personalized charismatic leaders are 

characterized for their personal dominance, using authoritarian behavior, being self-

aggrandizing, serving their self-interest, and by the exploitation of others (McClelland, 

1975). 

 Kimmelman (2010) indicates that influence theory incorporates the concept of 

“transformational leadership” rather than “transactional leadership.” Marzano et al. 

(2005) indicate that in general terms transactional leadership is defined as trading one 
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thing for another. According to Kimmelman (2010) transactional leaders usually achieve 

their goals by using the carrot and stick approach. The transactional leader is the one that 

leads through social exchange (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Burns (1978) indicates that 

politicians can be used as an example of leading by exchanging one thing for another. 

This case involves the exchange of jobs for votes (Burns, 1978). In the private sector, 

transactional leaders tend to offer financial rewards for achieving an expected 

productivity level or deny such rewards for not reaching certain goals (Bass & Riggio, 

2006). The transactional leader defines the needs of her followers and then she offers to 

satisfy such needs in exchange for the followers reaching the institution’s goals 

(Kimmelman, 2010). Hoy and Miskel (2005) provide an example of this exchange when 

the principal gives new instructional materials or an extended planning time for teachers 

in order to incorporate into practice a new reading program. Sergiovanni (2001) notes 

that in transactional leadership, both leaders and followers are focused on the exchange of 

needs or services to achieve objectives independently. Sergiovanni (2001) describes this 

bargaining process as a leadership by bartering which emphasizes the trading of wants 

and needs for cooperation and compliance. According to Sergiovanni (2001), this type of 

approach will work best if the teachers and the school principal do not share common 

goals and interests. The constructive transaction reward can be soundly effective to 

motivate followers to accomplish high levels of performance; however, it is not as 

effective as any of the components of transformational leadership (Bass & Riggio, 2006).  

On the other hand, Yukl (2002) states that transformational leaders build 

commitment to the organization’s objectives and empower followers to achieve these 

objectives. Transformational leadership is the preferred leadership style because it is 
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assumed to produce results beyond expectations (Bass, 1985). Burns (1978) writes that 

transformational leaders form “a relationship of mutual stimulation and elevation that 

converts followers into leaders and may convert leaders into moral agents” (p. 4). 

Transformational leaders develop followers into leaders by empowering them (Bass & 

Riggio, 2006). Transformational leaders inspire followers to commit to a common vision 

and to achieve common goals; challenge followers to find creative solutions to problems; 

and develop the follower’s leadership skills through coaching, mentoring and by 

providing challenges and support (Bass & Riggio, 2006). The four components of 

transformational leadership are explained in the following paragraphs. 

The first component of transformational leadership is Idealized Influence and it 

refers to the extent in which the behaviors exhibited by the transformational leader serve 

as a model to follow by his collaborators (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Followers perceive their 

leaders as people worthy of respect, trust and admiration; therefore, they identify with 

them and pretend to emulate them (Bass & Riggio, 2006). According to Bass and Riggio 

(2006), when the transformational leader possesses a strong idealized influence, he is 

more willing to take risks and can be trusted on doing the right thing, and also he will 

exhibit high ethical and moral behavior.  

The second component, Inspirational Motivation, refers to the behaviors 

demonstrated by transformational leaders that inspire his followers by offering meaning 

and challenge to their efforts (Bass & Riggio, 2006). The transformational leader displays 

optimism and is able to develop and effectively communicate a compelling vision that 

followers want to achieve (Bass & Riggio, 2006). The next component of 

transformational leadership is Intellectual Stimulation and it refers to the behaviors 
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employed by the transformational leaders to stimulate their followers to think in 

innovative ways to provide out of the box solutions to old problems (Bass & Riggio, 

2006). The transformational leader must ensure that there will not be public criticism of 

mistakes made by any individual, and he will encourage the development of new 

approaches and ideas in the resolution of problems faced by the organization (Bass & 

Riggio, 2006). 

The last component of transformational leadership is Individualized 

Consideration and it refers to the behaviors demonstrated by the transformational leader 

to pay individual attention to each follower’s needs for achievement and growth by acting 

as a mentor. In order for the transformational leader to provide effective individualized 

consideration, they need to recognize individual needs and desires, they also need to 

foster a two-way exchange in communication, and practice “management by walking 

around” (Bass & Riggio, 2006). The individually considerate leader is an effective 

listener and is willing to delegate tasks to followers in order to further their professional 

development (Bass & Riggio, 2006). 

Sergiovanni (2001) explains transformational leadership from the perspective of 

three leadership components: building, bonding, and binding. Leadership by building 

implies for school principals to arouse human capital, satisfying higher follower needs by 

providing them with conditions to experience psychological fulfillment, and raising 

expectations for both teachers and the school principal to motivate them to achieve 

superior levels of performance (Sergiovanni, 2001). Leadership by bonding refers to the 

extent to which the school principal and teachers develop common shared values 

regarding the type of relationship they want to share in order to become a community of 
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learners and leaders (Sergiovanni, 2001). For Sergiovanni (2001), the emphasis of 

leadership by binding is on developing common commitments and conceptions in regards 

to purposes, teaching, and learning. This type of leadership is used to establish the moral 

authority that motivates teachers to be morally responsive. Sergiovanni (2001) 

summarizes that building, bonding, and binding can be thought as leadership styles that 

can be utilized concurrently for different purposes. 

Kimmelman (2010) specifies that transformational leadership is the best model 

for areas such as business and education in the 21st century. However, this type of 

approach requires the most effort and sincere leadership (Kimmelman, 2010). 

Kimmelman (2010) also indicates that it is necessary to understand that it is a new 

phenomenon for educational leaders the balancing of sincerity of leadership with the 

demands of compliance and the necessity to become innovative. 

The last leadership theory noted by Daft is the “Relational” theory that focuses on 

how leaders and followers interact and influence each other (Kimmelman, 2010). 

According to Kimmelman (2010), the relational theory is important for current school 

principals since incorporates transformational and servant leadership. The following 

paragraph explains the theory of servant leadership. 

Robert Greenleaf introduced the concept of servant leadership in 1970 (Marzano 

et al., 2005). In essence, the servant leadership’s notion is about leaders being more 

concerned with their follower’s needs than with their own (Kimmelman, 2010). The 

servant leader exhibits skills that include being an effective listener, being a steward of 

the resources of the organization and being understanding of the personal needs of the 

individuals within an organization (Marzano et al., 2005). According to Sergiovanni 



	  
	  

	  

68	  

	  	  	  	  

(2001) servant leadership provides an accurate description of what involves being a 

school principal because the principal is responsible for “ministering” according to the 

necessities of the schools they are serving. The school principal ministers using a 

leadership style that inspires others to become leaders; besides, the school principal is 

dedicated to protect the school values (Sergiovanni, 2001). Sergiovanni (2001) highlights 

that the quality of followership is an indicator of how moral authority has replaced other 

types of authorities such as bureaucratic and psychological authorities. Sergiovanni 

(2001) concludes that when moral authority is driving leadership practice, the school 

principal becomes a leader of leaders, and at the same time is a follower of ideas, a 

minister of school values, and a servant to the followership. 

Other theories have influenced the way leaders behave in their organizations. One 

of these theories is Total Quality Management (TQM) that was created by Edward 

Deming (Marzano et al., 2005). Waldman (1993) suggested that Deming’s 14 central 

principles could be organized into the following five factors that define the activity of an 

effective leader: change agency, teamwork, continuous improvement, trust building, and 

eradication of short term goals. Marzano et al. (2005) identified 21 behaviors related to 

principal leadership. Marzano et al (2005) refer to these categories of behavior as 

“responsibilities.” Marzano et al. (2005) found “that principals can have a profound effect 

on the achievement of students in their schools” (p. 38). 

To the question: What is educational leadership? Gunter (2004) replies that the 

labels used to define this field have changed from “educational administration” to 

“educational management”, and more recently, to “educational leadership”. In the present 

times school principals are required to effectively lead their schools. Siccone writes that 
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“Effective schools require effective school leadership” (Siccone, 2012, p. v). Bass (1990) 

suggested that leadership is often considered the main factor in the success or failure of 

any institution. Nash and Hwang (2013) indicate that instruction and the support of 

instruction is the number one goal in a school. Siccone (2012) explains that school 

leadership is only second to classroom instruction among all the factors that contribute to 

student learning at school. According to Nash and Hwang (2013), the stakeholders of the 

school community must understand that instruction is the main goal at school. Brookover 

and Lezotte (1979) point out that effective schools are characterized by high agreement 

among staff as to goals and purposes. The school principal needs to let everyone know in 

the school community that there is a commitment to establishing a system of continuous 

improvement, a system that outlives his or her tenure (Nash & Hwang, 2013). Blumberg 

and Greenfield’s (1980) research revealed that successful principals are proactive and 

direct behaviors at their buildings and articulate a vision of what the school is and can be. 

The research of Blasé and Blasé (1998) suggests that effective instructional leadership 

involves three aspects: 1) Talking with teachers (conferencing); 2) Promoting teachers’ 

professional growth; and 3) Fostering teacher reflection.  

The Principal as a Culturally Proficient Leader 

	   The population of the United States is becoming more diverse everyday both 

racially and ethnically which implies that in the 21st century schools must attend the 

needs of all students and that schools are also required to prepare their students to be able 

to learn from people whose race, ethnicity and language differ from their own cultural 

background Banks et al. (2007). For schools to be able to respond to the demands of 

multicultural students, a change in the structure of the school is required, and the school 
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principal is in charge to begin that change (Hess, 2005). Fullan qualifies this commitment 

to change as “the imperative moral for principals” (Fullan, 2003, p. 41). Moreover, Fullan 

(2003), points out that the school principal must lead the deep cultural change that 

involves students, parents and teachers in order to create the conditions to enhance the 

learning of all students. 

 Cultural proficiency can be defined as “a mindset, a worldview, a way a person or 

organization makes assumptions for effectively describing, responding to, and planning 

for issues that arise in diverse environments” (Lindsey, Robins, and Terrell, 2009, p.4). 

Lindsey et al. (2009) add that some persons see cultural proficiency as a shift from 

perceiving cultural proficiency as problematical to learning to interact in an effective 

manner with people from other cultures. School principals, as culturally proficient 

leaders, should exhibit a series of values and behaviors that permit them and others to 

promote effective interactions among students, teachers and community members 

(Lindsey et al., 2009). In supporting the implementation of changes required by the 

school members, the culturally proficient leader needs to assist teachers to assess their 

culture and determine how the school is affecting the students and the community they 

serve (Lindsey et al., 2009). In addition, the culturally proficient principal needs to 

generate strategies in order to find solutions to conflicts in an effective manner, and to 

address the dynamics of difference that are present in the school (Lindsey et al., 2009). 

Furthermore, the culturally proficient principal structures appropriate adjustments to the 

curriculum, formal and non-formal, in order to include information regarding traditions, 

lifestyles, and values pertaining to all members of the community (Lindsey et al., 2009).  
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Lindsey et al. (2009) note that the four elements of transformational leadership: 

idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized 

consideration; have been adapted to the work of culturally proficient school principals. 

Idealized influence is the first element of transformational leadership, and it refers to 

school principals with strong convictions who are able to take stands on complicated 

issues such as high ethical standards and focus on the school vision (Lindsey et al., 2009).  

These leaders use information to pose questions such as: Given the low math scores of 

this demographic group in third grade students, what can we do in a different way to 

reach this group of students in a more effective manner? (Lindsey et al., 2009) The 

second element of transformational leadership, Inspirational Motivation, refers to school 

principals who provide aspects such as context and meaning for the work that is being 

done, a vision for the goals that can be achieved, and standards for teachers to utilize 

(Lindsey et al., 2009).  These transformational principals tend to ask questions of 

themselves and their staff. For example, in which ways do the elements of cultural 

competence allow us to serve more effectively to all the demographic groups represented 

in the student body? (Lindsey et al., 2009) The next transformational leadership element, 

Intellectual Stimulation, refers to school principals that look for replacing old 

assumptions, traditions and beliefs with behaviors, policies, and practices that are focused 

on attending the needs of the local community members (Lindsey et al., 2009). Principals 

who attend to this element of transformational leadership generate questions such as: Are 

we committed to teaching the type of students that are enrolled in our school, or are we 

still using the same teaching styles that we employed with the students who used to 

attend our school? (Lindsey et al., 2009) The last element of transformational leadership, 
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Individualized Consideration, includes school principals who mentor and coach other 

educators and community members (Lindsey et al., 2009). This type of principal poses 

questions such as: What sort of things are you doing to enhance the learning setting for 

the students in our school? 

The following paragraph presents different ideas about cultural proficiency for 

school principals that work with ELLs.  Quezada, Lindsey, and Lindsey (2013) suggest 

school principals develop “a culture of willingness, openness, and a school wide 

commitment to embracing and meeting the challenges and opportunities of cultural and 

language diversity” (p. 1). As instructional leaders, school principals must think about 

language diversity in a comprehensive manner and using the lens of cultural proficiency 

(Quezada et al., 2013). According to Tung et al. (2011) effective principals that work 

with ELLs, first identify students’ as well as teachers’ needs, set expectations, change 

attitudes and perceptions of ELLs, build teacher buy-in for improvement of ELLs, and 

make organizational changes for ELLs. Tellez and Waxman (2005) suggest that when the 

school staff mirrors the ethnic and linguistic makeup of the student population, there is a 

higher probability that the staff will have shared beliefs, values, and ways of living as 

students of the same ethnicity. Tung et al. (2011) propose that when cultural competence 

is not achieved by ethnic matching, the school can develop it through skill training and by 

requiring teachers to know about students’ national backgrounds, identities, and by being 

involved with their students’ families. When schools are culturally competent, they 

reinforce students’ identities and create a sense of academic and physical safety not only 

for students, but also for their families (Tung et al., 2011). The need to address the school 

changing demographics involves other aspects besides culture. According to Singleton 
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and Linton (2006) teachers need to establish high expectations and be able to implement 

more effective instructional practices in order to close the racial achievement gap. Tung 

et al. (2011) recommend that teachers of ELLs differentiate instruction for the specific 

needs of this type of students. August and Pease-Alvarez (1996) write that effective 

schools for ELLs not only provide equal access to the curriculum and resources, but the 

curriculum also accommodates ELLs’ range of knowledge, skills and instructional needs.  

The Role of the Principal in a Multicultural School 

 According to Banks et al. (2007), due to the racial and ethnic diversification of the 

population in the United States, it is necessary to prepare our students to live and work in 

a multicultural society. A “Multicultural Education Consensus Panel” supported by the 

Carnegie Corporation developed a series of principles that can guide school principals in 

effectively leading schools that are racially, ethnically and linguistically diverse in order 

to improve both intercultural proficiency and academic achievement (Banks et al., 2007). 

The following paragraphs will explain the principles that may serve as guides to lead a 

multicultural school. 

 Teacher Learning is the topic of the first principle and it refers to the professional 

development programs that teachers should attend in order to understand the complex 

characteristics of the diverse ethnic groups that form the American society. This principle 

is relevant since there is an increasing cultural, ethnic, and racial gap between teachers 

and students in U.S. schools (Banks et al., 2007). These programs should assist teachers 

to (a) identify their personal attitudes toward groups that differ from them ethnically, 

linguistically and culturally; (b) gain knowledge about diverse cultures; (c) become aware 

about the ways in which educational institutions perpetuate stereotypes about different 
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racial and ethnic groups of the society; (d) develop knowledge to be able to implement an 

“equity education” which is described by Banks (2004) as instruction that offers to all 

students an equal opportunity to achieve both academic and social success in the school 

setting; and (e) use the cultural backgrounds and experiences that students bring to the 

classroom to enrich their learning process (Banks et al., 2007). 

 Student Learning is a general topic that encompasses principles two, three, and 

four. The second principle refers to the expectation for schools to ensure that all their 

students receive equitable opportunities that allow them to learn and reach high standards 

(Banks et al., 2007). One way to look at the fairness of educational opportunity is by 

comparing the learning opportunities offered to students within and across schools. The 

following include the most important opportunities that schools can provide to their 

students in order to learn: (a) teacher quality that includes indicators such as experience, 

participation in professional development programs, oral ability, and a teacher rewards 

and incentive program; (b) an environment conducive to learning that is safe and orderly; 

(c) maintain students actively engaged in learning activities; (d) an appropriate student-

teacher ratio; (e) a rigorous curriculum; and (f) the possibility to access extracurricular 

activities (Banks et al., 2007). 

 The third principle indicates that the curriculum should be developed in a way 

that helps students understand that knowledge is socially constructed and reflects not only 

personal experiences, but also the social, political and economic contexts in which that 

knowledge was developed (Banks et al., 2007). Banks (2006) points out that students 

study events and concepts that mainly are told from the point of view of the group in 

power which implies ignoring the perspectives of the marginalized groups, and to make 
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minority students to feel left out of the American story (Banks et al., 2007). Therefore, it 

is necessary to teach students the different and often conflicting meanings of the concepts 

and issues regarding the diverse groups that form the U.S. in order to assist them in the 

understanding of complex factors that have contributed to the birth and development of 

the country (Banks et al., 2007). This teaching perspective will help students to: (a) 

communicate more effectively with members of other groups; (b) develop empathy 

toward the points of view that characterized different groups; and (c) learn to think 

critically and to able to collaborate in the resolution of more complex problems (Banks et 

al., 2007). The fourth principle suggests that schools should offer extracurricular 

activities that help students to further develop knowledge and attitudes that will enhance 

their academic achievement as well as to develop positive relationships with other 

students that have a different racial and ethnic background (Banks et al., 2007). 

 The topic Intergroup Relations embodies principles five, six, seven, eight, and 

nine. The fifth principle recommends that schools create group memberships that permit 

the improvement of intergroup relations (Banks et al., 2007). When groups include 

people from different ethnic and racial groups may cause existing differences among 

various groups to lose significance, and also may stimulate liking and cohesion that in 

turn can diminish previous antagonisms (Banks et al., 2007). The sixth principle advises 

that schools should instruct students about stereotyping, and other biases that create 

negative effects on the development of ethnic and racial relationships (Banks et al., 

2007). Intergroup contact can help reduce stereotypes if members of different groups are 

allowed to behave in multiple ways within a variety of contexts thus their full humanity 

and diversity can be displayed (Banks et al., 2007). 
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 The seventh principle states that all students should benefit from learning about 

the common values among all cultural groups such as justice, equality, freedom, peace, 

compassion and charity (Banks et al., 2007). Stephan and Stephan (2004) note that 

teaching about these values can provide the foundation for perceived similarity that can 

favor more positive intergroup relations. The eighth principle refers to the extent to which 

teachers need to assist their students to develop the social skills required to interact in an 

effective manner with students who belong to different racial, ethnic, cultural, and 

language groups (Banks et al., 2007). Cushner and Landis (1996) highlight the technique 

called “intercultural sensitizer” that can be used to illustrate cases in which members of 

diverse groups consider the behavior of out-group members as offensive or antagonistic. 

The technique “intergroup dialogues” can help to demystify the behavior of out-group 

members in order to develop a more truthful perception of them (Banks et al., 2007). 

 The ninth principle implies that schools need to promote opportunities for 

students that belong to diverse ethnic, cultural, racial, and language groups to interact 

socially under circumstances that have been designed to help to reduce factors such as 

fear, anxiety and differences in status (Banks et al., 2007). According to Gaertner and 

Dovidio (1986), anxiety and fear are considered among the main aspects that cause 

prejudice. These two factors, fear and anxiety, can lead members of certain social groups 

to avoid interacting with out-group members because this may cause discomfort to them 

(Stephan & Renfro, 2002). In order to reduce anxiety and insecurity regarding 

interactions with out-group members; the recommendations are to structure the contexts 

of these interactions, to balance the amount of members of different groups, to reduce the 
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probabilities of failure, and to minimize the opportunities for aggression and hostility 

(Banks et al., 2007). 

 The topic of Assessment involves the tenth principle, which requires teachers to 

consider using multiple culturally sensitive techniques in order to evaluate not only 

cognitive skills, but also complex social skills (Banks et al., 2007). According to Banks et 

al. 2007, teachers need to adopt a variety of formative and summative assessment 

strategies that allow students to exhibit mastery of the curriculum. Among the strategies 

considered by teachers are observations, oral evaluations, presentations, teacher-made 

test and other standardized assessments. 

 The areas of school, governance, organization, and equity include principles 

eleven and twelve. The eleventh principle entails schools ensuring that the decision 

making process is widely shared and that the different school stakeholders learn 

collaborative skills that allow creating a caring learning environment for students (Banks 

et al., 2007). According to Nieto (1999), school policies and practices reflect the values 

of the members that work for the school community. This can be exhibited though 

aspects such as the curriculum, teaching strategies, evaluation practices, or school beliefs, 

attitudes or expectations from students. When schools are managed from top down, they 

are not able to develop collaborative and caring school cultures (Banks et al., 2007). On 

the other hand, strong multicultural schools are those that include a variety of 

stakeholders that include teachers, students, parents, administrators, and community 

members (Banks et al., 2007). 

 The twelfth principle indicates that school leaders need to guarantee that all 

schools in the public system are funded equitably, regardless of their physical location 
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(Banks et al., 2007). When the school systems fail to provide all students with equitable 

resources for learning it usually provokes negative effects for the students in 

disadvantaged schools because the achievement gap becomes wider in regards to more 

affluent schools (Banks et al., 2007). 

 In conclusion, the diversity found in the public schools of the United States 

should be seen as an opportunity and as a challenge to enrich the nation (Banks et al., 

2007). Students are required to become competent in intergroup skills in order to function 

effectively as adults in a nation that offers complex ethnic challenges (Banks et al., 

2007). The effective school principal of a multicultural school is the one that can assist 

students from different ethnic, cultural, racial, and language groups to experience 

academic success (Banks et al., 2007).  

Leadership Responsibilities 

 Marzano, Waters and McNulty (2005) conducted a meta-analysis that indicates 

that school principals can have a significant impact on student achievement. The meta-

analysis included 69 studies performed between the years 1978 and 2001; it also involved 

2,802 schools, and an estimate of 14,000 teachers and 1,400,000 students (Marzano et al., 

2005). According to Marzano et al. (2005), the meta-analysis showed an average 

correlation of .25 between general leadership behavior and student academic 

achievement. These authors indicate that is evident that the leadership behaviors of 

school principals have an important effect on student achievement and that principals 

should look for ways to develop their leadership skills. The following paragraphs will 

explain the 21 categories of behaviors that Marzano et al. (2005) refer to as 

“responsibilities” of school principals. 
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The responsibility of Affirmation refers to the approaches that school principals 

utilized in order to recognize and celebrate school successes as well as failures (Marzano 

et al., 2005). According to Marzano et al. (2005), the meta-analysis indicates that this 

responsibility includes the following principal behaviors: recognizing and celebrating the 

accomplishments of both students and teachers, and recognizing the failures of the school 

as a whole. To exemplify this responsibility, a school principal can announce that a 

certain group of students has increased the state test scores by seven percentile points. 

The responsibility of Change Agent refers to the school principal’s willingness to 

challenge the status quo and momentarily upset the equilibrium of the school (Marzano et 

al., 2005). In a different perspective about this responsibility, Silins, Mulford and Zarins 

(2002), point out that the effective change agent protects risk takers and creates an 

environment where teachers are empowered and have the freedom to experiment and take 

risks. The meta-analysis identified the following principals’ behaviors associated with 

this responsibility: challenging the status quo in a conscious manner, willing to lead 

changes that will produce uncertain results, and considering innovative ways of doing 

things in school (Marzano et al., 2005). Marzano et al. (2005) provide an example to 

illustrate how a change agent practices this responsibility at school would be posing a 

question such as this: “What are some things that we can do that we are not doing now?” 

The responsibility of Contingent Rewards refers to the extent to which the school 

principal recognizes and rewards individual teachers for their achievements (Marzano et 

al., 2005). The school principal’s behaviors connected to this responsibility include the 

following: utilizing the hard work and the individual results obtained as a basis to provide 

rewards and recognitions, utilizing teacher performance instead of teacher seniority as a 
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main criterion to provide awards and recognition (Marzano et al., 2005). Kouzes and 

Posner (1999) note that the contingent reward responsibility is a reminder for both the 

teacher and the principal of what is important and valued at school. An example provided 

by Marzano et al. (2005) in order to illustrate this responsibility of contingent reward can 

be when the school principal singles out and praises a particular teacher for going the 

extra mile and stays after school working with students whose math skills are below 

grade level.  

Communication is another leadership responsibility and it refers to the degree to 

which the school principal creates strong lines of communication with teachers, between 

teachers and with students (Marzano et al., 2005). According to Scribner, Cockrell, 

Cockrell, and Valentine (1999), effective communication is considered the glue that 

holds together the rest of the leadership responsibilities. According to the meta-analysis 

produced by Marzano et al. (2005) the school principal behaviors linked to this 

responsibility involved the following: developing effective channels of communication 

for teachers to communicate with one another, and maintaining lines of communication 

with all the staff that are open and effective. One way to illuminate this responsibility is 

when the school principal starts distributing a monthly letter in which he/she explains 

significant decisions that he/she has made or is thinking of making (Marzano et al., 

2005). 

Culture is a leadership responsibility that is a natural by-product of people 

working in close proximity and it can have a positive or negative impact in the 

effectiveness of the campus (Marzano et al., 2005). Thence it is the responsibility of the 

effective school principal to create a culture that positively impacts teachers, so they in 
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turn can also influence their students in a positive manner (Marzano et al., 2005). The 

meta-analysis associates this principal responsibility to the following leadership 

behaviors: promoting cohesion among all faculty members, promoting a sense of well-

being among all teachers, creating a sense of purpose among teachers, creating a common 

vision of what the school could look like (Marzano et al., 2005).  An example of how 

school principals exercise this responsibility is when she has an extended session 

discussing with teachers the vision and mission of the school (Marzano et al., 2005). 

 Discipline is a principal’s responsibility explained by Marzano et al. (2005) as an 

essential task that consists of sheltering teachers from unnecessary distractions. Elmore 

(2000) points out that school principals are hired and retained in their positions based 

mainly on their capacity to protect teachers from activities that can distract them from 

teaching. The school principal behaviors related to this responsibility include: protecting 

instructional time to avoid interruptions, and protecting teachers from distractions both 

internal and external (Marzano et al., 2005). The responsibility of discipline can be 

illustrated, for instance, when the school principal establishes and enforces a policy about 

not making announcements or calling teachers through the intercom during instructional 

time (Marzano et al., 2005). 

 Flexibility is the responsibility that it refers to the extent to which the school 

principal is able to adapt his/her leadership performance according to the needs of a 

specific situation and is comfortable with staff dissent (Marzano et al., 2005). Lashway 

(2001) notes that school principals should accept diverse opinions and should protect and 

encourage their staff to offer different points of view about a problem. The principal 

behaviors identified in the meta-analysis that are related to flexibility include the 
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following: adapting leadership behavior according to the needs of particular conditions, 

encouraging staff to share diverse and opposing points of view, being comfortable with 

formulating main changes in how things are done, and being directive and nondirective as 

the circumstances demand (Marzano et al., 2005). School principals demonstrate the 

responsibility of flexibility when they refrain from providing their opinion on a topic to 

ensure that teachers experience ownership about the decision (Marzano et al., 2005). 

 Focus is a leadership responsibility that requires the establishment of clear goals 

and the ability of the principal to keep them at the center of the school’s attention 

(Marzano et al., 2005). The effective principal will ensure that his/her staff does not 

spend considerable amounts of energy and resources on school improvement initiatives 

that lead to nowhere (Marzano et al., 2005). The meta-analysis identified the next 

behaviors correlated with the responsibility of Focus: determining specific goals for 

curriculum, instruction and assessments; establishing clear goals for the overall 

performance of the school; formulating high expectations and goals for all students to 

reach; monitoring constantly the established goals (Marzano et al., 2005). An example 

about how a school principal performs this responsibility would be when he/she in 

conjunction with the staff set a goal that by the end of the year 70% of the students will 

be reading at grade level or above (Marzano et al., 2005). 

 Ideals/Beliefs constitute another leadership responsibility for school principals. 

Bennis (2003) situates ideals and beliefs at the center of effective leadership practice. 

According to the meta-analysis the leadership behaviors related to this responsibility are 

holding precise beliefs about schools, teaching, and learning; sharing common beliefs 

with teachers about school; teaching, and learning; and performing behaviors consistent 
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with beliefs (Marzano et al., 2005). A school principal exhibits this responsibility when 

she explains a decision she has made in terms of her beliefs about how academic 

achievement is not the only way to measure success in a school (Marzano et al., 2005).  

 Input is another essential leadership responsibility for principals that refers to the 

approaches utilized by the school principal to get teachers involved in designing and 

implementing decisions and policies that are important (Marzano et al., 2005). According 

to Silins et al. (2002), this responsibility is very important because the effectiveness of 

the school is contingent to the participation teachers are allowed to perform in areas such 

as school policy decisions and review. The meta-analysis recognized the following 

principals’ behaviors in connection with the Input responsibility: providing opportunities 

for teachers to become involved in developing policies, offering opportunities for 

teachers to provide input to make important decisions, and utilizing teams in decision 

making. One form in which a school principal can demonstrate this responsibility is by 

consulting with his/her teachers about an important topic in order to make a better 

decision (Marzano et al., 2005). 

 Intellectual Stimulation is related to the methods followed by the school principal 

to ensure that his/her teachers become cognizant of effective instructional theories and 

practices (Marzano et al., 2005). Supovitz (2002) points out that this leadership 

responsibility refers to the degree in which the school principal involves teachers in 

meaningful dialogue about research and theory. The school principal behaviors linked to 

this responsibility are the following: consistently exposing teachers to current and 

effective research and theory, keeping cognizant about the most recent effective research 

and theory about schooling, and promoting discussions concerning recent research and 
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theory to effectively instruct students. This responsibility can be illustrated when a school 

principal establishes a book group to study the opposing philosophies of two reading 

approaches in order to adopt one that combines both (Marzano et al., 2005). 

The responsibility of Involvement in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment is 

concerned with the direct involvement of the school principal in the design and 

implementation of areas such as curriculum, instruction and assessment generally at the 

classroom level (Marzano et al., 2005). The school principal involvement in this 

responsibility has been considered fundamental to the notion of instructional leadership 

(Marzano et al., 2005). The school principal’s behaviors correlated with this leadership 

responsibility according to the meta-analysis are the following: directly assisting teachers 

in designing curricular activities; directly assisting teachers with assessment issues; and 

directly assisting teachers with instructional issues (Marzano et al., 2005). This 

responsibility can be illustrated when a school principal meets with the members of a 

curriculum department to discuss how teachers will cover the required curriculum 

regarding the content of that curricular area on the state test (Marzano et al., 2005). 

The leadership responsibility of Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and 

Assessment is different from the hands-on approach of the previous responsibility and it 

refers to the school principal’s awareness of effective practices in those three areas 

(Marzano et al., 2005). According to Fullan (2001), this leadership responsibility is 

important since the school principal’s knowledge of best practices in the areas of 

curriculum, instruction, and assessment is required in order to guide teachers on the every 

day process of teaching and learning. The principal’s behaviors tied to this responsibility 

according to the meta-analysis include the following: possessing ample knowledge of 
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current best instructional practices; possessing ample knowledge of current best 

curricular practices; possessing ample knowledge of best current assessment practices; 

and assisting teachers with effective classroom practices (Marzano et al., 2005). Marzano 

et al. (2005) exemplifies the leadership responsibility of Knowledge of Curriculum, 

Instruction, and Assessment when a school principal stays abreast of current research on 

instructional practices by attending symposiums and conferences regarding these topics. 

 According to Marzano et al. (2005), developing a system to provide feedback is 

the central piece of the Monitoring/Evaluating responsibility. This leadership 

responsibility addresses the school principal examination of the effectiveness of school 

practices in regards to the impact caused on student achievement (Marzano et al., 2005). 

The principal’s behaviors linked to this leadership responsibility are the following: 

permanently monitoring the effectiveness of the school practices implemented in areas 

such as curriculum, instruction and assessment, and constantly being cognizant of the 

impact that these best practices produce on student achievement (Marzano et al., 2005). 

The school principal implements this responsibility when she systematically observes the 

implementation of a new math program in her school (Marzano et al., 2005). 

The leadership responsibility of Optimizer is concerned with the school 

principal’s ability to inspire others and to become the driving force when the school is 

implementing an innovative instructional program (Marzano et al., 2005). The behaviors 

accompanying this leadership responsibility include the following: inspiring teachers to 

achieve goals that could be considered beyond their reach, acting as the driving force in 

the implementation of main initiatives, and showing a positive attitude about the 

teachers’ competency to attain important goals (Marzano et al., 2005). The school 
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principal portrays the leadership responsibility of Optimizer when he reveals to teachers 

that he understands that the implementation of the new reading program will bring 

difficult times, but that he will provide the necessary resources and support until the 

program is implemented completely (Marzano et al., 2005). 

 The leadership responsibility of Order addresses the extent to which the school 

principal determines principles of operation and routines for the school (Marzano et al., 

2005). According to the meta-analysis the leadership of Order includes these school 

principal’s behaviors: developing a series of routines that teachers understand and apply 

in order to have a smooth running of the school, offering clear rules and procedures for 

teachers to follow, and offering clear rules and routines for students to follow (Marzano 

et al., 2005). The school principal displays this responsibility when she institutes a 

procedure for teachers to have equitable access to the color printer (Marzano et al., 2005). 

 The Outreach responsibility implies that the school principal becomes an advocate 

for the school to all stakeholders involved in the school community (Marzano et al., 

2005). Benecivenga and Elias (2003) note that schools need to develop partnerships in 

order to run effectively, and these partnerships must outspread to the community at large 

(Marzano et al., 2005). The behaviors linked to this leadership responsibility involved the 

following: making sure that the school satisfies all district and states directives, becoming 

the school advocate with parents, becoming the advocate with central offices, and 

becoming the advocate with the community at large (Marzano et al., 2005). 

 The leadership responsibility of Relationships refers to the degree to which the 

school principal shows familiarity with what is happening in the personal lives of the 

teachers (Marzano et al., 2005).  Elmore (2000) suggests that the school principal should 
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interact face to face with teachers instead of relying on bureaucratic routines. The 

behaviors that are interconnected to this leadership responsibility include the following: 

remaining informed about important personal situations within the lives of teachers, 

staying aware of the specific needs of teachers, and sustaining personal relationships with 

the school teachers (Marzano et al., 2005). The school principal exhibits the 

responsibility of Relationships when she attempts to interact everyday with each teacher 

and inquire about how they are doing (Marzano et al., 2005). 

 According to Fullan (2001), the responsibility of Resources refers to the extent to 

which the school is able to obtain resources such as materials, equipment, space, and time 

as well as opportunities to access novel ideas and expertise. The access to professional 

development opportunities for teachers is one of the essential resources to achieve an 

effective functioning of the school (Marzano et al., 2005). Marzano et al. (2005) explain 

that the responsibility of Resources addresses the extent to which the school principal 

provides the necessary resources for teachers in order to attain a successful execution of 

their tasks (Marzano et al., 2005). This leadership responsibility includes the following 

behaviors identified in the meta-analysis: making sure that teachers are provided with the 

materials and equipment that they need to perform their responsibilities, and guaranteeing 

that teachers have been provided with staff development opportunities that contribute to 

the improvement of their teaching quality (Marzano et al., 2005). The responsibility of 

Resources is illustrated when the school principal meets periodically with teachers to 

inquire about the materials they need to perform their job (Marzano et al., 2005). 

 Marzano et al. (2005) note that the responsibility of Situational Awareness refers 

to the school principal’s awareness of the details and the particularities influencing the 
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performance of the school and how she uses this information to tackle current and 

potential problems. Deering, Dilts, and Russell (2003) interpret this leadership 

responsibility as anticipatory leadership. These authors added that having the mental 

agility of anticipatory leadership throughout the school would position the school not 

only to survive, but also to flourish. The leadership responsibility of Situational 

Awareness includes the following behaviors: being able to predict with accuracy the 

things that could go wrong in the daily operation of the school, being aware of the 

structure of informal groups and relationships formed throughout the school, and being 

cognizant of situations that could emerge and create discord (Marzano et al., 2005). The 

school principal demonstrates the execution of this responsibility when she meets with a 

group of teachers who have shown dissatisfaction for a decision she has made (Marzano 

et al., 2005). 

 The last responsibility included in the meta-analysis is Visibility and it discusses 

the school principal’s interactions with students, teachers and parents (Marzano et al., 

2005). According to Blasé and Blasé (1999), the highly effective principal dedicates time 

to visit teachers’ classrooms regularly. The behaviors that the school principal exhibits 

regarding the responsibility of Visibility include the following: visiting classrooms 

frequently; being in contact with student on a regular basis; and staying visible in school 

to teachers, parents, and students (Marzano et al., 2005).



	  

	  

Chapter III 

METHODOLOGY 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine and describe what leadership practices 

principals that lead Title I elementary schools with ELLs with high academic progress in 

STAAR state test in reading and math report they perform in comparison to principals 

that lead Title I elementary schools with ELLs with low academic progress in the reading 

and math state test scores in a large suburban school district. Specifically, the study 

examined and described issues such as their reported approaches to delegating 

instructional responsibilities affecting the education of ELLs, the strategies employed to 

involve parents of ELLs, and the manner in which they prioritize the steps needed to 

obtain academic success with ELLs. Additionally, the study inquired the personal 

perspectives that principals reported regarding the successful education of ELLs. 

Research Questions 

This	  study	  involved	  a	  qualitative	  design	  methodology.	  The	  study	  had	  the	  

objective	  to	  answer	  the	  following	  research	  questions:	  

1. How do principals of Title I elementary schools with ELLs, whose results in the 

STAAR tests demonstrated higher academic progress, report they delegate 

instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success of ELLs? 

2. How do principals of Title I elementary schools with ELLs, whose results in the 

STAAR tests demonstrated lower academic progress, report they delegate 

instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success of ELLs? 
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3. How are the reported approaches utilized by both sets of principals in order to 

delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success of ELLs 

similar or different? 

4. How do principals of Title I elementary schools with ELLs, whose results in the 

STAAR tests demonstrated higher academic progress, report they implement 

parental involvement strategies in order to involve parents of ELLs? 

5. How do principals of Title I elementary schools with ELLs, whose results in the 

STAAR tests demonstrated lower academic progress, report they implement 

parental involvement strategies in order to involve parents of ELLs? 

6. How are the strategies reportedly utilized by both sets of principals in order to 

involve parents of ELLs similar or different? 

7. How do principals of Title I elementary schools with ELLs, whose results in the 

STAAR tests demonstrated higher academic progress, report they prioritize the 

steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs? 

8. How do principals of Title I elementary schools with ELLs, whose results in the 

STAAR tests demonstrated lower academic progress, report they prioritize the 

steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs? 

9. How are the methods reportedly utilized by both sets of principals in order to 

prioritize the steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs similar or 

different? 

10. What are the personal perspectives of principals of Title I elementary schools with 

ELLs, whose results in the STAAR tests demonstrated higher academic progress, 

regarding the successful education of ELLs? 
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11. What are the personal perspectives of principals of Title I elementary schools with 

ELLs, whose results in the STAAR tests demonstrated lower academic progress, 

regarding the successful education of ELLs? 

12. How are the personal perspectives of both sets of principals regarding the 

successful education of ELLs similar or different? 

Sample 

A purposeful sampling strategy was utilized for this study. According to Creswell 

(2013), the purposeful sampling approach implies three considerations: 1) Whom to 

select as participants for the study, 2) select a specific type of sampling strategy, and 3) 

the size of the sample. For this study, the type of sampling utilized is “stratified 

purposeful” because it assisted in illustrating subgroups and facilitated the comparison 

between the group of school principals with higher academic progress and the group of 

school principals with lower academic progress between the years 2013 and 2014 

(Creswell, 2013). In this study, the size of the sample consisted of eight elementary 

school principals from Great ISD. These principals were divided in two groups. One 

group included four school principals with high combined academic progress between the 

years 2013 and 2014 according to the TAPR report published by TEA. Another group 

comprised four school principals whose combined reading and math STAAR results 

demonstrated low academic progress in the same period of time.  

Participants 

 The participants of this study were elementary principals from Title I schools in 

Great ISD (a pseudonym), a suburban school district in the southeast region of Texas. 

Two groups of school principals from this district were examined: a) One group included 
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school principals of Title I schools with ELLs who obtained higher academic progress 

results in reading and math in the STAAR test from the year 2013 to the year 2014 as 

reported on the 2013-14 Texas Academic Performance Report (TAPR) published by the 

Texas Education Agency’s website; and b) Another group of Principals of Title I schools 

with ELLs who obtained the lower academic progress in reading and math in the STAAR 

test in the same years. In this second group, there is one school that has not been 

designated Title I, but it has a bilingual program and its ELL enrollment is least 35% of 

its student population. Demographic information about the participants is shown in 

Figures 1 and 2.  

. 
Figure	  1.	  Experience of school principals serving in schools that obtained a positive 
difference in their academic progress in reading and math.	  
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Figure 2. Experience of school principal serving in schools that obtained a negative 
difference in their academic progress in reading and math. 

	  
 Table 1 displays the schools that obtained the higher academic progress in their 

combined averages of reading and math scores when the scores from 2013 were 

subtracted from the average of the scores obtained in 2014. The reading scores shown on 

table 1 were calculated by adding the average obtained by each school in their reading 

scores for grades third, fourth and fifth for both years 2013 and 2014. The same 

methodology was utilized to determined the values of the math test results. Table 3 

displays the schools that obtained a negative difference in their combined reading and 

math scores when the scores from 2013 were subtracted from the scores of the year 2014. 

The values shown in this table were calculated in the same way than the values displayed 

on Table 1. 
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Table 1 

Title I schools with ELLs that obtained a positive difference in their academic progress in 
reading and math 

	  
 
 

School 

 
Reading 

2013 

 
Reading 

2014 

 
Dif- 

ference 

 
Math 
2013 

 
Math 
2014 

 
Dif- 

ference 

Total 
Dif- 

ference 
	  
Robert	  E.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  72.67	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  77.33	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4.67	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  63.33	  	  	  	  	  74.00	  	  	  	  	  10.67	  	  	  	  	  15.34	  
 
Angus E. 

 
83.33 

 
82.00 

 
-1.33 

 
71.67 

 
82.00 

 
10.33 

 
9.00 

 
Wayne E. 

 
77.67 

 
76.67 

 
-1.00 

 
75.00 

 
84.00 

 
 9.00 

 
8.00 

 
Marla E. 

 
79.00 

 
81.33 

 
2.33 

 
77.33 

 
81.67 

 
 4.34 

 
6.67 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 

Table 2 

Title I schools with ELLs that obtained a positive difference in their academic progress in 
reading and math with percentages of ELLs enrolled and Mobility Rates 

	  
 
 
 

  
 
School 

Percenta
ge of 
ELLs 

Mobility 
Rate 
2013 

Mobility 
Rate 
2014 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
Robert E. 
 
Angus E. 

 
40.8 

 
51.7 

 
13.0 

 
11.6 

 
12.8 

 
9.5 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
Wayne E. 

 
35.7 

 
20.7 

 
19.6 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Marla E. 

 
51.5 

 
12.8 

 
10.4 
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Table 3 

Title I schools with ELLs that obtained a negative difference in their academic progress 
in reading and math	  	  

	  
 
 

School 

 
Reading 

2013 

 
Reading 

2014 

 
Dif- 

ference 

 
Math 
2013 

 
Math 
2014 

 
Dif- 

ference 

Total 
Dif- 

ference 
        
 
Sonya E. 

 
81.67 

 
83.67 

 
2.00 

 
83.67 

 
80.00 

 
-3.67 

 
-1.67 

 
Deanna E. 

 
73.67 

 
70.33 

 
-3.34 

 
78.67 

 
78.33 

 
-0.33 

 
-3.67 

 
Sara E. 

 
82.00 

 
75.00 

 
-7.00 

 
76.00 

 
75.67 

 
-0.33 

 
-7.33 

 
Renee E. 

 
79.33 

 
80.00 

 
0.67 

 
77.33 

 
66.00 

 
-11.34 

 
-10.67 

 

Table 4 

Title I schools with ELLs that obtained a positive difference in their academic progress in 
reading and math with percentages of ELLs enrolled and Mobility Rates 

	  
   

 
School 

Percenta
ge of 
ELLs 

Mobility 
Rate 
2013 

Mobility 
    Rate 
   2014 

    

 
Sonya E. 

 
36.4 

 
7.3 

 
9.3 

 
 

 
 

 
Deanna E. 

 
55.3 

 
13.3 

 
15.7 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
Sara E. 

 
50.0 

 
12.1 

 
12.2 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Renee E. 

 
46.0 

 
9.2 

 
11.8 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Setting 

 The school district that participated in this study is located in a suburban area of a 

major city in the state of Texas. Great ISD has more than 70,000 students and is one of 

the most diverse school districts in the state of Texas. In the past two decades the 
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diversity of the school district has changed as follows: Hispanic and Asian students have 

doubled while the White student population have decreased more than 50%. The 

percentage of African American students in this school district has remained constant. 

The citizens of Great ISD speak more than 90 different languages and dialects. The 

accelerated growth of English language learners in Great ISD has motivated the need to 

provide Bilingual and ESL education to these students in order to meet their linguistic 

and academic needs. The Title I elementary schools selected to participate in this study 

had enrolled at least 35% of English language learners and instructed these students 

through either the bilingual or ESL education programs.     

Procedures  

Once approvals from the Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects (see 

Appendix A) and the Great ISD (see Appendix B) were granted, a signed consent form 

(see Appendix C) was secured from the elementary school principals who agreed to 

participate in the study prior to conducting the interviews. This document explained the 

purpose of the study, the procedures, the significance and the possible future applications 

for the data obtained and a statement indicating the protocol to maintain the 

confidentiality of the data and the anonymity of the participants. Additionally, the 

elementary school principals who participated also received a “cover letter” (see 

Appendix D) in which they were invited to participate in the study. In order to ensure 

anonymity, the names of the school district as well as the names of the schools 

participating in the study have been replaced by fictitious names. 

 The ideal situation to obtain an enriched result for the study would have been that 

all ten school principals originally identified to participate would have done so; however, 
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at the end only eight of them participated. The order in which school principals included 

in Table 1 were contacted to request their participation in this study was the following: 

The first school principal who was asked to participate in the study was from Robert 

Elementary because is the school that showed the highest academic progress between the 

years 2013 and 2014. Next, the school principal from Angus Elementary was contacted to 

become part of the study. The order continued by contacting the school principals of 

Wayne Elementary, Marla Elementary, and Robin Elementary. The latter school principal 

politely declined to participate in the study. Regarding the order in which school 

principals included in Table 3 were contacted to participate in the study includes the 

following actions: The first school principal contacted was from Renee Elementary 

because is the school that demonstrated the biggest negative difference in academic 

progress. The second school contacted to participate in the study was Sara Elementary.  

The order continued by contacting the school principals of Kim Elementary, Deanna 

Elementary and Sonya Elementary. The school principal from Kim Elementary chose not 

to participate in the study, and consequently this school was removed from Table 3. The 

participation of school principal at the higher and lower ends from both tables offered a 

better idea of how similar or different are the leadership characteristics employed by 

these principals in order to ensure the academic success of English language learners.  

The school principals participating in the study received a separate contact visit at 

their campuses. According to Seidman (1998), the most important purpose of the contact 

visit with potential participants is to lay the basis for the mutual respect required to the 

interview process. Another important benefit of the separate contact visit is to introduce 

the nature of the study to potential participants (Seidman, 1998). The contact visit 
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indicates to potential participants that they are important and their opinions would be 

considered seriously in the study (Seidman, 1998). During the contact visit, school 

principals received a folder with four documents. One was the “cover letter” (see 

Appendix D), which included the purpose of the interview and contact information of the 

interviewer. Participants also received a “consent form” (see Appendix C) for them to 

read and sign if they agreed to participate. Additionally, school principals received a copy 

of the “interview protocol” (see Appendix E) with four open-ended questions for them to 

read in advance to the interview. The last document handed to school principals 

participating in this study was the authorization letter from Great ISD. The school 

principals visited received a phone call two days later to be asked if they agreed to 

participate in the study and to set up a date for the interview. For most principals it took 

two or three weeks to set the appointment for the interview.  

Instrumentation 

The interview protocol for this study is included in Appendix E. This instrument 

consisted of four open-ended questions that allowed school principals participating in the 

study to explain how they perform different leadership practices to ensure the academic 

success of ELLs enrolled at their campuses. Each of these questions had from two to four 

prompts in order to allow participants to expand their responses. Not all the prompts were 

used in each interview. The interview protocol was tested by interviewing two 

elementary school principals with former experience in Title I schools with ELLs with 

the purpose to verify if they were able to understand the questions and to measure the 

time taken to perform the entire interview. In addition to the four open-ended questions 

included in the protocol, participants were also asked biographical information questions 
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such as years of experience in education in general, years of experience as a school 

principal in Title I schools, years working at their current campus as a principal, formal 

education background and any other significant experience in education that have 

assisted them in performing their jobs. 

Data Collection 

The instrument that was used to collect data in this study was a semi-structured 

interview protocol. According to Lodico, Spaulding, and Voegtle (2010), a semi-

structured interview allows the researcher to change the order of questions, omit 

questions, or alter the wording of the questions if necessary. Lodico, Spaulding, and 

Voegtle (2010) refer to the written interview protocol as an important component to 

conduct a good semi-structured interview. Seven of the semi-structured interviews were 

conducted face-to-face and one was performed by telephone. It took an estimated average 

time of 15 minutes to performed these interviews. Seidman (1998) indicates that 

interviews should be tape-recorded in order to later transcribe them and being able to 

work reliably with the words expressed by interviewees. Thus, The seven face-to-face 

interviews were tape-recorded, and the interviewer took notes of the responses provided 

by the phone interview. The recordings were transcribed for analysis (see Appendix F). 

The same interview protocol was utilized to conduct the interviews to both groups of 

school principals. The face-to-face interviews were conducted at the campus offices of 

the school principals who participated in the study. In addition, the interviews took place 

when the participant school principals indicated it was convenient for them. According to 

Burkard, Knox, and Hill (2012), it is important to establish a research alliance with the 

interviewees in order to lead them to further insight that can promote further disclosure of 
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feelings and thoughts. This can be attained when the interviewer utilized restatements, 

reflections of feelings and open-ended questions (Burkard, Knox, & Hill, 2012). These 

strategies were utilized during the interviews.  

Data Analysis 

 The data obtained from the principals’ responses was analyzed to identify how 

school principals, from both groups, perform leadership practices to ensure the success of 

ELLs at their campuses. The data analysis for this study was performed following the 

steps suggested by Creswell (2013). According to Creswell (2013), the analysis of data 

obtained from a qualitative research consists of a series of steps to prepare and organize 

the data. The organization of data can be done through computer files that should be 

easily located in large databases of text (Creswell, 2013). For this project the 

transcriptions of the interviews were stored in word documents. Agar (1980) suggests 

that after organizing the data of the study, the transcripts should be read in their entirety 

several times in order to make sense of the whole interview before proceeding to 

breaking it into smaller units. For this study, the documents for each group of four school 

principals were read completely before braking them down in smaller units of 

information. Creswell (2013) indicates that it is useful to write notes in the margins of 

transcripts in the initial phase of exploring the data. Notes were written on the margins of 

all transcripts in the initial exploration of the data. Creswell (2013) specifies that the next 

step in the analysis process imply to describe, classify, and interpret the data.  

 According to Creswell (2013), the heart of qualitative data analysis is represented 

by the formation of codes or categories. Creswell (2013) states that the process of coding 

encompasses grouping the text into small categories of information with the purpose of 
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looking for evidence for the code from the databases utilized in the study, and then giving 

a label to the code. Initially a large list of codes was develop, then the list was shorten as 

suggested by Creswell in the following step. A short list of tentative codes needs to be 

developed, about 25 to 30 or so, in order to match text segments without taking into 

consideration the length of the database (Creswell, 2013). Creswell (2013) recommends 

starting just doing a short list of five or six categories, “lean coding”, and proceeding to 

expand the number of the categories, as the data is reviewed and re-reviewed in order to 

develop no more than 25 to 30 categories of information. The next step consists in 

combining these categories into five or six themes that will be used to write the results 

(Creswell, 2013). The names of the codes arise from a variety of sources; for instance, 

they might be in vivo codes, which means that the names are the exact words utilized by 

the interviewees (Creswell, 2013).  

 In qualitative research the concept of “themes” imply broad units of information 

that consist of several codes that combined from a common idea (Creswell, 2013). When 

comparing the responses of school principals from both groups, the following nine 

common theme categories emerged: 1. Practices employed by school principals to 

delegate instructional responsibilities. 2. The use of PLC meetings to monitor the 

academic success of ELLs. 3. School principals create a welcoming environment to 

promote parental involvement. 4. Strategies used to promote the involvement of parents 

of ELLs. 5. Data sources utilized by school principals to monitor the academic success of 

ELLs. 6. Decisions made by school principals regarding the academic success of ELLs. 

7. Decisions made by school principals regarding professional development for teachers 

of ELLs. 8. School principals’ opinion about the need of the bilingual or ESL programs 
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in the education of ELLs. 9. School principals’ opinion about the change of bilingual 

education program from the Late Exit Transitional Model to the Early Exit Transitional 

Model. The following two thematic categories surfaced from the responses of the group 

of principals with the lower academic progress: 10. School principals’ opinion about 

what is needed to ensure the success of a bilingual program. 11. Concerns about the 

current Late Exit Bilingual Program. 

Creswell (2013) asserts that the process of interpretation involves making sense of 

the data. Furthermore, interpretation involves summarizing out beyond the codes and 

themes to the larger meaning of the data. In the interpretation of data yielded by this 

study, the identification of leadership practices performed by each group of principals 

may provide clues to explain the difference in the academic performance of ELLs. 

Consensus based on the leadership practices performed by principals that lead Title I 

elementary schools with higher and lower combined academic progress might inform 

superintendents and other educational leaders of effective leadership practices that 

ensured the academic success of ELLs. Additionally, the responses provided by both 

groups of school principals were compared to best practices identified in the literature 

review. Anonymity was guaranteed to all participants by numerically coding their 

responses. Personal information regarding the school principals participating in the study 

remains confidential. All the information obtained to complete this study will be stored in 

a secured location of the University of Houston for a period of three years. The results of 

this study will be shared with the school district participating. 
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Data Reporting 

	   According	  to	  Creswell	  (2013),	  researchers	  may	  present	  data	  in	  different	  

modalities	  such	  as	  text,	  tabular,	  or	  figure	  form.	  Once	  the	  participants	  were	  

interviewed,	  a	  table	  with	  some	  demographic	  information	  about	  each	  group	  of	  

elementary	  school	  principals	  was	  developed	  and	  included	  in	  this	  document.	  Such	  

tables	  reflect	  information	  regarding	  their	  experience	  as	  school	  administrators,	  the	  

years	  they	  have	  lead	  Title	  I	  schools	  with	  ELLs,	  if	  they	  have	  been	  at	  their	  campus	  

during	  the	  school	  years	  2012-‐2013	  and	  2013-‐2014,	  and	  other	  educational	  

experience.	  	  

	   The	  responses	  provided	  by	  the	  elementary	  school	  principals	  to	  the	  four	  

questions	  in	  the	  interview	  protocol	  were	  written	  in	  a	  narrative	  fashion.	  First,	  there	  

is	  a	  summary	  of	  the	  analysis	  to	  the	  responses	  provided	  by	  the	  group	  of	  elementary	  

school	  principals	  with	  higher	  academic	  progress	  in	  reading	  and	  math.	  Second,	  there	  

is	  a	  summary	  of	  the	  analysis	  to	  the	  responses	  provided	  by	  the	  group	  of	  elementary	  

school	  principals	  with	  lower	  academic	  progress	  in	  reading	  and	  math.	  These	  

summaries	  include	  some	  quotes	  from	  the	  responses	  shared	  by	  the	  participants	  as	  

well	  as	  the	  analysis	  of	  the	  main	  themes	  found	  for	  each	  question.	  Last,	  for	  each	  

question,	  there	  is	  a	  conclusion	  about	  how	  the	  responses	  of	  both	  groups	  of	  

elementary	  school	  principals	  were	  similar	  or	  different,	  and	  if	  they	  provided	  

guidelines	  to	  improve	  the	  leadership	  in	  Title	  I	  elementary	  school	  with	  ELLs.	  

Limitations 

 This study is limited to principals of Title I schools with ELLs in one suburban 

school district in the southeast of Texas. Therefore, there will be a limited number of 
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school principals participating. This study is also limited to the analysis of the variation 

in academic progress or regression from the academic year 2012-2013 to the academic 

year 2013-2014. The study can also be affected by uncontrolled variables such as years of 

experience of school principals, the staff experience, and the mobility of students, 

specifically the ELL students. An additional limitation presented by this study is the fact 

that Great ISD rotated its school principals in Title I schools and hired new ones. 

Therefore, only three out of the eight school principals participating in the study were 

leading their campuses during the period considered in the study. Moreover, the results of 

this study are also limited to the honest responses provided by the school principals and 

the objectivity of the interviewer.



	  

	  

Chapter IV 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this study was to examine and describe what leadership practices 

principals that lead Title I elementary schools with ELLs with higher academic progress 

in the STAAR state test in reading and math report they perform in comparison to 

principals that lead Title I elementary schools with ELLs with lower academic progress 

in the reading and math state test scores in a large suburban school district. Specifically, 

the study examined and described issues such as their reported approaches to delegating 

instructional responsibilities affecting the education of ELLs, the strategies they 

employed to involve parents of ELLs, and the manner in which they prioritize the steps 

needed to obtain academic success with ELLs. Additionally, the study inquired as to the 

personal perspectives that principals reported regarding the successful education of ELLs. 

 This chapter includes the analysis of the responses provided by both groups of 

school principals about the leadership practices they perform in order to ensure the 

academic success of ELLs. The semi-structured interviews performed with school 

principals of high and low academic progress were recorded in audiotapes and the 

transcriptions were stored in word documents for analysis. This chapter contains the 

analysis of the responses of both groups of school principals to the twelve research 

questions posed in this study. 
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Interview Protocol Questions 

 The following questions were asked to all school principals participating in order 

to find variables that may clarify the differences in academic performance during the two 

school years considered in this study: 

1. How do you delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success 

of ELLs? 

This question had the intention to determine who is the leader in the bilingual or 

ESL programs at the campuses included in the study. It also helps to identify who has 

been assigned by the principal to monitor the academic progress of ELLs. Also it is 

possible to determine how they monitor the academic progress and the quality of 

instruction provided to these students. This question in the protocol interview also 

included the following prompts to generate more complete answers from the participating 

school principals: 

 Who is the leader in the bilingual/ESL program at your campus? 

 Who monitors the academic progress of ELLs in your campus? 

 Who monitors the quality of instruction provided to ELLs in your campus in 

either the bilingual or the ESL programs? 

 Who monitors the alignment of standards, instruction, and assessments in the 

bilingual or ESL programs? 

 2. How do you implement parental involvement strategies in order to involve 

parents of ELLs? 

The intent of this question was to know if school principals have a specific plan to 

promote parental involvement for parents of ELLs or the type of strategies used to 
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successfully involve parents of ELLs in school. The prompts for this question were the 

following: 

 Do you have a specific plan to promote the parent involvement for parents of 

ELLs?  

 How do you measure the effectiveness of such plan? 

 What strategies have been successful at your campus to involve parents? 

            3. How do you prioritize the steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs? 

The purpose of this question is to know what type of data school principals 

analyze to develop a plan in order to ensure the academic success of ELLs. This question 

may provide information about what type of data are analyzed by school principals and 

whether they use it to plan staff developments for teachers of ELLs or make academic 

decisions to ensure the academic success of ELLs. This question in the protocol interview 

also comprised the following prompts to elicit richer responses from the participating 

school principals: 

 What data do you analyze in order to ensure the academic success of ELLs? 

 How do you plan based on that data? 

 Do you use the data to make decisions regarding staff developments for teachers 

of ELLs? 

 4. What are your personal perspectives regarding the successful education of 

ELLs? 

The objective of this question was to know what the school principals interviewed 

believe regarding the need to assist ELLs either through the ESL program or bilingual 

education program. It also inquired about the school principals’ opinion regarding the 
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recent change in the bilingual program in Great ISD from the Late Exit Model to the 

Early Exit Model. The last question had the following prompts: 

 Do you believe either the bilingual or ESL programs are necessary in the 

education of ELLs? 

 Do you know about the change in the bilingual program?  

 We are changing from the Late Exit Transitional program (K-5) to the Early Exit 

Transitional program (K-3). What do you think about that? 

Participant Demographics 

In addition to these questions the school principals also answered the following 

biographical questions: 

1.   How many years have you been in the educational field? 

2.   What is your work experience background in education? 

      3.   What is your academic background? 

      4.   How many years have you been a school principal? 

      5.   How many years have you been at your current campus? 

      6.   Do you speak a language other than English? 

 These six biographical questions were asked to both groups of school principals 

participating in the study and the intention for asking them was to gain a better idea in 

regards to the academic preparation and work experience of these school principals. The 

following paragraphs will present a biographical description of the school principals 

according to the order in which their schools appear on Table 1, which includes the Title 

I schools with ELLs that obtained a positive difference in their academic progress in 

reading and math. 
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 The school principal number one (SP1), as identified for the purposes of this 

study, represents Robert Elementary (pseudonym). This school principal has 25 years of 

experience in the educational field, which includes eight years as a special education 

teacher, eight years as an assistant principal, and nine years as a school principal at Great 

ISD. The nine years of experience as a school principal have been at her current campus. 

This school principal has a bachelor’s degree in General Education, a master’s degree in 

Special Education and a Mid Management Certificate. This school principal indicated 

that she only speaks English. This school principal was at Robert Elementary during the 

period considered for this study. 

 The school principal number two (SP2), as identified on Table 1 for the purposes 

of this study, is the school principal at Angus Elementary (pseudonym). This school 

principal has 15 years of experience in education. She was an elementary teacher for 

three years; she acted other four years as an English Language Arts (ELA) teacher, one 

more year as an ELA interventionist, and three years as an assistant principal. She has 

been a school principal for a period of four years and she has been only one year at her 

current campus. Her academic background includes a bachelor’s degree in Nutrition 

Education, an ACP program, and a master’s degree in Educational Administration. 

English is her first language and declared that she understands very little Spanish. This 

school principal is not responsible for the academic results shown on Table 1 since she 

was not assigned during the school years 2013 and 2014 at this campus. 

 The school principal number three (SP3) is the school principal at Wayne 

Elementary (pseudonym). This school principal has 21 years of experience in the 

educational field, which includes three years as a Pre-K teacher, nine years as an 
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instructional specialist at a Pre-K school, several years as a fifth grade teacher, and two 

years as a school principal. Her two years as a school principal have been at Wayne 

Elementary. She speaks only English, and her academic background includes a 

bachelor’s degree in Interdisciplinary Studies with emphasis in Early Childhood. This 

school principal also possesses a master’s degree in Educational Administration, and she 

is not responsible for the results included for her campus on Table 1. 

 The fourth school principal (SP4) belongs to Marla Elementary (pseudonym). 

This school principal has been in education for the last 20 years. She indicated that she 

was a second grade teacher for four years, and one year a third grade teacher. Then, she 

worked as a math specialist during four years, and as an assistant principal for another 

four years. She has been a principal for eight years and has worked as a school principal 

only at her current campus. Therefore, she can be associated with the results shown for 

Marla elementary on Table 1. The academic background of this school principal 

comprises a bachelor’s degree in Elementary Education with a major in Early Childhood, 

and a master’s degree in Administration and Supervision. This school principal only 

speaks English, and currently is enrolled in a doctoral program in educational leadership. 

 The following paragraphs will present a biographical description of the school 

principals according to the order in which their schools appear on Table 3, which 

includes the Title I schools with ELLs that obtained a negative difference in their 

academic progress in reading and math. 

 The school principal number five (SP5) works at Sonya Elementary (pseudonym), 

and has worked in the educational field for 35 years. Her experience includes positions 

such as textbook publisher; elementary teacher in grades first, second, third and fourth; 
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ELA district coordinator; and assistant principal. She has been a school principal for 

seven years, and all this experience has been at Sonya Elementary. Consequently, she can 

be connected to the results displayed on Table 3. The academic background of this school 

principal includes a bachelor’s degree in Science in Education, and master’s degree in 

Administration and Supervision. Sonya Elementary is the only school in the study, which 

is not a Title I campus; however, 36.4% of its students are classified as ELLs and it offers 

a bilingual education program. This school principal speaks English and indicated that 

she can read enough Spanish to understand comments on report cards. 

 The sixth school principal considered for this study (SP6) belongs to Deanna 

Elementary (pseudonym), and has twenty-one years of experience in education. The 

practical experience of this school principal encompasses four years as a second grade 

bilingual teacher and four years as a fourth grade teacher. She has also performed 

positions such as instructional coordinator, math specialist and mentor for new teachers. 

Her academic background includes master’s degree in curriculum administration and a 

School Administrator Certificate. She has been a school principal for two years and both 

years at Deanna Elementary. So, she is not responsible for the academic results exhibited 

on table 3.2 for her current assignment. She is a bilingual principal in English and 

Spanish. 

 The school principal number seven (SP7) works at Sara Elementary (pseudonym), 

and has a career in education that encompasses fifteen years in positions such as teacher 

for four years, school counselor for two years, and assistant principal for four years. She 

has been a school principal for the last four years, and for the last two academic school 

years she has been assigned to Sara Elementary. This indicates that she has not 
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connection to the results included on Table 3. School principal seven reported having a 

bachelor’s degree in Sociology, a master’s degree in Counseling, and currently is enrolled 

in doctoral program in educational administration. This school principal is bilingual in 

English and Spanish. 

 The last school principal considered in this study (SP8) has a career in education 

for nineteen years. He is the only male school principal participating in the study. His 

experience as an educator includes assignments such as teacher in fourth and fifth grades, 

science specialist, and assistant principal. His academic background reflects a bachelor’s 

degree in Elementary Education, and a master’s degree in Administration and 

Supervision. This school principal has served in this position for five years and only one 

year at his current assignment at Renee Elementary (pseudonym). Thus, the results 

indicated on Table 3 for Renee Elementary cannot be attributed to his leadership. He 

reports speaking English only. 

Interview Results 

 Seven out of the eight interviews conducted with school principals at Great ISD 

were conducted face-to-face and only one by telephone. The face-to-face interviews took 

place at the campuses of the school principals who participated in the study. The 

following section will present the results for the eight school principals interviewed. The 

results will be presented following the order of the twelve research questions included in 

this study.  

Research Question One (RQ1) 

	   RQ1	  for	  this	  study	  was	  “How	  do	  principals	  of	  Title	  I	  elementary	  schools	  with	  

ELLs,	  whose	  results	  in	  the	  STAAR	  tests	  demonstrated	  higher	  academic	  progress,	  
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report	  they	  delegate	  instructional	  responsibilities	  to	  ensure	  the	  academic	  success	  of	  

ELLs?”	  The	  four	  school	  principals	  who	  integrated	  the	  group	  of	  schools	  that	  obtained	  

a	  positive	  difference	  in	  their	  academic	  progress	  in	  reading	  and	  math	  during	  the	  

period	  reviewed	  in	  this	  study	  provided	  responses	  that	  allowed	  two	  main	  thematic	  

categories	  to	  appear.	  The	  first	  thematic	  category	  associated	  with	  RQ1	  was	  “Practices	  

employed	  by	  school	  principals	  to	  delegate	  instructional	  responsibilities”	  The	  second	  

thematic	  category	  associated	  to	  RQ1	  was	  “The	  use	  of	  PLC	  meetings	  to	  monitor	  the	  

academic	  success	  of	  ELLs.”	  

 Thematic category one: Practices employed by school principals to delegate 

instructional responsibilities. 

 The first thematic category associated to RQ1 inquiries about how school 

principals delegate the academic success of ELLs at their campuses. The following 

answers for RQ1 reveal how the school principals who were included in the group of 

schools that obtained a positive difference in their academic progress delegate 

instructional responsibilities to their staff in order to support the academic success of 

ELLs: 

 SP1: “Well, I have a leadership team… So, I have a math specialist, a reading 

specialist. I have an ESL teacher and I have a science specialist. My assistant principal is 

bilingual. She actually went to the SIOP training this past year. Well so, she is been kind 

of over the bilingual program and received training, you know, we are receiving training 

as a Title I campus.” 

 SP3: “I um delegate the instructional responsibility ah, well depending on the 

teachers, I want to look at teacher experience and certification and then, also the levels of 
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the students because some students have a higher need or less need depending on where 

they are in their development of the English language and then based on those, you know, 

we can get each individual student.” 

 SP4: “We work real closely with the ESL support team I do have in staff and we 

make sure to give the other staff what level the students are, what type of instruction is 

what we need to provide for those students.” 

 SP2: “As a principal… I rely heavily on district support. In my previous campus, I 

work very closely with Ms. Q (pseudonym) when I was at M elementary (pseudonym), so 

she would take those DAIP forms and she would let me know exactly where the kids 

were.” 

SP1: “Walkthroughs, walkthroughs. I just did, actually, on Monday for SIOP. We 

looked at the objectives, so we went through every classroom. I did kinder, and first, and 

pre-k. Just doing different walkthroughs making sure they have what it is posted.” 

SP2: “Here my Assistant Principal is who really manages the LPAC. So, she 

gives me updates, but more so, now that the district is moving forward and making sure 

we have a focus. We have a big focus on the ELLs. So, right now is the SIOP. We now 

have a walkthrough form that we have to use when we are going to the classrooms, and I 

think as principal, me and my leadership team, we look for certain things when we do the 

walkthroughs.” 

SP3: “Ah, if I have a grade level teacher that is certified for ESL, ah then I would, 

you know, if it’s a student who is advanced or advanced high that responsibility would 

probably rely on the teacher if she were certified and have proper training. If not it would 
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be either pushing or pull out, either one of those based on the different needs of each 

student.” 

SP4: “It’s a split responsibility. We do it by different grade levels. I monitor, I 

supervise Kinder to fifth, but I supervise the ESL teachers and the content specialists.” 

SP2: “Last year, I have the opportunity to work with the bilingual specialist who 

was very good at what she did…She would work with different teachers about cognates. 

So, for me was truly a matter of finding the right person to help me.” 

SP3: “So we have a bilingual teacher who has moved into a specialist role and 

one of her responsibilities is bilingual specialist. So if we have new bilingual teachers or 

students in need, either or, she is there for coaching and or interventions.” 

SP2: “So, also when I came to this campus I had four ESL teachers and oh my 

goodness! Basically at the beginning of the school year they created a list with all the 

children into a word document. So, they are really making sure that we reach out to all 

children.” 

Thematic category two: The use of PLC meetings to monitor the academic 

success of ELLs. 

The second thematic category related to RQ1 indicates the practices utilized by 

school principals to track the academic progress of ELLs using various types of data 

collected by different school staff and analyzed during PLC meetings: 

 SP3: “We do PLCs. We do various different things. We monitor them through 

CFAs and we also, you know, keep these level assessments, and district level 

assessments. This year we are like just all the other bilingual campuses doing the 

screeners, the universal screeners, or the RTI’s, and we actually, and report cards, and 



	  
	  

	  

116	  

	  	  	  	  

also we actually today my instructional leadership team went through students who were 

being recommended for tutorials and look at each of those components where there, our 

upper grades, where their DRA was and one of the things we specifically said was for the 

DRA’s where we expecting because we know versus EDL on DRA there’s a little bit of a 

discrepancy there.” 

SP1: “Basically, we meet with our bilingual team and get ready to meet with them 

again because we just receive the framework. So, we meet frequently. They have weekly 

planning team meetings.” 

SP4: “We do have a content team. We look at the needs of the students, we are 

always doing. We see at the student data. We look at the ESL level of students.” 

SP1: “We all do through PLC, through our data teams but we all do.” 

SP2: “One of the first things I do, as a principal is I look at the OLPT data, the 

TELPAS data to help me determine what I need to do with my ELLs.” 

SP3: “For the bilingual kids some ways are walkthroughs and looking at 

objectives at our weekly PLCs. We will make sure that they are aligned with PCG, the 

district curriculum, as well as in alignment with all the classes across the grade level, you 

know, but first with the state objectives and then across the grade level for each different 

subject. The lower grade levels do focus on the SLAR. As far the reading levels and the 

other things, we expect them to be aligned across the curriculum.”  

SP1: “We are looking at lesson plans. We are looking at data. We meet on 

Tuesdays with the teams. So one of the responsibilities is to look at the language 

objectives and how we’re incorporating language into the lesson plans for our ELL 

learners.” 
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Research Question Two (RQ2)  

 RQ2 for this study was “How do principals of Title I elementary schools with 

ELLs, whose results in the STAAR tests demonstrated lower academic progress, report 

they delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success of ELLs?” 

From the information provided by the four school principals who comprised the group of 

school that obtained a negative difference in their academic progress in reading and math 

during the period revised in this study, two main themes have emerged. The first thematic 

category associated with RQ2 was “Practices employed by school principals to delegate 

instructional responsibilities” The other thematic category linked to RQ2 was “The use of 

PLC meetings to monitor the academic success of ELLs.” 

	   Thematic category one: Practices employed by school principals to delegate 

instructional responsibilities. 

 The first thematic category connected with RQ2 reviews how school principals 

delegate the academic success of ELLs at their campuses. The following responses for 

RQ2 disclose how the school principals who comprised the group of schools that 

obtained a negative difference in their academic progress delegate instructional 

responsibilities to their staff in order to support the academic success of ELLs: 

 SP6: “At our campus, we have one full time ESL support teacher and two half 

time ESL teachers and they are going to the classrooms and work with our beginners, and 

intermediate students.” 

 SP7: “Luckily, I have two assistant principals, but also I have the leadership team 

which includes my reading specialist, my math specialist, my bilingual specialist, and of 

course I have my team leaders, so normally anything when it comes to instruction and 
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academics I delegate to my specialists and APs. For example, anything to do with RTI, 

my APs oversee it. One AP focuses on kinder, second and fourth, and the other focuses 

on first, third and fifth.” 

 SP8: “So, along with my staff and APs, we watch carefully how the students are 

progressing in the classroom.” 

 SP5: “Well, my expectations are that the teachers well teach the curriculum, and 

do what is best for kids.” 

 SP8: “I observe, actually, I have two assistant principals, so I observe the 

classrooms as well as my two assistant principals. They observe as well. I also have a 

reading specialists, and math specialist … they also go into the classrooms and they also 

do what we call ‘snap shots.’ So, they take a quick glimpse, you know how ELLs are 

moving in the classroom as well as the instruction that is being given to them. They also 

report that to me, so we can look into individuals to make sure they are moving 

academically.” 

 SP6: “Our reading, and math, and science specialist are also going into the 

classrooms to monitor the reading, math, and science teachers, but more into the coaching 

side if they need any coaching. My assistant principal and myself do walkthroughs and 

class observations.” 

SP8: “Well, I have one of my campus administrators, um, she is bilingual, and 

also our, we have interventionists on campus as well, and so my instructional aides.” 

 SP5: “My AP is bilingual, so you know before it was my other AP and I did 

together, but pretty much she knows the program forward and backwards.” 
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SP8: “We have our campus compliance coordinator who does or helps with the 

RTI piece to have a response to these kids that are not making progress, how we should 

handle it, and how should we be moving forward.” 

SP6: “This year we are implementing ITR, intervention time, so they are going 

and work with students that are performing low academically in Tier III intervention.” 

SP8: “So, it’s quite a few tracking, but I don’t do it by myself. I have to put it out 

there like I said. My specialists keep track of data with me. My counselor tracks the data 

as well, and of course my assistant principals. So we all have our bit of tracking, and then 

we come together, and then we start looking at students.” 

SP7: “Yeah, I have my specialists check the lesson plans, so lesson plans are due 

every Thursday by four o’clock. So, ah my specialists check the lesson plans. My math 

specialist checks the math, and my reading checks reading, my bilingual checks the 

bilingual making sure the lesson plans are aligned.”   

SP8: “We also have two PLC coaches, they monitor my PLC implementation in 

campus, but they also go to the classroom to see, you know, best practices and what 

happened with the kids in the classroom as well. It’s quite a few people here and there.” 

Thematic category two: The use of PLC meetings to monitor the academic 

success of ELLs. 

The second thematic category associated to RQ2 refers to the practices employed 

by school principals to track the academic progress of ELLs using a variety of data 

collected by different staff members and analyzed during meetings, particularly, PLC 

meetings: 
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 SP6: “First, we have what is called Professional Learning Communities, where 

the teachers work with each other looking at data, looking at the curriculum.” 

 SP8: “Instructionally, we do PLC with our teachers to make sure that we are 

hearing what is happening in the classroom with ELL learners and that they are making 

progress and we are not leaving anyone behind.” 

 SP7: “Lots of meetings, lots of meetings, cause we have our PLCs, so sometimes 

our PLCs will be a data meetings, so we can review the data you know monitor the 

progress of our students, and now with the new RTI process of the district we are meeting 

weekly.” 

 SP6: “We also look at the teacher’s lesson plans. Through PLC they look at 

lesson plans, they look at activities to teach the lesson plans.” 

 SP7: “I meet weekly with my APs and specialists to review data whether is 

DRAs, or the DNAs from math, or now that we have the SMI and the I-Station, we 

review those reports to make sure that we’re properly helping our students.” 

 SP6: “Now we are going to do something different. We are going to select one or 

two units of study, which data shows that we had scored low, and we are going to provide 

support to the teachers prior to the teaching of that unit.” 

 SP7: “Yeah, so weekly, we meet to talk about is more about fidelity checks, so 

like for example, the first meeting we are looking at data and that’s how we make 

recommendations on what students are going to be serviced by the interventionists, and 

then after that is more of a fidelity checks.” 
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Research Question Three (RQ3) 

	   RQ3	  for	  this	  study	  was	  “How	  are	  the	  reported	  approaches	  utilized	  by	  both	  

sets	  of	  principals	  in	  order	  to	  delegate	  instructional	  responsibilities	  to	  ensure	  the	  

academic	  success	  of	  ELLs	  similar	  or	  different?”	  The	  responses	  shared	  by	  the	  group	  

of	  principals	  with	  higher	  academic	  progress	  in	  the	  period	  considered	  in	  this	  study	  

produced	  two	  thematic	  categories.	  The	  first	  thematic	  category	  was:	  “Practices	  

employed	  by	  school	  principals	  to	  delegate	  instructional	  responsibilities.”	  The	  

responses	  provided	  by	  the	  group	  of	  school	  principals	  with	  the	  lower	  academic	  

progress	  also	  offered	  evidence	  to	  create	  the	  same	  thematic	  category.	  	  

	   The	  second	  thematic	  category	  derived	  from	  the	  answers	  given	  by	  the	  school	  

principals	  from	  the	  group	  with	  higher	  academic	  progress	  to	  RQ1	  and	  RQ2	  was:	  “The	  

use	  of	  PLC	  meetings	  to	  monitor	  the	  academic	  success	  of	  ELLs.”	  The	  feedback	  

obtained	  from	  the	  group	  of	  school	  principals	  with	  lower	  academic	  progress	  also	  

suggested	  the	  development	  of	  the	  same	  thematic	  category	  since	  their	  responses	  

were	  similar.	  

Research Question Four (RQ4) 

 RQ4 for this study was “How do principals of Title I elementary schools with 

ELLs, whose results in the STAAR tests demonstrated higher academic progress, report 

they implement parental involvement strategies in order to involve parents of ELLs?” 

The following two themes surfaced from the information obtained for RQ4. The initial 

thematic category connected with RQ4 was “School principals create a welcoming 

environment to promote parental involvement.” The second thematic category related to 

RQ4 was “Strategies used to promote the involvement of parents of ELLs.” 
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 Thematic category one: School principals create a welcoming environment to 

promote parental involvement. 

The first thematic category related to RQ4 specifies how school principals create 

a welcoming environment for parents of ELLs, and parents in general at their schools: 

SP1: “We have parent-learning events and we always make sure there is 

somebody there to translate. So, next week the Children’s Museum are come out and 

have different workstations for the families and so usually someone from The Children 

Museum translates as well, and so we always make sure that the bilingual parents feel 

comfortable.” 

SP3: “I do make sure is that I have front office staff that are bilingual, so they are 

able to communicate. So, the parents don’t have to worry about that when they call or 

when they come out to the campus.” 

SP4: “We just make sure that our communications with the parents are always in 

English and Spanish. We are trying to make an inviting climate here. When we have a 

program, we are making sure, we provide translators available. So, they understand the 

language. Definitively, it’s something that they need. Any time we have an activity that 

involve our parents, we make sure that it is inclusive to everyone. The material that we 

present. We make sure that are in Spanish, so they understand the literature materials.” 

SP3: “Also just making it comfortable for them, knowing that you know… 

especially if they come from another country.” 

SP2: “I know that our ELL parents are very shy. They are very shy. So, for 

instance, I have them help shelving books in the library.  That’s just one way to help get 

them in.” 
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SP1: “We have every Tuesday night there is a newsletter that goes out to the 

parents and there is a call out, the call out is always in English and Spanish. Everything 

that we sent out is most of the time in English and Spanish. If it is something very brief, 

we encourage the kids to read it to their parents, but most of things are translated.” 

SP4: “We really target our ELL parents because our largest student population is 

the Hispanic parents. They show up a lot for a lot of the activities, so we wanted to make 

sure they are part of the activities or classes.” 

 Thematic category two: Strategies used to promote the involvement of 

parents of ELLs. 

The second thematic category connected to RQ4 stipulates the variety of 

strategies utilized to promote the active participation of parents of ELLs in school 

activities: 

 SP3: “We do have a parent educator because is Title I and that’s one of our 

components who works to have classes, ah, she is fairly new in her role, but one of my 

ideas that I expect to see her do, ah, is she is going to do one class for parents who would 

like to learn English because we do know that that is one thing that could keep a parent 

away is fear of not being able to communicate and so that is one of the things, we 

actually, we are going to pair with another elementary and so get the parents together to 

do a class where they are in a safe environment for them to learn English.” 

 SP1: “We have a parent coordinator and on Tuesday afternoon, they have an ESL 

class for the our parents. One of our bilingual paras, she teaches the classes. So, we have 

a lot of parents that come and take advantage of that. They teach them how to read a book 
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in English and then the same book would be in English and in Spanish. So, they teach 

them how to read as well how to strengthen in Spanish.” 

 SP4: “We are in transition to a new parent center coordinator. Every bilingual 

Title 1 campus has one coordinator. Definitely can I just kind of share what we had last 

year. Our parent center coordinator weekly planned different programs based on needs 

and also our programs were about something that would be helpful to our ELL parents.” 

 SP2: “We have quite a few classes. So three events they have are ESL classes. 

That’s one important one. We also just happen to have the parenting classes that they 

want. There are different classes… they like to work on their health. The family literacy, 

the family literacy project or something is another thing for them.” 

SP3: “So, parent homework classes or you know we have pretty good 

communication with involving our parents. Our teachers are real good about working and 

keeping them involved.” 

SP2: “We work with them and we teach them to read, and basically in the English 

language, and that’s the other part too. You want to make sure that you are incorporating 

them and helping them. So the classes are very structured.” 

SP1: “We just had Spanish heritage last week. We did not do the traditional sit 

down and watch the program.  The whole campus, everyone had to do a project. So, each 

grade level picked a different country and they had this place, they had food, dancing, 

they had what else? Food, music, face painting. It was really neat.” 

SP2: “The other thing too is sometimes parents like to if they come to several 

classes their children receive a pencil. That’s one way to have them interested.” 
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Research Question Five (RQ5) 

	   RQ5	  for	  this	  study	  was	  “How	  do	  principals	  of	  Title	  I	  elementary	  schools	  with	  

ELLs,	  whose	  results	  in	  the	  STAAR	  tests	  demonstrated	  lower	  academic	  progress,	  

report	  they	  implement	  parental	  involvement	  strategies	  in	  order	  to	  involve	  parents	  

of	  ELLs?”	  The	  following	  two	  themes	  arose	  from	  the	  information	  provided	  about	  

RQ5.	  The	  first	  thematic	  category	  connected	  with	  RQ5	  was	  “School	  principals	  create	  a	  

welcoming	  environment	  to	  promote	  parental	  involvement.”	  The	  second	  thematic	  

category	  related	  to	  RQ5	  was	  “Strategies	  used	  to	  promote	  the	  involvement	  of	  parents	  

of	  ELLs.”	  

 Thematic category one: School principals create a welcoming environment to 

promote parental involvement. 

The first thematic category associated with RQ5 inquires about how school 

principals implement parental involvement strategies specifically to promote the 

involvement of parents of ELLs. The responses for thematic category one show different 

aspects considered by school principals to create a welcoming environment for parents of 

ELLs, and parents in general at their campuses: 

 SP7: “Well, luckily because we have a parent coordinator, I believe only Title I 

campuses have them. Ms. X who is awesome, she is really good! So, she works with the 

parents, and gets them involved. So, the parents that she reaches, some of them come 

daily, some of them come whenever they can.” 

 SP5: “I was able to, I had built the relationship with these parents through the 

years, and you know the trust builds. At first they were not sure, but now they feel very 

comfortable coming and asking me questions. It’s ok too, if you know, they want to 
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complaint a little bit, and let them know, and had they are very receptive and very sweet. 

So, it is just that takes you time to build the relationship.” 

 SP8: “We also have our Parent Teacher Organization, they also work with us in 

recruiting parents to come into the building.” 

 SP5: “They can believe in the teachers. They trust the teachers. What the teachers 

do, but also the fact that we are so open, and so welcoming to the parents.” 

 SP6: “Well, teachers are also conducting parent conferences with them. So, 

parents, I think now they know that we welcome parents to come to our campus.” 

 SP8: “We have what is called a parent educator on campus. In most Title I 

schools in Great ISD, we have one and that person… reach out to all parents.” 

 SP6: “This year, I made sure that we had a full time bilingual parent educator, so 

that’s a position through Title I funds.” 

 SP5: “We get great participation with the bilingual parents, and they are good 

when they call about, you know, asking if there is someone who speaks English or speaks 

Spanish, and we do have that. So, my secretary is bilingual. So, she is able to help them. 

We have a part time person, Ms. W who is bilingual and we have speak many languages 

here actually. Ha, ha, ha, Ms. X, she can speak Mandarin, she can speak different dialects 

and that helps too, and we have several paraprofessionals who can do that as well.” 
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Thematic category two: Strategies used to promote the involvement of 

parents of ELLs. 

The second thematic category correlated to RQ5 indicates the variety of strategies 

utilized by school principals to promote the active participation of parents of ELLs in 

school activities: 

 SP8: “Personally also I implement the content area nights, evening events. Like 

for example, I have the family night, the math night and science night, and we try to 

encourage our parents to come in, not just the ELLs, but all parents to come into the 

building.” 

 SP6: “We need to teach parents on how to teach the kids. So we are having a 

series of family nights events, where part of the family night is going to be like teaching 

parents how to teach the skill. We have a literacy, we have a reading, math, science, and a 

writing.” 

 SP7: “We have a parent educator…Monday through Thursday she’s got some 

kind of class whether is ESL, or GED, but on top of that she would hold workshops on 

how to help your child be successful, or how to help your child transition from fifth grade 

to middle school, how to help your child during STAAR testing, so she pretty much send 

a survey out to the parents and say at the beginning of the year, what kind of workshops 

do you want me to offer? What you need from me? And she will provide them in English 

and Spanish. That’s what is great about Ms. X, she is bilingual and the parents really like 

her and feel comfortable with her.” 

 SP5: “And they learn, so they would say tell us about this. How to do this ta, ta, 

ta, ta. I can’t do that at home. I don’t know how to do that, you know.” 
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 SP8: “For the ELL parents we offer the classes to how to speak English that tends 

to bring them in, and we have events to such as how to work math problems. So, that 

would be blended with homework.” 

 SP5: “Ok, we had parent classes before. When we started, we had parent classes. I 

ma seeing more involvement with parents.” 

 SP7: “We did donuts with dads, and talk about we had a great turn out, the library 

was full of parents, of dads, she was talking about how they can be more involved 

whether is joining the WATCH dogs or volunteering at school. So, she’s offered a lot of 

opportunities for the parents to be involved.” 

 SP5: “We do it for the entire school. Since we only have one bilingual class in 

every grade level that’s why we did have the parent program at first where they get 

computers and all of that.” 

	   SP7:	  “At	  least	  once	  a	  month	  we	  have	  something	  going	  on	  for	  the	  parents	  to	  be	  

involved,	  but	  really	  it	  ends	  up	  being	  like	  two	  or	  three	  sometimes	  because	  October	  

was	  busy.	  October	  second	  the	  Dads	  with	  Donuts,	  October	  fifteenth	  with	  Family	  Fun	  

Night,	  and	  October	  30th	  we	  had	  the	  book	  parade.	  And	  of	  course,	  the	  Book	  Fair	  was	  

opened	  during	  Family	  fun	  Night;	  so,	  parents	  were	  welcome	  to	  come.	  Yeah,	  so	  we	  try	  

to	  have	  a	  lot	  of	  activities.”	  

Research Question Six (RQ6) 

 RQ6 for this study was “How are the strategies reportedly utilized by both sets of 

principals in order to involve parents of ELLs similar or different?” The responses of 

both groups of school principals generated two thematic categories for RQ4 and RQ5. 

Both thematic categories were labeled the same because of the similitude of the replies 
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provided by the two groups of school principals interviewed. One thematic category was: 

“School principals create a welcoming environment to promote parental involvement.” 

The other thematic category was: “Strategies used to promote the involvement of parents 

of ELLs.” 

Research Question Seven (RQ7) 

 RQ7 for this study was “How do principals of Title I elementary schools with 

ELLs, whose results in the STAAR tests demonstrated higher academic progress, report 

they prioritize the steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs?” The coding to 

the answers for RQ7 originated three thematic categories. The first thematic category 

related with RQ7 was “Data sources utilized by school principals to monitor the 

academic success of ELLs.” The second thematic category that transpired from the 

responses to RQ7 was “Decisions made by school principals regarding the academic 

success of ELLs.” The third thematic category that appeared from answers to RQ7 was 

“Decisions made by school principals regarding professional development for teachers of 

ELLs.”   

 Thematic category one: Data sources utilized by school principals to monitor 

the academic success of ELLs. 

The first thematic category for RQ7 clarified the type of data analyzed by school 

principals in campuses with ELLs in order to monitor their academic success: 

SP4: “So, we are looking at the students and their levels, we are looking at their 

achievement level, we are looking at their data. We are looking at their PAPI, the DRA, 

multiple sources of data.” 
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 SP2: “The TELPAS and the OLPT those are the big ones for academics, but I 

think the ongoing academic tests is what you do throughout the year.” 

 SP1: “We analyze data right now we are looking at math data from the SMI test… 

but we are using data to analyze a lot of the decisions that we make.” 

 SP3: “We got to each individual student and looked at their TELPAS scores, 

where were they advanced or advanced high, and then looking at their DRA and to see 

their English proficiency.” 

 Thematic category two: Decisions made by school principals regarding the 

academic success of ELLs.  

 The following thematic category for RQ7 revealed the decisions school principals 

made, to ensure the academic success of ELLs, based on the data sources they analyzed 

with their staff: 

 SP3: “Last year what we did was, I sat down with my bilingual teachers in fourth 

grade. We got to each individual student and looked at their TELPAS scores, where were 

they advanced or advanced high, and then looking at their DRA and to see their English 

proficiency to see those who we felt were ready we group them together so the teachers 

could do more instruction in English. So, they would be ready for the assessment in 

English and I am happy to say that all of the students, that we made that switch for all of 

them, were successful and they were ready. But we had to do that in October because the 

instruction matters.” 

 SP2: “Generally, they do great in math, but is the reading piece, so you have to 

constantly ask yourself is it the language or the content? So and then ah when it gets time 

for them to do the transition, you want to look at, if I give them this test in Spanish, I give 
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them this test in English. The same test, how do they perform? Was the academic 

vocabulary that got them –inaudible- English, or they just did not have the content? So 

monitoring, making sure they are receiving good instruction.” 

 SP4: “We are incorporating best practices for the ELL students. What I found in 

my school that students who are not ELLs, but because their academic vocabulary is so 

limited hey have been approached with this instruction as well. So, we are looking at the 

students and their levels, we are looking at their achievement level, we are looking at 

their data.” 

 SP1: “We have one bilingual interventionist; so, we have to look at who is the 

most critical in terms of need. At this time of the year, she focuses in kinder, first and 

second because they are new and so if we focus on filling the gaps now, we will not have 

the gaps to fill in later on. So, she started two weeks ago and then she continues through 

January and then she will help us with third, fourth and fifth. But we are using data to 

analyze a lot of the decisions that we make.” 

 SP3: “So, you know, they grouped the students who needed more Spanish and 

they felt they were not ready and then we grouped the students who were ready. One 

thing that we also are going to do this year is do that with third grade and do the same 

thing, but you have to do that early enough to be able to instruct because that plays a key 

role.” 

 SP4: “We are looking at their PAPI, the DRA, multiple sources of data. From 

there, we have small groups going in reading and math; so, you are basically working 

with those students in small groups based on their needs and we are also tracking their 

progress on how they are responding to their small group instruction.” 
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Thematic category three: Decisions made by school principals regarding 

professional development for teachers of ELLs. 

The third thematic category associated with RQ7 provides examples of decisions 

school principals made to ensure appropriate professional development for their staff: 

 SP1: “Yes, of course the district kind of makes some of the decisions for us in 

terms of SIOP and other training we have, but we look as the campus our CBLT, they are 

instrumental because have pretty much one teacher from every grade level and then we 

look at the data and we look at what are our needs and so we determine if we need to 

work on vocabulary, we need to work on writing. Writing is our big thing this year.” 

 SP2: “Yes, we plan a lot of staff development based on my teachers’ needs. I am 

at a new campus, so it’s completely different this year. I am a big proponent of guided 

reading and guided math, but the district right now has SIOP. We have so much to do 

from the district that is really, it’s very challenging for me to put any other piece because 

we have a lot of initiatives.” 

 SP4: “We want to make sure, once we know the students we are serving, the 

professional development we focusing on how we make sure we are incorporating best 

practices for the ELL students.” 

 SP1:” We actually went, I had my assistant principal, who else went, they went to 

a differentiated instruction training in Missouri, but one person specifically to look at 

ELL training and they came back and present. Somebody else got to go all writing 

trainings, and somebody else went to, I think, to kinder to second reading trainings, so all 

had to come back and present different things, but that we knew those were our targeted 

areas.” 
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Research Question Eight (RQ8) 

 RQ8 for this study was “How do principals of Title I elementary schools with 

ELLs, whose results in the STAAR tests demonstrated lower academic progress, report 

they prioritize the steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs ?” The coding to 

the responses for RQ8 developed the following three themes. The first thematic category 

connected with RQ8 was “Data sources utilized by school principals to monitor the 

academic success of ELLs.” The second thematic category that emerged from the 

responses to RQ8 was “Decisions made by school principals regarding the academic 

success of ELLs.” The last thematic category that surfaced from answers to RQ8 was 

“Decisions made by school principals regarding professional development for teachers of 

ELLs.”  

 Thematic category one: Data sources utilized by school principals to monitor 

the academic success of ELLs. 

The first thematic category for RQ8 asks about the type of data analyzed by 

school principals in campuses with ELLs. The replies for this thematic category illustrate 

the sources of data analyzed to make decisions for ELLs: 

 SP8: “Well, the data we use, we use quite a few data. We use for the low grades, 

we have the PAPI data, the EDL and DRA. We have that to track the ELL students’ 

reading progress. As they become older we have the STAAR data and we have TELPAS 

across the board. We use that data as well for our ELL students.” 

 SP7: “Yeah, actually, I have some of my stuff here that we’ve been meeting. So, 

for example, we meet weekly, and these are some of the reports. These are just based on 
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DRA for every grade level. All the kids in red are kids that are probably Tier II and some 

looking at Tier III.” 

 SP5: “Yes, right we do. We use, in fact, the district is going to come out Monday 

to work with our data with our ELLs, and we are learning from them.” 

 SP8: “We also give weekly CFAs, common formative assessments, for the 

students. It’s a way to track it that way as well.” 

 SP6: “First, we need to look at last year data, so we start right away. So, the 

teachers receive a roster with pretty much the student history. Every child that is in their 

class with all the tests he has received throughout the year: TELPAS scores, DRA, math, 

science, STAAR scores. So, the teachers know right away who is in the classroom and 

who needs immediately to receive intervention because we are monitoring every time we 

are giving common assessments, or a district assessment.” 

 Thematic category two: Decisions made by school principals regarding the 

academic success of ELLs. 

The next thematic category for RQ8 provides examples of decisions that school 

principals made to ensure the academic success of ELLs based on the data sources they 

analyzed with their staff: 

SP8: “Right now because we are in a transitioning phase in which we are trying to 

determine in which language are tested rather in English or Spanish. That way we are 

tracking what is the best move for them if they stay where they are right now or immerse 

them in English until they are able to test in the English language or the Spanish 

language.” 
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SP7: “Based on DRA…For example, the upper grades, looking at the students. 

We need to make sure whether they’re Tier II, some are SPED students, some are Tier 

III, some have already gone through the RTI process and we also get teacher input.” 

SP8: “We look at individual students and see ok, these students are not making 

progress, so we may do something different.”  

SP7: “Last year, I was against interventionists. I did not want to hire 

interventionists because I really believe is the job of the teacher to educate the child…but 

after last year, I saw that there’s just a need. I could see why teachers could be 

overwhelmed because we got really low kids that are two, three years below grade 

level…they need extra support, so this year I went ahead and hired interventionists 

because I realized, oh my God! You all are not kidding you need extra help.” 

SP7: “We would have retained half of first grade last year if we could have based 

on the DRA levels and everything, so we placed a lot of kids in second…I am trying to 

work with the teachers and kind of see what the needs are, the kids, and what we need to 

do to take them on grade level.” 

Thematic category three: Decisions made by school principals regarding 

professional development for teachers of ELLs. 

The last thematic category for RQ8 offers samples of decisions school principals 

made to provide appropriate professional development for their staff: 

SP6: “Yes, based on data, based on class observation, based on teacher survey 

also to know the things that they want. Like for example, this year one of our number one 

professional development is on writing, so we have a writing committee that is working 

on unifying a writing program for the campus. So because writing was the lowest score, 
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and especially was our bilingual population that scored worst. So, it needs to be a campus 

effort.” 

SP7: “Yes, the data drives our professional development, ah so, for example, 

writing is one of our weaknesses like in the STAARS, so that’s definitively, we had a 

PLC on Lucy Calkins the ‘Units of Writing.’ So, now we are, you know, working that 

out.” 

SP5: “Oh yes! We do because we are a bilingual campus. We are doing SIOP 

right now. So, we have so many kids they can benefit from that…so, we have to make 

sure we are giving those children strategies for them.” 

SP7: “We are looking at all teachers who are having trouble with learning 

stations, you know, we hold a training on Debbie Diller. So, depending on the needs of 

the teacher that’s what drives our professional development.” 

Research Question Nine (RQ9) 

 RQ9 for this study was: “How are the methods reportedly utilized by both sets of 

principals in order to prioritize the steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs 

similar or different?” The answers provided from both groups of school principals 

participating in the study for RQ7 and RQ8 formed three thematic categories. These 

thematic categories were given the same titles since the replies from both groups were 

equivalent. The first thematic category for both groups was: “Data sources utilized by 

school principals to monitor the academic success of ELLs.” The second thematic 

category that was originated for was: “Decisions made by school principals regarding the 

academic success of ELLs.” The last thematic category shared by both group of school 
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principals was: “Decisions made by school principals regarding professional 

development for teachers of ELLs.” 

Research Question Ten (RQ10) 

 RQ10 for this study was “What are the personal perspectives of principals of Title 

I elementary schools with ELLs, whose results in the STAAR tests demonstrated higher 

academic progress, regarding the successful education of ELLs?” The answers for RQ10 

from both groups of school principals studied produced two thematic categories. The first 

thematic category related with RQ10 was “School principals’ opinion about the need of 

the bilingual or ESL programs in the education of ELLs.” The other thematic category 

was “School principals’ opinion about the change of bilingual education program from 

the Late Exit Transitional Model to the Early Exit Transitional Model.” The information 

provided by the group of school principals with lower academic progress originated two 

additional thematic categories. The third thematic category for this group of school 

principals was “School principals’ opinion about what is needed to ensure the success of 

a bilingual program.” 

The last thematic category that emerged from the answer given by the school principals 

with lower academic progress was “Concerns about the current bilingual program.”  

 Thematic category one: School principals’ opinion about the need of the 

bilingual or ESL programs in the education of ELLs. 

The first thematic category for RQ10 provides the following examples of the 

school principals’ opinions about this topic:  

 SP4: “Yes, yes, yes! Because, especially in the young, the lower grade levels need 

to be able to connect with their first language. People can understand and hear the 
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language, so the bilingual program offers them an approach of relationship and a 

relationship they are going to have with their parents. Once you get pass the relationship 

approach in the bilingual program, the bilingual teacher, that is a Spanish speaker teacher 

in the program, is able to teach in their first language and they are also able to bridge over 

to the English language and that’s the beauty of the bilingual program that the goal is 

how to become biliterate. This means and they are very knowledgeable in their own 

language of the content and also putting it into the English content. Yes, I do support the 

bilingual program.” 

 SP1: “That’s hard! I say that because I came from a district where they had early 

exit and we are waiting to transitioning into that.” 

 SP3: “I think is hard to make a general statement ah because I have seen students 

whose parents. I’ve seen more parents wanting I see wanting them to be in the bilingual 

program and I have had parents who didn’t want them in the bilingual program for 

whatever reasons, but let’s say both students would qualify for the bilingual program. 

And I’ve seen students successful and not successful in both sides, you know. It’s hard to 

say just a general statement because I think there is more things that play into that, 

students’ success then but as far if you truly want to have a bilingual child or bilingual 

adult I think they do have to go some of that foundation to be able to carry that on you 

know if they never taught to read and write in Spanish, then they are not going to be able 

to later on or they might acquired it, but they’re less likely to ah and so I think, you know, 

if the goal is to teach English language learners so if it’s we are focusing on English, you 

know, acquisition of the English language you know is different than focusing on having 

bilingual students.” 
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 SP2: “Yes I’ve seen it going two ways. I’ve seen, there was a child that the 

parents did not want him in the bilingual program, so in kindergarten the parents –

inaudible-, but let me tell that child from kinder through fifth grade struggled –inaudible- 

you know, so they really need to make sure that they have whatever their native language 

is they have the instruction in that native language, or they have the support because you 

know sometimes kids do not have instruction in their native language, but the ESL 

support is very important.” 

 Thematic category two: School principals’ opinion about the change of 

bilingual education program from the Late Exit Transitional Model to the Early 

Exit Transitional Model. 

 The other thematic category for RQ10 offers instances of the school principal’s 

opinion about the change in the bilingual program in Great ISD:  

 SP3: “I think is that a lot is you look at each individual student, you know, but 

you can’t take a student and you know right now, and we all agree that, you know, our 

third graders are kind of a, you know, we are switching to an Early Exit model. It is a 

though transition year; so, you have to be very intentional with those students this year 

when you look at changing our instructional pattern for kinder and first as those kids 

grow up. You will see a different level of readiness because they are coming with those 

skills that have been taught, you know, if you haven’t taught those skills it is hard to 

prepare, you know, just an automatic transition to early exit, you know, until they have 

those skills developed.” 

 SP4: “We needed a transition in smaller chunks. Now we are under a new plan, 

but if we are going back to what it was originally out in place before this direction we are 
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going. I do believe in the early transition; however, because we were in the late model for 

so long we couldn’t expect to start English in third grade when they were taught in 

Spanish in second grade. We were not building the support system to help our students 

even just feel good about learning in third grade when we were just forcing the English 

on them right away knowing that their previous year was Spanish. So no, I was not on 

board with the rapid change in that manner, but yes should go to Early Exit, absolutely! 

But the way we were doing it, it was not best practices for the children.” 

 SP2: “For me right now, I just have to go with what the district has decided. I 

don’t have enough research. Anything to say either way, but I do know that they are 

making the best decision for the kids.” 

 SP1: “I don’t think is as easy as, I am not sure. I wouldn’t think that wasn’t going 

to be as easy. I think that all children need support and I think we need to let data 

determine when kids exit because some kids have the language in first grade, some kids 

have the language in second grade, some kids have the language in third grade, and some 

don’t have it, you know if you, let’s say it takes seven years to learn a language so you 

know some kids they may not have that until fourth grade and fifth grade, but the flip side 

of that is I feel we are sending kids to middle school and then the floor drop out beneath 

them because there is no support , but is not like what they get it  in elementary school; so 

that’s where the struggle is that some kids I think we need to look at exit them earlier if 

they are capable of doing it and actually the LPAC will into play in terms of “one size 

does not fit all” that a lot of kids will probably be encouraged to exit earlier than what we 

tend to do it, you know, but some they need that support; so, It will be interesting to see 

what happens.” 
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Research Question Eleven (RQ11) 

RQ11 for this study was “What are the personal perspectives of principals of Title 

I elementary schools with ELLs, whose results in the STAAR tests demonstrated lower 

academic progress, regarding the successful education of ELLs?” The responses for 

RQ11 generated four themes. The first thematic category related with RQ11 was “School 

principals’ opinion about the need of the bilingual or ESL programs in the education of 

ELLs.” Another thematic category produced from the replies provided was  “School 

principals’ opinion about the change of bilingual education program from the Late Exit 

Transitional Model to the Early Exit Transitional Model.” The third thematic category 

formed out of the answers specified by school principals was “School principals’ opinion 

about what is needed to ensure the success of a bilingual program.” The last thematic 

category that emerged from the school principals’ feedback was “Concerns about the 

current bilingual program.”  

Thematic category one: School principals’ opinion about the need of the 

bilingual or ESL programs in the education of ELLs. 

The first thematic category for RQ11 offers instances of the school principal’s 

opinions about the need of ESL or bilingual programs in the education of ELLs:  

 SP6: “They are necessary, especially the ESL program, I guess because of the law 

of No Child Left Behind, and the law where it says that if you have more than twenty 

children and they speak one language, you know, but when we see other kids that come 

from other countries and they are in ESL programs and they are successful, I wish we 

should use the same strategies in our bilingual program.” 
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 SP5: “I very definitively believe that if they qualify for that, that they need to be 

able to have those opportunities because so is our diverse society is changing so much.” 

 SP8: “I honestly do. I mean not just for ELLs. Any student that speak another 

language and becomes an English language learner.” 

 Thematic category two: School principals’ opinion about the change of 

bilingual education program from the Late Exit Transitional Model to the Early 

Exit Transitional Model. 

 The second thematic category for RQ11 presents examples of the school 

principal’s opinions about the change in the bilingual program in Great ISD:  

 SP8: “Ah, ok, you know. I guess I am probably, I am kind of torn between the 

two. I taught in Aldine for years, and Aldine has an Early Transitional Model to where 

students exit by third grade. By third grade they are rolling. Here in Great ISD, we had 

the Late Transitional Model to where they allow them more time to exit the program, and 

I’ve seen the benefits of both. And I know sometimes some students need more time to 

really learn the English language.” 

 SP8: “I think with the Early Exit Transitional Model we have here on campus 

they do exit the program. They still those that are here can assist them, you know, with 

the language and really help them out. So, I’m not against either or, you know, but I see 

the benefit of both.” 

 SP8: “I just think that whatever we do as a campus, whether is the Early or the 

Late Exit, we do it well.” 



	  
	  

	  

143	  

	  	  	  	  

 SP7: “I think every child is different, every child learns differently. So really even 

though the district wants to go to Early Exit some of the students I think are ready for that 

transition, but others not. Others need more support in Spanish, in their native language.” 

 SP5: “I don’t know if I believe in the Early Exit program or not, I haven’t 

decided…I thought I had and then I watch the kids and I think maybe not the best thing 

for that child because when you feel afraid your brain downshifts, and so you are not 

doing anything. I mean, you are not getting in Spanish and you are not getting it in 

English because you are confused. So, I think you need to be very aware on how they 

acquire whatever language that they are acquiring.” 

SP6: “There are different bilingual programs available, the district had a Late Exit 

program last year. This year, we are moving to an Early Exit program. I do believe that 

many of our children have the chance of loosing their first language because they need to 

be immerse into the English language as soon as possible.” 

Thematic category three: School principals’ opinion about what is needed to 

ensure the success of a bilingual program. 

The third thematic category for RQ11 provides the following examples of the 

school principals’ opinions about this topic:  

 SP6: “Any bilingual program works depending on the fidelity of its 

implementation, and I think that has been a big issue and that’s why probably the district 

decided to move to a new program, Early Exit.” 

 SP8: “I think the program the district has set for immerse them in English, I think 

is a good program when implemented correctly…I think when provided appropriate 
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professional development. I think if we hold the people accountable for the students’ 

learning. I think the program will be very successful.” 

 SP7: “I’ve been a principal at One-Way Dual Language campus and at Two-Way 

Dual Language campus and I had seen the success of both, but it’s all in the 

implementation.”  

Thematic category four: Concerns about the current Late Exit Bilingual 

Model. 

The last thematic category for RQ11 specifies examples of the school principal’s 

concerns about the current Late Exit Bilingual Model in Great ISD:  

SP6: “We understand that once the kids leave elementary there is no more, there 

is no longer bilingual program, so it is our job as an elementary campus to get them ready 

for that change.” 

SP8: “In the upper grade levels, the only downfall I have that I can see with the 

Late Transitional Model is that sometimes when they exit, go out of fifth grade, and they 

are still in bilingual and they are still getting that. The teachers there are not always 

bilingual to assist them and give them the extra support they need. Sometimes they are 

not put in ESL and give them that support, they’re just out there.” 

SP7: “So really last year we saw it too, half my fourth graders tested in Spanish 

and the other half tested in English… I was really surprised that most of my students who 

took it in Spanish failed and I thought they would’ve been the ones that passed, but I 

think it’s because they’re so lost that I don’t think they have the academic language in 

Spanish or English. They are low in both.”  
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Research Question Twelve (RQ12) 

 RQ12 for this study was: “How are the personal perspectives of both sets of 

principals regarding the successful education of ELLs similar or different?” The 

information provided by the group of school principals with higher academic progress for 

RQ10 and RQ11 generated two thematic categories. These two thematic categories were 

also produced by the replies given by the groups of school principals with lower 

academic progress. The first thematic category was: “School principals’ opinion about 

the need of the bilingual or ESL programs in the education of ELLs.” The other common 

thematic category between the two groups of school principals was: “School principals’ 

opinion about the change of bilingual education program from the Late Exit Transitional 

Model to the Early Exit Transitional Model.”  

 The responses from the group of school principals with the lower academic 

progress originated two extra thematic categories that the responses from other group of 

school principals did not produce. The third thematic category for the group of school 

principals with lower academic progress was: “School principals’ opinion about what is 

needed to ensure the success of a bilingual program.” The fourth thematic category for 

the group of school principals with lower academic progress was: “Concerns about the 

current Late Exit Bilingual Program.” 

Conclusion 

 Chapter Four presented and analyzed the qualitative data produced by the 

responses to the four interview protocol questions. Eight elementary school principals 

participated in this study. Seven school principals were interviewed face to face and one 

school principal was interviewed by telephone. These school principals were divided in 
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two groups. The school principals whose schools obtained a positive academic progress 

between the school year 2012-2013 and the school year 2013-2014 comprised one group. 

The other group was conformed by four school principals whose schools attained a 

negative academic progress in the same period of time. Nine theme categories emerged 

from the responses given by the group of principals with higher academic progress and 

eleven thematic categories appeared from the answer provided by the group of school 

principals with lower academic progress. 

 



	  

	  

Chapter V 

RESULTS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSION 

Introduction 

 Chapter five encompasses a discussion of the results, the implications for school 

leaders, recommendations for further research, the limitations, and the conclusion.  

Chapter four presented the data collected from eight school principals who participated in 

this study. Seven interviews were performed face to face and one interview was done by 

telephone. The data from these interviews were transcribed and analyzed in order to 

allow a variety of thematic categories to emerge. The data were presented according to 

each of the four research questions asked to principals and to the thematic categories that 

appeared. The thematic categories were developed utilizing the phrases provided by the 

school principals who participated in the study. 

Discussion of the Results 

 The results are discussed for each research question and the thematic categories 

that emerged from them. The discussion includes the interpretation of the data for both 

groups of school principals participating in the study and the similarities or differences 

found in their responses. 

Research Topic One 

 Research topic one had the intention to determine who is the leader in the 

bilingual or ESL programs at the campuses participating in this study. This topic also 

allows to identify the staff assigned by the school principals to carry out instructional 

responsibilities to ensure the academic success of ELLs. The data obtained from both 

groups of school principals produced the same two thematic categories:  
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 Thematic category one: Practices employed by school principals to delegate 

instructional responsibilities. 

 The data collected from the group of school principals with higher academic 

progress clarified that this group delegate instructional responsibilities to different school 

staff to ensure that ELLs are progressing in school. For example, SP1 indicated, “My 

assistant principal is bilingual. She actually went to the SIOP training this past year. 

Well, so, she is been kind of over the bilingual program and receiving training.”  

 A follow up question asked school principals about who monitors the academic 

progress of ELLs at their campuses elucidated that these school principals also involved 

different staff to assist them with this task. For instance, SP2 stated, “Here my assistant 

principal is who really manages the LPAC. So, she gives me updates…I think as a 

principals, me and my leadership team, we look for certain things when we do 

walkthroughs.”  

 The school principals that comprised the group with lower academic progress 

likewise reported in their answers that they delegate instructional responsibilities 

regarding to ELLs to different staff members at their schools. One sample is provided by 

SP7 who indicated, “Normally, anything when it comes to instruction and academics, I 

delegate to my specialists and APs. For example, anything to do with RTI, my APs 

oversee it. One AP focuses on kinder, second and fourth; and the other focuses on first, 

third, and fifth.”  

 When comparing the results from both groups of school principals in regards to 

how they delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success of ELLs, 

both groups responded in a similar manner. Both groups of school principals indicated 
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they involve their assistant principals, reading, math, science, and bilingual specialists as 

well as teachers. The way they do it is by assigning them different roles to perform. Some 

of the staff is assigned to perform walkthroughs and class observations. Other personnel 

are assigned to coach teachers and provide intervention for students. 

Thematic category two: The use of PLC meetings to monitor the academic 

success of ELLs. 

 The responses shared by the group of school principals with higher academic 

progress indicated they use PLC meetings to analyze different sources of data and 

monitor or track the academic progress of ELLs. For instance, SP3 stated, “We do PLCs. 

We do various things. We monitor them through CFAs.”  

 The answers provided by group of school principals with lower academic 

progress revealed they also use PLC meetings to monitor the academic success of ELLs. 

One sample of this is stipulated by SP6: “First, we have what is called Professional 

Learning Communities, where the teachers work with each other looking at data, looking 

at the curriculum.”  

 The feedback obtained from both groups of school principals for the second 

thematic category for RQ1 indicates that both groups use similarly their weekly PLC 

meetings to analyze data in order to monitor the academic progress of their ELLs. This 

process involves all teachers as well as assistant principals and instructional specialists. 

Research Topic Two 

 Research topic two sought to define if the school principals participating in the 

study had a specific plan to involve parents of ELLs, and determine what type of 
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strategies they use to involve these parents. The data specified by both groups of school 

principals generated two thematic categories: 

 Thematic category one: School principals create a welcoming environment to 

promote parental involvement. 

 This theme category explains how school principals with higher academic 

progress create a welcoming environment for parents of ELLs in different manners. For 

instance, SP3 indicated, “I do make sure is that I have front office staff that are bilingual, 

so they are able to communicate. So, parents don’t have to worry about that when they 

call or when they come out to the campus.”  

 The school principals included in the group with lower academic progress also 

described in their responses the approaches they use to create a welcoming environment 

to attract parents of ELLs into school activities. For instance, SP5 stated, “They can 

believe in their teachers. They trust the teachers. What the teachers do, but also the fact 

that we are so open and so welcoming to the parents.”  

 The responses from both groups of school principals suggest they use similar 

approaches to create the conditions at their schools that make feel parents at ease and 

more willing to participate. These school principals have bilingual or multilingual staff to 

facilitate the communication process with parents of ELLs and their involvement in 

school activities.  

Thematic category two: Strategies used to promote the involvement of 

parents of ELLs. 

 This theme category indicated that school principals use several strategies to 

invite parents to get them involved in school activities. SP4 shared the way they involve 
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parents at her campus: “Our parent center coordinator weekly planned different programs 

based on needs and also our programs were about something that would be helpful to our 

ELLs parents.” 

 The group of school principals with lower academic progress also provided a 

variety of strategies to involve parents in school activities. For example SP6 illustrated 

how they involve parents at her school: “We need to teach parents on how to teach the 

kids. So we are having a series of family nights events, where part of the family night is 

going to be like teaching parents how to teach the skill. We have a literacy, we have a 

reading, math, science, and a writing.”  

 School principals from both groups of schools participating in the study offer 

parents of ELLs different opportunities to get involved in school activities. Several of 

these activities have been designed specifically for this set of parents. One common 

activity is the possibility to attend classes to learn English in order to deter the language 

barrier that may keep parents away from participating in their children education and 

from taking advantage of other opportunities for themselves. The fact that these Title I 

school are able to have a full time parent educator, who is bilingual in most cases, 

becomes instrumental to have a leader in charge of the organization of classes and other 

events that schools consider appropriate in order to involve parents in school. 

Research Topic Three 

 The purpose of research topic three was to recognize what types of data school 

principals analyze in order to make decisions to ensure the academic success of ELLs. 

The answers to this topic may provide guidelines on how school principals use data to 

plan staff developments for their faculty or make academic decisions regarding the 
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academic progress of ELLs. The replies from both groups of school principals provided 

information that allowed three thematic categories to surface: 

 Thematic category one: Data sources utilized by school principals to monitor 

the academic success of ELLs. 

 This thematic category specified the multiplicity of data sources school principals 

analyze with their leadership teams in order to make appropriate decisions in regards to 

the successful education of ELLs at their schools. One example is given by SP4 who 

noted, “So, we are looking at the students and their levels, we are looking at their 

achievement level, we are looking at their data. We are looking at their PAPI, the DRA, 

multiple sources of data.”  

 The group of principals with lower academic progress also analyzes a variety of 

data sources to make decisions at their schools. One way to illustrate this is with the 

information provided by SP8: “We use for the low grades, we have the PAPI data, the 

EDL, and DRA. We have that to track the ELL students’ reading progress. As they 

become older, we have the STAAR data and we have TELPAS across the board. We use 

that data as well for our ELL students.”  

 According to the responses reported by the two groups of school principals, it is 

clear they are looking at the same sources of data to track the academic progress of the 

ELLs students. Based on the analysis of data that they perform, they can be in the 

position to make different types of decisions in regards to the appropriate support that 

each child needs to receive in order to ensure his or her academic success in school. 
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 Thematic category two: Decisions made by school principals regarding the 

academic success of ELLs. 

  This theme category explains how school principals use data to making the 

correct decision for each student in order to ensure they are receiving the appropriate 

instruction in the classroom or if they need to receive any type of academic intervention 

to ensure these students are progressing academically. An example of the type of 

decisions is offered by SP4: “We are looking at their PAPI, the DRA, multiple sources of 

data from there we have small groups going in reading and math; so, you are basically 

working with those students in small group based on their needs and we are also tracking 

their progress on how they are responding to their small group instruction.”  

The following are the responses that were acquired from the school principals 

who obtained lower academic progress in the STAAR tests. These answers illustrate that 

these principals also make decisions based on data. For instance, SP8 stated, “Right now 

because we are in a transitioning phase in which we are trying to determine in which 

language are tested rather in English or Spanish. That way we are tracking what is the 

best move for them if they stay where they are right now or immerse them in English 

until they are able to test in the English language or the Spanish language.”  

 The feedback shared by both groups of school principals indicate that they use the 

different sources of data available in order to make the most appropriate decisions for 

ELLs. For example, these school principals use TELPAS and OLPT to make decisions 

about the language in which students are going to be successful when taking the STAAR 

test. Furthermore, school principals use DRA and EDL data to determine if ELLs need 

Tier II or Tier III interventions to assist them with their academic progress. 
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Thematic category three: Decisions made by school principals regarding 

professional development for teachers of ELLs.   

 The answers from school principals in the group with higher academic progress 

specified they make decisions about staff development needed by their faculty based on 

data. For instance SP1 specified she makes decisions based on targeted areas.  

 The group of school principals with the lower academic progress also makes 

decisions regarding staff development based on data. For example SP6 explains the way 

she makes decisions about professional development in this manner: “Yes, based on data, 

based on class observation, based on teacher survey also to know the things that they 

want. Like for example, this year one of our number one professional development is on 

writing, so we have a writing committee that is working on unifying a writing program 

for the campus. So because writing was the lowest score, and specially was our bilingual 

population that scored worst, so it needs to be a campus effort.”  

 The interviews provided evidence to conclude that both groups of school 

principals utilized data in order to make decisions concerning the professional 

development needed at their campuses. School principals used this data to determine the 

areas in which their faculty needs reinforcement in order to guarantee better instruction 

for their ELLs.  

Research Topic Four 

 The rational for this topic was to know what the school principals interviewed 

believe regarding the need of the bilingual or ESL programs in order to educate ELLs. 

Additionally, a follow up question for this topic inquired about the school principals’ 

opinion regarding the recent change in the bilingual program in Great ISD from the Late 
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Exit Model to the Early Exit Model. The group of school principals with a higher 

academic progress provided information for two thematic categories to appear:  

Thematic category one: School principals’ opinion about the need of the 

bilingual or ESL programs in the education of ELLs. 

 Two of the school principals from the group with higher academic progress 

indicated more clearly their support to the bilingual program. For example SP4 stated: 

“Yes, yes, yes! Because, especially in the young, the lower grade levels need to be able to 

connect with their first language... Yes, I do support the bilingual program.” Other two 

school principals from this group did not give a clear support to the bilingual or ESL 

programs. For example, SP3 explained her point of view in the following statement: “I 

think is hard to make a general statement ah because…I’ve seen students successful and 

not successful in both sides, you know. It’s hard to say just a general statement because I 

think there is more things that play into that.” This school principal might not completely 

agree with the bilingual education program because in her experience she has not seen all 

ELLs succeed in the program. 

 Three of the school principals in the group with the lower academic progress also 

expressed a positive opinion about the need of the bilingual or ESL programs in the 

education of ELLs. For instance, SP6 indicated: “They are necessary, especially the ESL 

program… when we see other kids that come from other countries and they are in ESL 

programs and they are successful, I wish we should use the same strategies in our 

bilingual program.” Five out of the eight school principals believe that ELLs benefit from 

the bilingual or ESL programs. 
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 Thematic category two: School principals’ opinion about the change of 

bilingual education program from the Late Exit Transitional Model to the Early 

Exit Transitional Model. 

  The group of school principals with higher academic progress provided their 

opinions about the change in the bilingual program in Great ISD. These principals offer 

different perspectives about the change in the bilingual education model use by the 

district. For instance, SP3 indicated, “You have to be very intentional with those students 

this year when you look at changing our instructional pattern for kinder and first as those 

kids grow up. You will see a different level of readiness because they are coming with 

those skills that have been taught.” SP4 noted that she believes in the early transition, but 

she was not in agreement with the way in which the district did it without a support 

system in place for ELLs. SP2 stated that she did not have research available to formulate 

an opinion about the change in the bilingual program. SP1 believes in looking at data to 

determine when the ELLs are ready to do the transition into English. 

 The group of school principals with lower academic progress likewise expressed 

different opinions about the change in the model of bilingual education in Great ISD. 

SP8 have seen the benefit of both programs. SP7 stated that it is important to consider 

that each student is different and that not all of them will be ready to transition at the 

same time. SP5 is not sure about the change to the Early Exit Model, she indicated: “I 

don’t know if I believe in the Early Exit program or not, I haven’t decided…I thought I 

had and then I watch the kids and I think maybe not the best thing for that child… I think 

you need to be very aware on how they acquire whatever language that they are 
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acquiring.” SP6 expressed her concern about the possibility for the ELLs of loosing their 

first language by immersing students into English as soon as possible. 

 The school principals participating in the study provided different points of view 

regarding the change in the bilingual program in the district. Some expressed agreement 

with the change, other shown concerns about not providing a support systems for the 

transition or the possibility of loosing their native language. 

Thematic category three: School principals’ opinion about what is needed to 

ensure the success of a bilingual program. 

This thematic category was originated from the responses provided by three 

school principals in the group of schools with lower academic progress. Their replies 

suggested that any bilingual program can be successful if they are implemented with 

fidelity.  

Thematic category four: Concerns about the current Late Exit Bilingual 

Model. 

School principals, from the group who attained lower academic progress, 

demonstrated their concern regarding those ELLs that leave their elementary campuses 

without the required English level to ensure their academic success in middle school 

where they might or not receive appropriate language assistance. Therefore, there is a 

necessary to ensure that they make sure they can help these ELLS during their years as 

students in elementary schools.  

Limitations 

This study is limited to principals of Title I schools with ELLs in one suburban 

school district in the southeast of Texas. Therefore, there will be a limited number of 
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school principals participating. This study is also limited to the analysis of the variation 

in academic progress or regression from the academic year 2012-2013 to the academic 

year 2013-2014. The study can also be affected by uncontrolled variables such as years of 

experience of school principals, the staff experience, and the mobility of students, 

specifically the ELL students. An additional limitation presented by this study is the fact 

that Great ISD rotated its school principals in Title I schools and hired new ones. 

Therefore, only three out of the eight school principals participating in the study were 

leading their campuses during the period considered in the study. Moreover, the results of 

this study are also limited to the honest responses provided by the school principals and 

the objectivity of the interviewer. 

Implications for School Leaders 

 This study was conducted by comparing the responses of two groups of 

elementary school principals regarding the leadership practices they utilize to delegate 

instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success of ELLs, the strategies they 

implement to involve parents of ELLs, the sources of data they analyze to make decisions 

to obtain the academic success of ELLs. In addition the study investigated the personal 

perspectives of these school principals regarding the successful education of ELLs. 

 The data collected from the interview to the two groups of school principals 

participating in the study generated nine common thematic categories and additionally 

two more categories emerged from the responses of the group of school principals with 

lower academic progress. The collective responses of the eight school principals 

indicated that all of them delegate instructional responsibilities for the academic 

improvement of ELLs to different staff members including assistant principals, reading 
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specialists, math specialists, science specialists, and bilingual specialists. These staff 

members were assigned different roles. For example, they conducted walkthroughs and 

class observations. One important aspect when performing walkthroughs is to ensure the 

alignment between the standards (TEKS), the instruction, and the assessment. A point of 

reflection for school administrators is if they have properly trained these staff members to 

perform such responsibility. It is important not only to fill out a walkthrough form, but 

also to ensure that the instruction received by ELLs is delivered through the use of best 

practices. For instance, through effective SIOP strategies. This is one way to ensure that 

ELLs can be successful at school. In addition, it would be important to provide feedback 

to teachers who were observed, so they can also reflect on their teaching delivery. Other 

specialists are assigned to coach teachers. It is essential for school principals to make sure 

these staff members have the credentials and practical experience to properly assist 

teachers in the implementation of best practices for ELLs. One suggestion, it would be 

for school principals to promote master teachers they know to these specialists positions 

to ensure their professional quality. 

 All school principals also stated the use of PLC meetings to analyze data in order 

to monitor the academic success of ELLs. One school principal reported that in her first 

year working for Great ISD her fourth grade students struggle to pass the STAAR test in 

either language, English or Spanish. A situation like this suggests that the monitoring of 

the academic progress of ELLs is complex and should be performed considering as much 

data as possible. For example, it is necessary to track the progress of ELLs in the four 

language domains included in TELPAS since they are in kindergarten. It is essential to 

make sure that ELLs are advancing at least one level in the proficiency level descriptors 
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that show their progress in the acquisition of the English language. In case data indicate 

that some ELLs are not progressing in two or more of the four language domains of 

listening, speaking, reading, and writing, it would be necessary to provide assistance to 

these students to avoid leaving them behind. For instance, these students could attend an 

ESL summer camp specifically designed to help them improve in their weakest linguistic 

areas. Taking this type of action can prevent students from falling behind two or three 

years by fourth or fifth grades. Furthermore, if a teacher has several students not 

progressing in their English skills, they could be required additional training in the design 

of learning stations and lessons that directly teach these language skills in English. In 

addition the permanent tracking of DRA or EDL levels, and students’ results in 

benchmark tests during PLC meetings can assist school principals in assigning students to 

the appropriate intervention for them, Tier II or Tier III. One school principal reported 

giving, at the beginning of the school year, a folder to each teacher, which included the 

academic history of their students; so, they are aware from the start of the year who might 

need intervention and in what subject matters. This information can assist teachers in 

designing differentiated instruction for their students in order to accelerate their learning. 

School principals and their leadership teams analyze a variety of data sources to make 

different decisions to ensure the academic success of ELLs. The decisions they make are 

very important since they need to decide on the language of instruction that ELLs need to 

receive in order to take the STAAR test in that language or to place students in the 

correct intervention. For instance, one school principal explained how she spoke with her 

fourth grade team to determine which ELLs could take the STAAR test in English based 

on their TELPAS and DRA scores. Their correct interpretation of these indicators 
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allowed those students successfully pass the state tests in English. Furthermore, the 

analysis of data with class observations and teacher surveys can assist school principals 

in making appropriate decisions on the nature of professional development their staff 

needs. For example, two school principals reported that they assigned professional 

development for writing because of the low scores reflected on the STAAR data. 

 The traditional model of parental involvement proposed by Epstein (2011) 

includes six areas. The responses of the school principals interviewed in this study 

indicated they exercise more evidently the first five of these six areas. For example, the 

first area “Parenting” is addressed when parents are invited to participate in parenting 

classes provided by the parent educator of each Title I school. The second area 

“Communicating” is attended when schools provide written communications in English 

and another language; for instance, Spanish, as well as when schools provided translators 

for school events or have bilingual staff in the front office. Additionally, most school 

principals reported having ESL classes for parents to help them improve with their 

communication skills in English. The third area “Volunteering” is addressed by schools 

when they recruit parents to participate in different activities in school. For example, one 

school principal noted she ask parents of ELLs to assist shelving books in the library. The 

fourth area in Epstein framework is “Learning at home” which is attended by schools 

when they teach parents on how they can help their children at home with homework, or 

when parents are involved in an academic activity with their children through the 

development of projects. The fifth area is “Decision making” and includes families in the 

decision making process at school. For example, one school principal reported that her 

parent educator asked parents about which classes they would like to receive. Parents also 
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participate in this area by completing surveys, joining the PTO, and participating in 

committees such as CBLT (Campus Based Leadership Team). According to the 

responses from the school principals interviewed, they are creating a welcoming 

environment to increase the opportunities to involve parents in general and parents of 

ELLs particularly through the use of a variety of strategies.  

 This study also investigated the opinions of school principals regarding the 

education of ELLs through either the bilingual program or the ESL program. Six out of 

the eight school principals expressed their agreement with the bilingual or ESL programs 

to educate ELLs. They offered different perspectives, but in general they are aware these 

students require assistance in their first language to bridge into the English language.  

The school principals also provided their opinion in regards to the change in the bilingual 

education model from the Late Exit Transitional Model to the Early Exit Transitional 

Model. Three out of the eight school principals stated they had experience at schools with 

Early Exit Program. The school principals expressed several reactions. For example, one 

was concerned about the possibility that ELLs might lose their first language, which is 

possible since the Early Exit Model is a subtractive program that can be described as a 

model in which ELLs lose their first language while acquiring a second language because 

maintenance of ELLs’ native language as well as pride in their heritage is not their 

objective (Simons & Connelly, 2000). Another school principal agreed with the change to 

the Early Exit Model; however, she disagreed with the rapid change without building a 

support system to make the transition in smaller chunks. According to Ovando and 

Combs (2012), Federal policy has extensively funded the transitional bilingual model in 

spite of its ineffectiveness to instruct ELLs. It seems that Great ISD needs to define its 
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philosophy of bilingual education in order to clarify teachers and school principals what 

is the goal of the program. As one school principal indicated, “acquisition of the English 

language you know is different than focusing on having bilingual students.” Great ISD 

should study carefully what bilingual education program would like to implement 

because according to the research of Collier and Thomas (2009), the biggest difference in 

student achievement lies in the type of program used to instruct ELLs. These researchers 

have found that students who are enrolled in well-implemented dual language programs 

received benefits such as developing high levels of self-esteem, experience less 

absenteeism, have lower dropout rates and attain high rates of completion of degrees at 

the university level.  

 Three school principals voiced that the success of a bilingual program depends on 

the fidelity of its implementation. The principals who stated that idea have experience in 

Early Exit Transitional Model, Late Exit Transitional Model, and in both the Two-Way 

Dual Language Program, and the One-Way Dual Language Program. According to the 

practical experience of these school principals, different types of programs can be used to 

successfully instruct ELLs; however, important differences exist among these models that 

can affect the long-term academic success of ELLs. For example, Thomas and Collier 

(2012) note that when ELLs attend transitional bilingual classes that only offer native 

language support for two or three years, the achievement gap is closed only half way on 

norm reference tests and the remaining gap never gets close after ELLs are being exited 

into mainstream classrooms. One school principal also specified an example of a child 

whose parents did not want him to attend bilingual classes. The school principal indicated 

that this student struggled from kindergarten through fifth grade. ELLs whose parents 
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refuse Bilingual or ESL services for their children and enroll them in English mainstream 

classrooms have the highest dropout rate of any group or in the best scenario they finish 

school in the tenth percentile (Thomas & Collier, 2002). 

 Another concern presented by the school principals participating in the study 

regarding the current Late Exit Model is that when the bilingual students leave the 

elementary schools, they no longer have bilingual teachers to assist them in middle 

school. In order to ensure the success of ELLs in Great ISD when they transfer to middle 

school, it is essential to adopt a stronger bilingual program such as the Dual Language 

Program either in its One-Way or Two-Way versions. Another point to consider is that 

the stage of “advanced fluency,” which is when ELLs demonstrate native-like level of 

speech, can be achieved by ELLs in a period that could take between five and ten years 

(Krashen & Terrell, 1983; Hill & Miller, 2013; Mora-Flores, 2011). Another school 

principal expressed another concern regarding the implementation of the current bilingual 

program by indicating that her bilingual fourth graders were low in their academic 

language in both English and Spanish and that definitively affected their performance on 

the STAAR test. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

 The purpose of this qualitative study was to examine and describe the reported 

practices of two groups of school principals in Title I elementary school with at least 35% 

of ELLs. One group of school principals obtained higher combined academic progress in 

reading and math from the STAAR tests results reported in the TAPR report published by 

TEA that corresponded to the academic years 2012-2013 and 2013-2014. The other 

group of school principals obtained lower academic progress in the same period. 
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Specifically, the study described principals’ reported approaches to delegate instructional 

responsibilities affecting the education of ELLs, the strategies utilized to involve parents 

of ELLs, and the data sources analyzed to make instructional decisions related to ELLs. 

Additionally, the study investigated the personal perspectives of these school principals 

in regard to the successful education of ELLs.  

 The findings of this study suggest that the responses of both groups of school 

principals provided comparable responses to the items included in the semi-structured 

interview protocol utilized. Therefore, it is recommended to perform further research to 

find clues that may explain the differences in academic achievement among the schools 

participating.  

 1. Since only three of the eight school principals interviewed were leading their 

campuses during the period considered in this study, the responses provided by them 

could be reanalyzed when TEA publishes the STAAR results in the TAPR report for the 

year 2015, which refers to the school year 2014-2015 in order to include other three 

school principals who are working in their second year at their current campuses. 

 2. This study could be replicated in another school district and compare the 

responses of their school principals in Title I school with the results of the interviews of 

this study in order to find clues that could improve the academic results of ELLs. 

 3. This study could be complemented with an additional study focus on other 

variables that could affect the academic results of ELLs in the STAAR test such as the 

mobility rate experienced by the schools participating as well as the experience of the 

teachers in the STAAR test grades. 
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 4. An in depth study could be completed to compare the effectiveness of the Early 

Exit Transitional Model, the Late Exit Transitional Model, and the Dual Language 

Programs as measured by the results of ELLs in the STAAR test. 

 5. A study regarding the fidelity in the implementation of the current bilingual 

program at Great ISD could be beneficial in order to determine the areas that need to be 

strengthen and ensure effective instruction for ELLs. 

 6. Address the possibility of doing a longitudinal study that would study whether 

the students in these schools show growth in scores to evaluate whether the principals’ 

efforts have been successful. 

Conclusion 

 This study had the purpose to compare the practices employed by two groups of 

principals in elementary title I schools in order to develop themes that potentially be 

instructive for other Title I principals who seek to improve STAAR results for ELL 

students. When comparing the responses of both groups of school principals, the 

following nine common theme categories emerged: 1. Practices employed by school 

principals to delegate instructional responsibilities. 2. The use of PLC meetings to 

monitor the academic success of ELLs. 3. School principals create a welcoming 

environment to promote parental involvement. 4. Strategies used to promote the 

involvement of parents of ELLs. 5. Data sources utilized by school principals to monitor 

the academic success of ELLs. 6. Decisions made by school principals regarding the 

academic success of ELLs. 7. Decisions made by school principals regarding professional 

development for teachers of ELLs. 8. School principals’ opinion about the need of the 

bilingual or ESL programs in the education of ELLs. 9. School principals’ opinion about 
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the change of bilingual education program from the Late Exit Transitional Model to the 

Early Exit Transitional Model. The following two thematic categories surfaced from the 

responses of the group of principals with the lower academic progress: 10. School 

principals’ opinion about what is needed to ensure the success of a bilingual program. 11. 

Concerns about the current Late Exit Bilingual Program. 

 Both groups of principals delegate similarly instructional responsibilities to 

school staff and analyze data in weekly PLC meetings to make decisions concerning 

ELLs and also in regards to the Professional Development needed by the teachers of 

ELLs in order to ensure the academic success of these students. In order to involve 

parents of ELLs both groups of principals also showed comparable practices in place. 

These schools have successfully developed a welcoming environment for parents of 

ELLs through similar strategies. Since the responses provided by both groups of school 

principals are alike, it is difficult to determine whether the principals employed different 

strategies based upon their students’ academic performance. Further research is necessary 

to study other variables such as the mobility rate, the years of teacher experience, or the 

fidelity of implementation of the bilingual education and ESL programs. 

 The responses of several school principals to their opinion about the change of the 

bilingual education program from the Late Exit Model to the Early Exit Model uncover 

some concerns about the sudden change in programs. Several school principals mention 

the importance of a correct implementation of any bilingual program in order to be 

successful. Because of the different concerns, previously discussed, from school 

principals, it is recommended to look at the appropriate implementation of the current 

Late Exit Bilingual Education Program through appropriate supervision from school 
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district coaches with deep knowledge of SIOP strategies. According to sound research, 

the Early Exit Transitional Model is not recommended since it helps ELLs to partially 

close the achievement gap they show as measured by their results in the STAAR tests. In 

case Great ISD continues with the idea of changing the bilingual education program for 

ELLs, it is recommended to explore the implementation of stronger bilingual education 

models such as the Dual Language Program either in its Two-Way or One-Way 

modalities. If Great ISD continues with the implementation of the Early Exit Transitional 

Model, it is recommended to implement the change in different phases with the 

appropriate support for ELLs and teachers. Definitively, attending the needs of ELLs can 

be a very challenging task for any school district; however, implementing correctly 

strong bilingual and ESL programs, based on sound research and appropriate professional 

development for teachers, can facilitate the process of closing the current achievement 

gap ELLs reflect and ensure their academic success.
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September 22, 2015         
 
Mr. Humberto Gallardo 
c/o Dr. Robert Borneman 
Educational Leadership & Cultural Studies 
 
Dear Mr. Humberto Gallardo, 
 
Based upon your request for exempt status, an administrative review of your research proposal entitled “A 
COMPARISON OF LEADERSHIP PRACTICES BETWEEN PRINCIPALS OF HIGH AND LOW 
PERFORMING TITLE I ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS WITH ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS WITHIN 
THE SAME SUBURBAN SCHOOL DISTRICT” was conducted on September 9, 2015.  
 
At that time, your request for exemption under Category 2 was approved pending modification of your 
proposed procedures/documents. 
 
The changes you have made adequately respond to the identified contingencies. As long as you continue 
using procedures described in this project, you do not have to reapply for review. * Any modification of this 
approved protocol will require review and further approval. Please contact me to ascertain the appropriate 
mechanism. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Alicia Vargas at (713) 743-9215. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 

 
 
Kirstin Rochford, MPH, CIP, CPIA 
Director, Research Compliance  
 
 
*Approvals for exempt protocols will be valid for 5 years beyond the approval date. Approval for this project 
will expire September 21, 2020. If the project is completed prior to this date, a final report should be filed 
to close the protocol. If the project will continue after this date, you will need to reapply for approval if you 
wish to avoid an interruption of your data collection.  
 
 
Protocol Number: 16018-EX 

316 E. Cullen Building    Houston, TX 77204-2015     (713) 743-9204    Fax: (713) 743-9577 

COMMITTEES FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS. 
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Aug. 13, 2015 

Dear Mr. Gallardo: 

Fort Bend Independent School District 
Department of Accountability and Program Evaluation 

Your research application titled "A Comparison of Leadership Practices between Principals 
of High and Low Performing Title I Elementary Schools with English Language Learners 
within the Same Suburban School District" (Application No. 2015-12) has been approved by 
Fort Bend ISD. You have the district approval to conduct your research with elementary school 
principals of Title I Schools with English Language Learners from Aug. 17, 2015-0ct. 24, 
2015. However, please note that despite the district approval, individual staff is not obligated to 
participate in your study and their participation is not guaranteed. Please seek the consent of 
individual staff members before proceeding with your study. 

This email will serve as an approval letter. If you need an official letter with the Fort Bend ISD 
letterhead, please let us know and we can provide one as well. 

When you complete your research, please submit the Data Collection Completion Notification 
Form (available on the FBISD research website) and share with us your findings in a summary. 

We wish you good luck in your research efforts. If you have any further questions, please let us 
know. 

Yours Sincerely, 

J!U:P/-/ 
Yupinf"Anse1m, Ph.D. 
Coordinator of Research and Program Evaluation 
Fort Bend ISD 
Tel: 281-634-1296 
Email: Yuping.Anselm@fortbendisd.com 

Fort Bend Independent School District 
3119 Sweetwater Blvd . •Sugar Land, TX 77479 • 281-634-1296 •Fax 281-634-1532 • www.fortbendisd.com 
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UNIVERSITY	  OF	  HOUSTON	  

CONSENT	  TO	  PARTICIPATE	  IN	  RESEARCH	  
 
 
PROJECT TITLE: "A COMPARISON OF LEADERSHIP PRACTICES BETWEEN 
PRINCIPALS OF HIGH AND LOW PERFORMING TITLE I ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOLS WITH ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS WITHIN THE SAME 
SUBURBAN SCHOOL DISTRICT" 
 
 
You are being invited to take part in a research project conducted by Humberto Alejandro 
Gallardo from the College of Education at the University of Houston. This project is part 
of my thesis and is supervised by Dr. Robert Borneman. 

 

NON-‐PARTICIPATION	  STATEMENT	  
 
Taking part in the research project is voluntary and you may refuse to take part or 
withdraw at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise 
entitled. You may also refuse to answer any research-related questions that make you 
uncomfortable. 
 
PURPOSE	  OF	  THE	  STUDY	  
 
The purpose of this study is to learn about the leadership practices employed by 
elementary principals of Title I schools with English language learners in order to 
identify effective practices to improve the academic achievement of these students. The 
study will last two months. Your participation through an interview will last a maximum 
of 30 minutes.  
  
PROCEDURES	  
  
A total of 10 subjects from different Title I schools will be invited to take part in this 
project. The project will consist in interviewing a maximum of 10 elementary principals 
in Title I schools with English language learners. The interview will consist of four open-
ended questions that will be answer in less than 30 minutes. The interviews will be 
recorded and the information will be transcribed in order to be analyzed. 
	  
CONFIDENTIALITY	  
 
Every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of your participation in this 
project. Each subject’s name will be paired with a code number by the principal 
investigator. This code number will appear on all written materials. The list pairing the 
subject’s name to the assigned code number will be kept separate from all research 
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materials and will be available only to the principal investigator. Confidentiality will be 
maintained within legal limits. 
 
RISKS/DISCOMFORTS	  
 
The study does not involve any foreseeable risks. 
	  
BENEFITS	  
 
While you will not directly benefit from participation, your participation may help 
investigators better understand which leadership practices are more effective for Title I 
schools with English language learners. 
 
ALTERNATIVES	  
 
Participation in this project is voluntary and the only alternative to this project is non-
participation. 
	  
COSTS	  	  
 
There are no costs associated for your participation in this study. 
	  
INCENTIVES/REMUNERATION	  	  
 
You will not receive any type of remuneration for participating in this study. 
	  
PUBLICATION	  STATEMENT	  
 
The results of this study may be published in scientific journals, professional 
publications, or educational presentations; however, no individual subject will be 
identified.   
 
AGREEMENT	  FOR	  THE	  USE	  OF	  AUDIO/VIDEO	  TAPES	  	  
 
If you consent to take part in this study, please indicate whether you agree to be audio 
taped during the study by checking the appropriate box below. If you agree, please also 
indicate whether the audiotapes can be used for publication/presentations. 
 

 I agree to be audio/ taped during the interview. 
 I agree that the audio tape(s) can be used in publication/presentations. 
 I do not agree that the audio tape(s) can be used in 

publication/presentations. 
 I do not agree to be audio taped during the interview.  

 
If you do not agree to be audio taped during the interview, you can still participate in the 
studio. The  researcher will record your responses in writing. 
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SUBJECT RIGHTS 
 
1. I understand that informed consent is required of all persons participating in this 

project.  
 

2. I have been told that I may refuse to participate or to stop my participation in this 
project at any time before or during the project. I may also refuse to answer any 
question. 
 

3. Any risks and/or discomforts have been explained to me, as have any potential 
benefits.  
 

4. I understand the protections in place to safeguard any personally identifiable 
information related to my participation. 
 

5. I understand that, if I have any questions, I may contact Humberto a. Gallardo at 281-
704-0837. I may also contact Robert Borneman faculty sponsor, at  713- 743-3382. 
 

6. Any questions regarding my rights as a research subject may be addressed to the 
University of Houston Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects (713-
743-9204). All research projects that are carried out by Investigators at the 
University of Houston are governed be requirements of the University and the 
federal government.  
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SIGNATURES 
 
I have read (or have had read to me) the contents of this consent form and have been 
encouraged to ask questions. I have received answers to my questions to my 
satisfaction. I give my consent to participate in this study, and have been provided with 
a copy of this form for my records and in case I have questions as the research 
progresses.  
 
 
Study Subject (print name): _______________________________________________________ 
 
Signature of Study Subject: _______________________________________________________ 
 
Date: _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
I have read this form to the subject and/or the subject has read this form. An 
explanation of the research was provided and questions from the subject were solicited 
and answered to the subject’s satisfaction. In my judgment, the subject has 
demonstrated comprehension of the information.  
 
 
Principal Investigator (print name and title): __________________________________________ 
 
Signature of Principal Investigator: _________________________________________________ 
 
Date: _________________________________________________________________________ 
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Dear	  Principals,	  

	  

My	  name	  is	  Humberto	  A.	  Gallardo	  and	  I	  am	  a	  bilingual	  teacher	  at	  Armstrong	  

Elementary.	  I	  am	  attending	  the	  University	  of	  Houston	  and	  I	  will	  be	  graduating	  this	  

December	  with	  my	  doctorate	  in	  Educational	  Leadership.	  As	  part	  of	  the	  requirements	  

to	  graduate	  I	  need	  to	  conduct	  a	  research	  project.	  I	  am	  studying	  the	  leadership	  

practices	  performed	  by	  principals	  of	  Title	  I	  elementary	  schools	  with	  English	  

language	  learners	  and	  their	  effect	  on	  the	  reading	  and	  math	  STAAR	  test	  results.	  	  

I	  am	  aware	  of	  the	  amount	  of	  time	  involved	  in	  doing	  your	  job;	  however,	  I	  

would	  like	  to	  respectfully	  request	  your	  cooperation	  and	  grant	  me	  the	  opportunity	  to	  

interview	  you	  at	  your	  home	  campus.	  The	  interview	  will	  take	  no	  longer	  than	  30	  

minutes.	  

I	  would	  like	  to	  thank	  you	  in	  advance	  for	  assisting	  me	  in	  the	  completion	  of	  this	  

project.	  Your	  support	  is	  vital	  for	  the	  completion	  of	  this	  academic	  endeavor.	  If	  you	  

decide	  to	  participate	  in	  my	  study	  please	  let	  me	  know	  at	  your	  earliest	  convenience.	  

My	  contact	  information	  is	  in	  a	  separate	  card.	  

	  

	  

Sincerely,	  

	  

Humberto	  A.	  Gallardo	  

Armstrong	  Elementary	  

Fort	  Bend	  ISD	  
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Researcher:	  Humberto	  Alejandro	  Gallardo	  
	  
Institution:	  University	  of	  Houston	  
	  
Interview	  protocol	  with	  prompts	  to	  interview	  school	  principals	  in	  Title	  I	  schools	  
with	  ELLs.	  	  
	  
	  

1. How do you delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success 

of ELLs? 

- Who is the leader in the bilingual/ESL program at your campus? 

- Who monitors the academic progress of ELLs in your campus? 

- Who monitors the quality of instruction provided to ELLs at your campus in 

either the Bilingual program or the ESL program? (Who checks LP?) 

- Who monitors the alignment of Standards, Instruction, and Assessments in the 

Bilingual or ESL programs? 

2. How do you implement parental involvement strategies in order to involve 

parents of ELLs? 

- Do you have a specific plan to promote ELLs’ parent involvement? 

- How do you measure the effectiveness of such plan? 

- What strategies have been successful at your campus to involve parents? 

3. How do you prioritize the steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs? 

- What data do you analyze in order to ensure the academic success of ELLs? 

- How do you plan based on that data? 

- Do you use the data to make decisions regarding staff developments for 

teachers of ELLs? 
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4. What are your personal perspectives regarding the successful education of ELLs? 

- Do you believe either the bilingual or ESL programs are necessary in the 

education of ELLs? 

- Do you know about the change in the bilingual program? We are changing 

from the Late Exit Transitional program (K-5) to the Early Exit Transitional 

program (K-3). What do you think about that? 
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Participant Code: SP1 

Date: October 20, 2015 

Type of Interview: Face-to-Face Interview 

School Type: Title I elementary school with ELLs that obtained a positive academic 

progress in reading and math. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success 

of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 Well, I have a leadership team. So, myself and my assistant principal, then what I 

call my support team would be my specialists. So, I have a math specialist, a reading 

specialist. I have an ESL teacher and I have a science specialist. My assistant principal is 

bilingual. She actually went to the SIOP training this past year. Well so, she is been kind 

of over the bilingual program and received training, you know, we are receiving training 

as a Title I campus. Basically, we meet with our bilingual team and get ready to meet 

with them again because we just receive the framework. So, we meet frequently. They 

have weekly planning team meetings. I’m not that sure what you mean, but I answer your 

question? 

Interviewer: 

 Yes, for instance, Ok you said the AP is kind of a leader of the bilingual program 

in the school and you assigned that to her because she is bilingual, How do you monitor 

the academic progress of the ELLs? 
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Interviewee: 

 We all do through PLC, through our data teams but we all do. We are monitoring 

their –inaudible-. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you monitor the quality of instruction provided to ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 Walkthroughs, walkthroughs. I just did, actually, on Monday for SIOP. We 

looked at the objectives, so we went through every classroom. I did kinder, and first, and 

pre-k. Just doing different walkthroughs making sure they have what it is posted. We are 

looking at lesson plans. We are looking at data. We meet on Tuesdays with the teams. So 

one of the responsibilities is to look at the language objectives and how we’re 

incorporating language into the lesson plans for our ELL learners.  

Interviewer: 

 How do you implement parental involvement strategies in order to involve 

parents of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 Ok, in a couple of different ways, we have every Tuesday night there is a 

newsletter that goes out to the parents and there is a call out, the call out is always in 

English and Spanish. Everything that we sent out is most of the time in English and 

Spanish. If it is something very brief, we encourage the kids to read it to their parents, but 

most of things are translated. We have a parent coordinator and on Tuesday afternoon, 

they have an ESL class for the our parents. One of our bilingual paras, she teaches the 
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classes. So, we have a lot of parents that come and take advantage of that. They teach 

them how to read a book in English and then the same book would be in English and in 

Spanish. So, they teach them how to read as well how to strengthen in Spanish. 

 We have learning events, actually we have one next, a week from tomorrow. We 

have parent-learning events and we always make sure there is somebody there to 

translate. So, next week the Children Museum are come out and have different 

workstations for the families and so usually someone from The Children Museum 

translate as well, and so we always make sure that the bilingual parents feel comfortable. 

I’m trying to think of what else, we have different, we just had Spanish heritage last 

week. We did not do the traditional sit down and watch the program.  The whole campus, 

everyone had to do a project. So, each grade level picked a different country and they had 

this place, they had food, dancing, they had what else? Food, music, face painting. It was 

really neat. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you prioritize the steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs? 

What data do you analyze data in order to ensure the academic success of ELLs? 

How do you plan based on that data? 

Interviewee: 

 We analyze data right now we are looking at math data from the SMI test. We do 

look at, we have one bilingual interventionist; so, we have to look at who is the most 

critical in terms of need. At this time of the year, she focuses in kinder, first and second 

because they are new and so if we focus on filling the gaps now, we will not have the 

gaps to fill in later on. So, she started two weeks ago and then she continues through 
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January and then she will help us with third, fourth and fifth. But we are using data to 

analyze a lot of the decisions that we make.  

Interviewer: 

 Do you use the data to make decisions regarding staff developments for teachers 

of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 Yes, of course the district kind of makes some of the decisions for us in terms of 

SIOP and other training we have, but we look as the campus our CBLT, they are 

instrumental because have pretty much one teacher from every grade level and then we 

look at the data and we look at what are our needs and so we determine if we need to 

work on vocabulary, we need to work on writing. Writing is our big thing this year. But 

we try to send people to trainings that –inaudible- on everybody, but this past year. We 

actually went, I had my assistant principal, who else went, they went to a differentiated 

instruction training in Missouri, but one person specifically to look at ELL training and 

they came back and present. Somebody else got to go all writing trainings, and somebody 

else went to, I think, to kinder to second reading trainings, so all had to come back and 

present different things, but that we knew those were our targeted areas. 

Interviewer: 

 What are your personal perspectives regarding the successful education of ELLs? 

For example, do you believe that the bilingual program is necessary to educate ELLs or 

the ESL program? 
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Interviewee: 

 That’s hard! I say that because I came from a district where they had early exit 

and we are waiting to transitioning into that. 

Interviewer: 

 What is your opinion on that? 

Interviewee: 

 I don’t think is as easy as, I am not sure. I wouldn’t think that wasn’t going to be 

as easy. I think that all children need support and I think we need to let data determine 

when kids exit because some kids have the language in first grade, some kids have the 

language in second grade, some kids have the language in third grade, and some don’t 

have it, you know if you, let’s say it takes seven years to learn a language so you know 

some kids they may not have that until fourth grade and fifth grade, but the flip side of 

that is I feel we are sending kids to middle school and then the floor drop out beneath 

them because there is no support , but is not like what they get it  in elementary school; so 

that’s where the struggle is that some kids I think we need to look at exit them earlier if 

they are capable of doing it and actually the LPAC will into play in terms of “one size 

does not fit all” that a lot of kids will probably be encouraged to exit earlier than what we 

tend to do it, you know, but some they need that support; so, It will be interesting to see 

what happens.  
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Participant Code: SP2 

Date: November 2, 2015 

Type of Interview: Face-to-Face Interview 

School Type: Title I elementary school with ELLs that obtained a positive academic 

progress in reading and math. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success 

of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 One of the first things I do, as a principal, is I look at the OLPT data, the TELPAS 

data to help me determine what I need to do with my ELLs. As a principal, I this is what 

–inaudible. I rely heavily on district support. In my previous campus, I work very closely 

with Ms. Q when I was at M elementary, so she would take those DAIP forms and she 

would let me know exactly where the kids were. As a principal when I am doing my 

walkthroughs I am just making sure that they are teaching in English – inaudible-. Find 

out if the teachers know about Shelter Instruction if not what support can I provide. And 

then really track. Last year, I had the opportunity to work with the bilingual specialist 

who was very good at what she did.  Also, she worked with me and told me what teacher 

make –inaudible-. She would work with different teachers about cognates. So, for me was 

truly a matter of finding the right person to help me make sure that we can –inaudible-. 

Interviewer: 

 Who else monitors the bilingual program, you and your AP? 
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Interviewee: 

 Basically the LPAC committee, every teacher. Here, my Assistant Principal is 

who really manages the LPAC. So, she gives me updates, but more so, now that the 

district is moving forward and making sure we have a focus. We have a big focus on the 

ELLs. So, right now is the SIOP. We now have a walkthroughs form that we have to use 

when we are going to the classrooms, and I think as principal, me and my leadership 

team, we look for certain things when we do the walkthroughs. So, also when I came to 

this campus I had four ESL teachers and oh my goodness! They asked me who else I had 

they’re commended. Basically at the beginning of the school year they created a list with 

all the children into a word document –inaudible-.  So, they are really making sure that 

we reach out to all children. 

Interviewer: 

 These ESL teachers are in the monolingual classrooms or they are dedicated just 

to that? 

Interviewee: 

 So the way it s in our campus is our ESL teachers, they are half time ESL, half 

time reading recovery. I do have one teacher that is full time ESL. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you implement parental involvement strategies in order to involve 

parents of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 
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 The district has done a tremendous job at having the PRC, a parent resource 

coordinator. The change –inaudible- making sure we have all the appropriate ELL 

classes. Also what I try to do is to look for different people, so they can help me at 

school. So, I know that our ELL parents are very shy. They are very shy. So, for instance, 

I have them help shelving books in the library.  That’s just one way to help get them in. I 

know sometimes they work with the classrooms. So they take projects back to the PRC 

room –inaudible-, but it’s very challenging. It’s very challenging. 

Interviewer: 

 Do you have any special events for them? 

Interviewee: 

 We have quite a few. We have quite a few classes. So three events they have are 

ESL classes. That’s one important one. We also just happen to have the parenting classes 

that they want. There are different classes, and we also have, they like to do –inaudible- 

they like to work on their health. The family literacy, the family literacy project or 

something is another thing for them –inaudible-. 

Interviewer: 

 Do you teach them to read? 

Interviewee: 

 Yes, we work with them and we teach them to read, and basically in the English 

language, and that’s the other part too. You want to make sure that you are incorporating 

them and helping them, so they can seat there and –inaudible- that’s the big piece. So the 

classes are very structured. Have you had the opportunity to go and see one of the 

classes? 
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Interviewer: 

 We have the parent room, but I’ve never been there during a workshop. 

Interviewee: 

 Maybe, having because it really helps about, not necessarily our campus, but with 

what the district is doing, and the role of the principal is just to make sure is that this is 

helping them. The other thing too is sometimes parents like to if they come to several 

classes their children receive a pencil. That’s one way to have them interested. 

 Interviewer: 

 It motivates them? 

Interviewee: 

 It motivates them. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you prioritize the steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs? 

What data do you analyze to ensure the academic success of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 The TELPAS and the OLPT those are the big ones for academics, but I think the 

ongoing academic tests is what you do throughout the year so –inaudible- when you are 

looking at your children and reading and acquiring the English language. I like to see the 

teachers’ small group lesson plans for reading. We are looking at specific strategies that 

they are using and in their lesson plans I want to –inaudible- when I work with the 

bilingual classrooms I went a lot with her and she said and she showed me lesson plans 

and how teachers came out with the cognates all right to help me –inaudible- just making 

sure they are –inaudible- guided reading groups and guided math groups that I can look at 



	  
	  

	  

212	  

	  	  	  	  

not always necessarily, you have data, you have your CFA data. Generally, they do great 

in math, but is the reading piece, so you have to constantly ask yourself is it the language 

or the content? So and then ah when it gets time for them to do the transition, you want to 

look at, if I give them this test in Spanish, I give them this test in English. The same test, 

how do they perform? Was the academic vocabulary that got them –inaudible- English, 

or they just did not have the content? So monitoring, making sure they are receiving good 

instruction. 

Interviewer: 

 Based on these data, do you plan any staff developments? 

Interviewee: 

 Yes, we plan a lot of staff development based on my teachers’ needs. I am at a 

new campus, so it’s completely different this year. I am a big proponent of guided 

reading and guided math, but the district right now has SIOP. We have so much to do 

from the district that is really, it’s very challenging for me to put any other piece because 

we have a lot of initiatives. 

Interviewer: 

 What are your personal perspectives regarding the successful education of ELLs?  

Do you believe they actually need the bilingual program or the ESL program to be 

successful in school? 

Interviewee: 

 Yes I’ve seen it going two ways. I’ve seen, there was a child that the parents did 

not want him in the bilingual program, so in kindergarten the parents –inaudible-, but let 

me tell that child from kinder through fifth grade struggled –inaudible- you know, so they 
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really need to make sure that they have whatever their native language is they have the 

instruction in that native language, or they have the support because you know sometimes 

kids do not have instruction in their native language, but the ESL support is very 

important for those who –inaudible-. 

Interviewer: 

 Our district was changing from the Late Exit Transitional Model to the Early 

Transitional Bilingual Model Program, what do you think about that? 

Interviewee: 

 For me right now, I just have to go with what the district has decided. I don’t have 

enough research. Anything to say either way, but I do know that they are making the best 

decision for the kids 
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Participant Code: SP3 

Date: October 30, 2015 

Type of Interview: Face-to-Face Interview 

School Type: Title I elementary school with ELLs that obtained a positive academic 

progress in reading and math. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success 

of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 I um delegate the instructional responsibility ah, well depending on the teachers, I 

want to look at teacher experience and certification and then, also the levels of the 

students because some students have a higher need or less need depending on where they 

are in their development of the English language and then based on those, you know, we 

can get each individual student. Ah, if I have a grade level teacher that is certified for 

ESL, ah then I would, you know, if it’s a student who is advanced or advanced high that 

responsibility would probably rely on the teacher if she were certified and have proper 

training. If not it would be either pushing or pull out, either one of those based on the 

different needs of each student.  

Interviewer: 

 For the bilingual program, who supervises the bilingual classes? 

Interviewee: 

 I do, but also I have, we have a well, one of the teachers, part of her responsibility 

or job is a bilingual specialist. So we have a bilingual teacher who has moved into a 
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specialist role and one of her responsibilities is bilingual specialist. So if we have new 

bilingual teachers or students in need, either or, she is there for coaching and or 

interventions.  

Interviewer: 

 How do you monitor the alignment between the standards, the instructions, and 

the assessments? 

Interviewee: 

 For the bilingual kids some ways are walkthroughs and looking at objectives at 

our weekly PLCs. We will make sure that they are aligned with PCG, the district 

curriculum, as well as in alignment with all the classes across the grade level, you know, 

but first with the state objectives and then across the grade level for each different 

subject. The lower grade levels do focus on the SALR. As far the reading levels and the 

other things, we expect them to be aligned across the curriculum.  

Interviewer: 

 How do you monitor the academic progress of ELLs in your campus? Who 

observes the classrooms? 

Interviewee: 

 We do PLCs. We do various different things. We monitor them through CFAs 

and we also you now keep theses level assessments, and district level assessments. This 

year we are like just all the other bilingual campuses doing the screeners, the universal 

screeners, or the RTI’s, and we actually, and report cards, and also we actually today my 

instructional leadership team went through students who were being recommended for 

tutorials and look at each of those components where there, our upper grades, where their 
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DRA was and one of the things we specifically said was for the DRA’s where we 

expecting because we know versus EDL on DRA there’s a little bit of a discrepancy 

there. So we, you know, did determine what’s ok for a bilingual student, where should we 

expect to see them, you know. We don’t expect to see the fourth graders and fifth graders 

at 40 or 50, you know, but if they were in fourth grade, and they are at 28, probably, you 

know, what about we would consider them about average and then if they were below 

that, so through those various things, and we do the same with the teachers in PLCs and 

then as an instructional leadership team. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you implement parental involvement strategies in order to involve 

parents of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 One we do have a parent educator because is Title I and that’s one of our 

components who works to have classes, ah, she is fairly new in her role, but one of my 

ideas that I expect to see her do, ah, is she is going to do one class for parents who would 

like to learn English because we do know that that is one thing that could keep a parent 

away is fear of not being able to communicate and so that is one of the things we actually 

we are going to pair with another elementary and so get the parents together to do a class 

where they are in a safe environment for them to learn English. Another way is that I do 

make sure is that I have front office staff that are bilingual, so they are able to 

communicate. So, the parents don’t have to worry about that when they call or when they 

come out to the campus, and then you know, we ask them to come in, we’ll put you to 

work! We’ll find something for you to do, but also just making it comfortable for them, 
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knowing that you know, or if they have not had, especially if they come from another 

country, their level of education themselves, you know. So, parent homework classes or 

you know we have pretty good communication with involving our parents. Our teachers 

are real good about working and keeping them involved.  

Interviewer: 

 How do you prioritize the steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs? 

What data do you analyze in order to ensure the academic success of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 Yes, we do. We did this with fourth grade last year when I became the principal 

of this campus. The year I came here, all the bilingual students in fourth grade were 

taking everything in Spanish and so last year and then switching in fifth grade. Last year 

what we did was, I sat down with my bilingual teachers in fourth grade. We got to each 

individual student and looked at their TELPAS scores, where were they advanced or 

advanced high, and then looking at their DRA and to see their English proficiency to see 

those who we felt were ready we group them together so the teachers could do more 

instruction in English. So, they would be ready for the assessment in English and I am 

happy to say that all of the students, that we made that switch for all of them, were 

successful and they were ready. But we had to do that in October because the instruction 

matters. If you are gonna do instruction in Spanish –inaudible- to track. So, you know, 

they grouped the students who needed more Spanish and they felt they were not ready 

and then we grouped the students who were ready. One thing that we also are going to do 

this year is do that with third grade and do the same thing, but you have to do that early 

enough to be able to instruct because that plays a key role.  
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Interviewer: 

 What are your personal perspectives regarding the successful education of ELLs? 

Do you believe that the kids actually require the Bilingual Program to be successful? 

Interviewee: 

 I think is hard to make a general statement ah because I have seen students whose 

parents. I’ve seen more parents wanting I see wanting them to be in the bilingual program 

and I have had parents who didn’t want them in the bilingual program for whatever 

reasons, but let’s say both students would qualify for the bilingual program. And I’ve 

seen students successful and not successful in both sides, you know. It’s hard to say just a 

general statement because I think there is more things that play into that, students’ 

success then but as far if you truly want to have a bilingual child or bilingual adult I think 

they do have to go some of that foundation to be able to carry that on you know if they 

never taught to read and write in Spanish, then they are not going to be able to later on or 

they might acquired it, but they’re less likely to ah and so I think, you know, if the goal is 

to teach English language learners so if it’s we are focusing on English, you know, 

acquisition of the English language you know is different than focusing on having 

bilingual students. 

Interviewer: 

 Do you know about the change in the bilingual program? We are changing from 

the Late Exit Transitional program (K-5) to the Early Exit Transitional program (K-3). 

What do you think about that? 
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Interviewee: 

 The only experience that I do have is when I was an AP. I worked at a campus, it 

was a bilingual campus, and this was before the Late Exit. We went with the approach 

when they hit third grade we had a look at each individual student and you either take a 

more aggressive approach to English or you were on a track where you still need it ah 

Spanish support, and that’s what we did and it worked. We had great scores and both 

bilingual and the bilingual students taking them in either or English; so that’s the 

experience that I have and, you know, then the district switched. I have that experience 

with that and then now working to, you know, to those changing, so I mean that’s the 

experience that I do have. 

Interviewer: 

 Do you think…but what you say is like more taking each individual case, that’s 

what I hear from you, probably not all are ready to start an early transition. 

Interviewee: 

 I think is that a lot is you look at each individual student, you know, but you can’t 

take a student and you know right now, and we all agree that, you know, our third graders 

are kind of a, you know, we are switching to an Early Exit model. It is a though transition 

year; so, you have to be very intentional with those students this year when you look at 

changing our instructional pattern for kinder and first as those kids grow up. You will see 

a different level of readiness because they are coming with those skills that have been 

taught, you know, if you haven’t taught those skills it is hard to prepare, you know, just 

an automatic transition to early late, you know until they have those skills developed.  
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Participant Code: SP4 

Date: October 28, 2015 

Type of Interview: Telephone Interview 

School Type: Title I elementary school with ELLs that obtained a positive academic 

progress in reading and math. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success 

of ELLs? Are you the leader of the bilingual program? 

Interviewee: 

 Yes, I am, I actually the leader. I do a lot of professional developments trainings. 

However, we do have a content team. We look at the needs of the students, we are always 

doing. We see at the student data. We look at the ESL level of students. We work real 

closely with the ESL support team I do have in staff and we make sure to give the other 

staff what level the students are, what type of instruction is what we need to provide for 

those students. I do a lot of the monitoring of what instruction shall we have agreed that 

students need. Then, we monitor their progress along the way.  

Interviewer: 

 Who monitors the bilingual program, you and your AP? Are you the only one 

supervising the bilingual classrooms or your AP helps you? 

Interviewee: 

 It’s a split responsibility. We do it by different grade levels. I monitor, I supervise 

Kinder to fifth, but I supervise the ESL teachers and the content specialists.  
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Interviewer: 

 How do you implement parental involvement strategies in order to involve 

parents of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 We just make sure that our communications with the parents are always in 

English and Spanish. We are trying to make an inviting climate here. When we have a 

program, we are making sure, we provide translators available. So they understand the 

language. Definitively, it’s something that they need. Any time we have an activity that 

involve our parents, we make sure that it is inclusive to everyone. The material that we 

present. We make sure that are in Spanish, so they understand the literature materials.  

The bilingual Spanish population is the largest group of ELL’s. The majority of our 

students are Spanish-speaking students. 

Interviewer: 

 Do you have any specific classes targeting the parents of the ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 Yes, we are in transition to a new parent center coordinator. Every bilingual Title 

1 campus has one coordinator. Definitely can I just kind of share what we had last year. 

Our parent center coordinator weekly planned different programs based on needs and also 

our programs were about something that would be helpful to our ELL parents. Other 

parents are Europeans, but we really target our ELL parents because our largest student 

population is the Hispanic parents. They show up a lot for a lot of the activities, so we 

wanted to make sure they are part of the activities or classes. 
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Interviewer: 

 How do you prioritize the steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs? 

What data do you analyze in order to ensure the academic success of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 We want to make sure, once we know the students we are serving, the 

professional development we focusing on how we make sure we are incorporating best 

practices for the ELL students. What I found in my school that students who are not 

ELLs, but because their academic vocabulary is so limited hey have been approached 

with this instruction as well. So, we are looking at the students and their levels, we are 

looking at their achievement level, we are looking at their data. We are looking at their 

PAPI, the DRA, multiple sources of data from there we have small groups going in 

reading and math; so, you are basically working with those students in small groups 

based on their needs and we are also tracking their progress on how they are responding 

to their small group instruction. 

Interviewer: 

 The last question is what are your personal perspectives regarding the successful 

education of ELLs? Do you believe these ELLs actually need the Bilingual Program or 

ELLs programs to be successful in school?  

Interviewee: 

 Yes, yes, yes! Because, especially in the young, the lower grade levels need to be 

able to connect with their first language. People can understand and hear the language, so 

the bilingual program offers them an approach of relationship and a relationship they are 

going to have with their parents. Once you get passed the relationship approach in the 
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bilingual program, the bilingual teacher, that is a Spanish speaker teacher in the program, 

is able to teach in their first language and they are also able to bridge over to the English 

language and that’s the beauty of the bilingual program that the goal is how to become 

biliterate. This means and they are very knowledgeable in their own language of the 

content and also putting it into the English content. Yes, I do support the bilingual 

program.   

Interviewer: 

 What do you think about the change that occurred this year transitioning from the 

Late Exit Transitional program to the Early Exit Transitional program, what do you think 

about that? 

Interviewee: 

 We needed a transition in smaller chunks. Now we are under a new plan, but if we 

are going back to what it was originally out in place before this direction we are going. I 

do believe in the early transition; however, because we were in the late model for so long 

we couldn’t expect to start English in third grade when they were taught in Spanish in 

second grade. We were not building the support system to help our students even just feel 

good about learning in third grade when we were just forcing the English on them right 

away knowing that their previous year was Spanish. So no, I was not on board with the 

rapid change in that manner, but yes should go to Early Exit, absolutely! But the way we 

were doing it, it was not best practices for the children. 
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Participant Code: SP5 

Date: October 22, 2015 

Type of Interview: Face-to-Face Interview 

School Type: Non-Title I elementary school with ELLs that obtained a negative academic 

progress in reading and math. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success 

of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 Well, my expectations are that the teachers well teach the curriculum, and do 

what is best for kids. I have a really good relationship with the bilingual teachers. This is 

the first time I’ve ever had a bilingual campus. So, it was very fun setting the teachers up 

because I pretty much I handpicked whom I wanted. 

Interviewer: 

 From the beginning (7 years) it has been a bilingual campus? 

Interviewer: 

 Yes, aha. In fact, we had, what we were going to do was dual language. When I 

got the job, I began to visit different campuses throughout the city to look at their dual 

language program. And then the superintendent that was at the time pulled it right before. 

And as a matter of fact we only had nine children in Pre-K or Kindergarten, so he pulled 

that program. And we run short every year, you know Ms. N. She’s came over with me 

when we opened the school, then she was to monolingual and then she got moved 

because of –inaudible-. She got to moved with the bilingual because we did not have that 
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the next year either. So, but we got her back now! So that was good you know. So, I have 

Ms. P. You know Ms. P. She’s been around. She was the state finalist for ----- Yes, uh 

Ms. Q. She came from X Elementary. Fourth grade teacher was new last year, but I have 

Mr. R. He opened the school with me. So, Ms. S. you know –inaudible-. She is at Y 

Elementary, she taught English, and ah, no she did teach bilingual. 

Interviewer: 

 Who monitors the bilingual program, you and your AP? 

Interviewee: 

My AP is bilingual, so you know before it was my other AP and I did together, 

but pretty much she knows the program forward and backwards. So; but, you know, I 

certainly understand that again you know, of course, we are gonna do the early exit for K 

and one, but not for the others and my third grade team leader right now, who is a 

bilingual teacher. She is teaching ah, all the five of her kids are writing in English. So, we 

are not holding back on that. We are just gonna let them continue. She does all the 

LPACs, but I can go into a bilingual classroom. I’ve been the one always doing their 

evaluations because I knew more Spanish than the other AP that I had. 

Interviewer: 

 So when did the AP start, this year?  

Interviewee: 

 Last year, this is our second year together so. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you implement parental involvement strategies in order to involve 

parents of ELLs?  
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Interviewee: 

Ok, we have had parent classes before; when we started we had parent classes. I 

am seeing more involvement from the parents. We jumped from 720 kids at the end of 

last year to 805 kids now. We jumped in our bilingual classes. We have 24 kids in fourth 

grade. So, those parents have been particularly involved with their child education, they 

go to board meetings to keep up with what they need to do. The bilingual teachers are 

fabulous they are able to communicate. They know how important it is that they involve 

the parents in their education. In fact, in fourth grade right now we got a substitute who 

we thought was more proficient than what she is, and that’s not her fault, it is just what 

we have. And she’s always done the primary grades, and then teaching fourth grade is 

enormous. The parents wanted a meeting with me. And Mr. N was with me, but I was 

able to, I had built the relationship with these parents through the years, and you know 

the trust builds. At first, they were not sure, but now they feel very comfortable coming 

and asking me questions. It’s ok to, if you know, they want to complaint a little bit, and 

let me know, and had they are very receptive and very sweet. So, it is just that takes you 

time to build the relationship. 

Interviewer: 

 Do you have any event night specifically designed for them?  

Interviewee: 

 We do it for the entire school. Since we only have one bilingual class in every 

grade level that’s why we did have the parent program at first where they can get 

computers and all of that. Things change for different people, circumstances change, but I 

think is one of the things they like about our school. We are very diverse. I can tell you 
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there is about 40% Hispanic, already 45% Hispanic and about 40% African-American, so 

and most of our African-American are from out of the country. We got a lot of Nigerian. 

It’s…This area is like a melting pot I guess. It is a true pleasure to work with the 

bilingual they take care about their responsibilities with the kids, the teachers. They can 

believe in the teachers. They trust the teachers. What the teachers do, but also the fact 

that we are so open, and so welcoming to the parents. And they ask to learn, so they 

would say, tell us about this. How to do this ta, ta, ta, ta, ta. I can’t do that at home. I 

don’t know how to do that, you know. So we have the Hispanic children who are not in 

bilingual classes. It’s just the area around here. Some of our bilingual children come from 

the XY school area. They come over here. 

Interviewer: 

 Sounds great! You have to build that relationship. 

Interviewee: 

 You know, we would like to do more, but if we had more funds, if we were Title 

school that would be completely different. Because we could do those things. We are not 

Title I, so we try to get the bang for the buck when we do the nights. We get great 

participation with the bilingual parents. And they are good when they call about, you 

know, asking if there is someone who speak English or speak Spanish, and we do have 

that. So, my secretary is bilingual, so she is able to help them. We have a part time 

person, Ms. W, who is bilingual and…We speak many languages here actually. Ha, ha, 

ha Ms. S, she can speak mandarin, she can speak different dialects and that helps too, and 

we have several paraprofessionals who can that do that as well.  
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Interviewer: 

 Wow!  That’s excellent! How do you prioritize the steps needed to obtain 

academic success with ELLs? You analyze data? 

Interviewee: 

 Yes, right we do. We use in fact   the   district is going to come out Monday to 

work with our data with our ELLs and we are learning from them. We know they have 

their struggles, we know these kids are better and the support on that. A little girl, she is 

not little. She is a fifth grader. She just came from Mexico. She does not speak much 

English at all. She is picking it up, but she’s come along, and making friends and that 

kind of thing and then ah we, I lost my thought. 

Interviewer: 

 Do you make any decisions based on the data to plan staff development?  

Interviewee: 

 Principal: Oh, yes! We do because we are a bilingual campus. We are doing SIOP 

right now. So, we have so many kids they can benefit from that and   yeah even some 

families education if they did not have the opportunities that their children are having 

right now; so, we have to make sure we are giving  those children strategies for them. So, 

they, you know, can get the hang of that and be the person in the house that can help. I 

went to see the third graders and they write. And it was just this morning, I was just 

amazed how well they were spelling, and as I said, she had five all for herself and I 

noticed two more. I did not want to walk around, it was just a 15-minute walkthrough, 

but I did not want to travel around the room too much and, to not interrupt the teacher. 

But I did want to see what they were doing and you know, I know a few of the children 
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who are still having some difficulties. So, I always look to see how they are doing, you 

know, even in Spanish how we are doing. 

Interviewer: 

 So, the last question, what are your personal perspectives regarding the successful 

education of ELLs?  Do you actually believe they actually benefit from the bilingual 

program or the ESL program? 

Interviewee: 

 I very definitely believe that if they qualify for that, that they need to be able to 

have those opportunities because so is our diverse society is changing so much, and I am 

not pointing a finger to a race or anything but their children are so savvy to all of the 

things that we don’t really want them to be doing in the world these days. So, if you are 

not successful in school what do you want to? I can be a big man with this gang or these 

boys, or whatever, I will tell you I never get that sense from any of our parents and I 

don’t have a parent here that I ever felt like didn’t want the best for their kid. So, that’s 

why and people will tell you that’s why they want to come to Sonya Elementary. Yeah, 

they will tell you that because, you know, you just blend. It’s not like you have to stick 

out, you know, like he speaks Spanish Ok. We are moving on, but they need that support. 

If you watch them in the classroom the way they process some time and I say they, I 

mean all the children.  You don’t have to be just bilingual to be able to use a 

differentiated strategy or a SIOP strategy. And sometimes they just don’t have that at 

home. So we are building, you know, and sometimes they are not even quite there, but we 

hear when they go to the middle school how well they are doing. You just don’t see it 

that second and all because they are still putting it altogether. So developmentally they 
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are putting all that together and they hear it in English and they hear it in Spanish, and I 

don’t know if I believe in the early exit program or not, I haven’t decided. That…I 

thought I had and then I watch the kids and I think maybe not the best thing for that child 

because when you feel afraid your brain downshifts, and so you are not doing anything, I 

mean, you are not getting it in Spanish and you are not getting it in English because you 

are confused. So, I think you need to be very aware on how they acquire whatever 

language that they are acquiring. And that’s why I respect about the teacher so much. 

They can read that with the kids, you know, and I can read it with the children. They may 

have a Hispanic last name, but they are as savvy in English as they don’t need that, you 

know and they did exit the program or they never qualified for it at the beginning. 

Interviewer: 

 If they are second or third generation they might not need it. 

Interviewee: 

 Right, exactly. Yes, exactly, and some of that actually come out sometimes if they 

haven’t had that much education, and is not a bad thing either it’s just you have to read 

people for who they are, and I would hate to have to go to another country and 

somebody, cause I feel that I am quite intelligent, but I don’t know their language. So, I 

would need somebody to when you go out of the country typically they know more 

English than you know their language. Ha, ha, ha! Yes they can help you more than... 

And I use cognates from what I learned in Spanish in school to read signs. Maybe, I don’t 

know exactly what it means, but I know what this means and I can assume in the context 

of something what that is.   
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Participant Code: SP6 

Date: September 23, 2015 

Type of Interview: Face-to-Face Interview 

School Type: Title I elementary school with ELLs that obtained a positive academic 

progress in reading and math. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success 

of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 First, we have what is called Professional Learning Communities, where the 

teachers work with each other, looking at data, looking at the curriculum. This year, we 

are having a SIOP training for all teachers because even in the regular classrooms we 

have English language learners. At our campus, we have one full time ESL support 

teacher and two half-time ESL teachers and they are going to the classrooms and work 

with our beginners and intermediate students. Also we have other support staff. This year, 

we are implementing ITR, intervention time, so they are going and work with students 

that are performing low academically in Tier III intervention. 

Interviewer: 

 Who monitors the quality of instruction provided to ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

Data is the best way to monitor the quality of instruction. Our reading, and math, 

and science specialist are also going into the classroom to monitor the reading, math and 
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science teachers, but more into the coaching side if they need any coaching. My assistant 

principal and myself do walkthroughs and class observations. 

Interviewer: 

 So, those walkthroughs is the way you will be the ones monitoring the alignment 

of Standards, Instruction, and Assessments? 

Interviewee: 

We also look at the teachers’ lesson plans, through PLC they look at lesson plans. 

They look at activities to teach the lesson plans. Now, we are going to be doing 

something different. We are going to select one or two units of study, which data shows 

that we had score low, and we are going to provide support to the teachers prior to the 

teaching of that unit. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you implement parental involvement strategies in order to involve 

parents of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

This year, I made sure that we had a full time bilingual parent educator, so that’s a 

position through Title I funds. We need to teach parents on how to teach the kids, so we 

are having a series of family night events, where part of the family night is going to be 

like teaching parents how to teach the skill. We have a literacy, we have a reading, math, 

science, and a writing. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you measure the effectiveness of this plan? 
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Interviewee: 

 Well, teachers are also conducting parent conferences with them, so parents, I 

think now they know that we welcome parents to come to our campus. Again, test scores 

is what shows what we are doing together as a community working, helping the English 

language learners. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you prioritize the steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 First, we need to look at last year data, so we start right away. So, the teachers 

receive a roster with pretty much the student history every each child that is in their class 

with all the test he has received throughout the year: TELPAS scores, DRA, math, 

science, STAAR scores, so the teachers know right away who is in the classroom and 

who needs immediately to receive intervention, because we are monitoring every time we 

are giving common assessment, or a district assessment. 

Interviewer: 

 Do you use this data to make decisions regarding staff developments for teachers 

of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 Yes, based on data, based on class observation, based on teacher survey also to 

know the things that they want. Like for example this year, one of our number one 

professional development is on writing, so we have a writing committee that is working 

on unifying a writing program for the campus. So, because writing was the lowest score, 
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and especially was our bilingual population that scored worst, so it needs to be a campus 

effort. 

Interviewer: 

 What are your personal perspectives regarding the successful education of ELLs?  

Do you believe that the Bilingual Program is a stronger than the regular classroom for 

ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 There are different bilingual programs available; the district had a late exit 

program last year. This year, we are moving to an early exit program. I do believe that 

many of our children have the chance of loosing their first language because they need to 

be immersed into the English language as soon as possible. Any bilingual program works 

depending on the fidelity of its implementation, and I think that has been a big issue and 

that’s why probably the district decided to move to a new program: early exit, so we have 

to push English instruction at early age. We understand that once the kids leave 

elementary there is no more, there is no longer bilingual program, so it is our job as an 

elementary campus to get them ready for that change. 

Interviewer: 

 Do you believe either the bilingual or ESL programs are necessary in the 

education of these kids, the ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

They are necessary, especially the ESL program. I guess because of the law of No 

Child Left Behind, and the law where it says that if you have more than 20 children and 

they speak one language, you know, but when we see other kids that come from other 
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countries and they are in ESL programs and they are successful, I wish we should use the 

same strategies in our bilingual programs. 
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Participant Code: SP7 

Date: November 4, 2015 

Type of Interview: Face-to-Face Interview 

School Type: Title I elementary school with ELLs that obtained a positive academic 

progress in reading and math. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success 

of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 Luckily, I have two assistant principals, but also I have the leadership team which 

includes my reading specialist, my math specialist, my bilingual specialist, and of course 

I have my team leaders, so normally anything when it comes to instruction and academics 

I delegate to my specialist and Aps for example, anything to do with RTI, my Aps 

oversee it. One AP focuses on Kinder, second and fourth and the other focuses on first, 

third and fifth. And they oversee you know we meet regularly. We meet once a week to 

talk kind of where we are, and how prioritizing weather RTI or our PLCs or what needs 

to be done. Depending on the needs of the campus.  

Interviewer: 

 Who monitors the progress of the students? 

Interviewee: 

 Lots of meetings, lots of meetings, cause we have our PLCs, so sometimes our 

PLC’s will be a data meetings, so we can review the data and you know monitor the 

progress of our students, and now with the new RTI process of the district we are meeting 
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weekly. So I meet weekly with my APs and specialists to review data whether is DRAs, 

or the DNAs from math, or now that we the SMI and the I-Station we review those 

reports to make sure that we’re properly helping our students with ah… cause now we 

have interventionists that are helping with our Tier II and Tier III students. 

Interviewer: 

 So how do you plan based on that data? You say you meet with them? 

Interviewee: 

 Yeah, actually, I have some of my stuff here that we’ve been meeting. So, for 

example, we meet weekly, and these are some of the reports. These are just based on 

DRA for every grade level. All the kids in red are kids that are probably Tier II and some 

looking at Tier III. So, depending on, and so, when we look at… For example, the upper 

grades, looking at the students. We need to make sure whether they’re Tier II, some are 

SPED students, some are Tier III, some have already gone through the RTI process and 

we also get teacher input. For example, the lower grades if is the first time doing I-Station 

on the computers, so maybe they score low on the computer, but when we talk to the 

teacher. Then were are like, well we know he is capable cause when we did the DRA, he 

was at level a-b that did not show in I-Station, so we know well he is kinder, he was 

playing with the computer. So then, we know that test was invalid. So then I take teacher 

input. So, for example, do we have ah…we were looking at three students we were going 

to recommend cause we just hire three interventionist. Two for reading, one for math and 

we want to prioritize like who’s, who ever needs Tier III intervention needs to serve. So 

my teachers don’t have the documentation. So you haven’t even done Tier II 

documentation, how is supposed to move the kid into Tier III? So because of that some of 
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our interventionist is helping in the classroom with Tier II until the teachers have 12 

weeks of documentation to move the kids to Tier III. So that’s when we meet and discuss 

you know what other services have they had. You know for example here we got a 

student who just moved from Cuba, he is in first grade we ended up talking to the parent 

and moving him back to kinder cause he had no foundation of schooling, so it’s looking 

at the data, talking to the teachers getting the input from the teachers. Cause, for example, 

I mean seem I would have never known unless the teacher wouldn’t told me, oh he just 

moved from Cuba! Oh yeah! Then I know, make sense why, you know. No foundation, 

now we get it. You know another example of a student who… is speech student anytime 

there is speech and they are suffering academically we say they are already under the 

SPED umbrella of so just ask for a read, and get further testing so take advantage of them 

already being in the Special Ed program through speech. So we, can we review these 

reports weekly and we see the progress, is there progress? And if not then we continue 

interventions and if they are ah…then we…  

Interviewer: 

 How do you measure progress? How they are moving in their reading levels? 

Interviewee: 

 Yeah, so weekly, we meet to talk about is more about fidelity checks, so like for 

example. The first meeting we are looking at data and that’s how we make 

recommendations on what students are going to be service by the interventionists, and 

then after that is more of a fidelity checks. So we meet weekly. You know, Are the 

teachers, you know, doing the guided reading and guided math? Are they doing… 

because we do power thirty here for the Tier II students for an extra… what we call an 



	  
	  

	  

239	  

	  	  	  	  

extra double dip of guided reading, so it’s the fidelity checks when we meet, is you know, 

are the teachers doing what they are supposed to be doing, are they doing the 

interventions. 

Interviewer: 

 The alignment, the instruction, the standards, the assessments, so you check the 

lesson plans? 

Interviewee: 

 Yeah, I have my specialists check the lesson plans, so lesson plans are due every 

Thursday by four o’clock, so ah my specialists check the lesson plans. My math specialist 

checks the math and my reading checks reading, my bilingual checks the bilingual 

making sure the lesson plans are aligned. 

Interviewer: 

 Do you have a bilingual specialist? 

Interviewee: 

 Um, I have a bilingual specialist. This is a bilingual campus. We need a bilingual 

specialist. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you implement parental involvement strategies in order to involve 

parents of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 Well, luckily because we have a parent educator I believe only Title I campuses 

have them. Ms. X who is awesome, she is really good! So, she works with the parents, 

and gets them involved. So, the parents that she reaches, some of them come daily, some 
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of them come whenever they can, but basically you know Monday through Thursday 

she’s got some kind of class whether is ESL, or GED, but on top of that she would hold 

workshops on how to help your child be successful or how to help your child transition 

from fifth grade to middle school, how to help your child during STAAR testing, so she 

pretty much sends a survey out to the parent and say at the beginning of the year what 

kind of workshops do you want me to offer? What you need from me? And she will 

provide them in English and Spanish. That’s what is great about --- she is bilingual and 

the parents really like her and feel comfortable with her. We did donuts with dads, and 

talk about we had a great turn out, the library was full of parents, of dads, she was talking 

about how they can be more involved whether it’s joining the WATCH dogs or 

volunteering at school. So, she’s offered a lot of opportunities for the parents to be 

involved. 

Interviewer: 

 Ok, Classes, workshops, any events, family nights? 

Interviewee: 

 Yeah, we have ah ... just had a family… yeah every month we have something. 

We had the Dad with Donuts October second, and Family Fun Night October 15. We 

have Movie Night this Friday, and then what we have, there is always… oh we had the 

Book Parade last Friday, I mean so, at least once a month we have something going on 

for the parents to be involved, but really it ends up being like two or three sometimes 

because October was busy October the Dads with Donuts, October 15 with Family Fun 

Night and October 30th we had the book parade. And of course the book Fair was 
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Opened during family Fun Night so parents were welcome to come. Yeah so we try to 

have a lot of activities. 

Interviewer: 

 What are your personal perspectives regarding the successful education of ELLs? 

Do you believe that these ELLs actually require the Bilingual Program or the ESL 

Program?  

Interviewee: 

 You know, I think that Spanish is my first language. So, I was an ELL, and to be 

honest maybe is because I grew up in a border town. I grew up I Eagle Pass, I don’t 

remember when I learned the English, I just assume I did a bilingual program and 

eventually I transitioned I just don’t know when, but when I see my students here every 

child learns differently. I know, Last year was my first year in Fort Bend and they had a 

Late Exit Program ah, which… and this year we have the Early Exit move and I know not 

all teachers were ready, but is interesting because when I was a principal in Dallas we did 

Dual Language and we had, and I’ve been a principal at One Way Dual Language 

campus and at Two Way Dual Language campus and I had seen the success of both, but 

it’s all in the implementation. I think ah, and I think every child is different, every child 

learns differently. So really even though the district wants to go to Early Exit some of the 

students I think are ready for that transition, but others are not. Others need more support 

in Spanish, in their native language. So really, and last year we saw it too, half my fourth 

graders tested in Spanish and the other half tested in English. 

Interviewer: 

 The success was Ok? 
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Interviewee: 

 Actually no, I was really surprised that most of my students who took it in 

Spanish failed and I thought they would’ve been the ones that passed, but I think it’s 

because they’re so lost that I don’t think they have the academic language in Spanish or 

English. They are low on both. Last year was my first year here, so. I don’t know what 

the history has been with the bilingual teachers here, but its interesting because in Dallas 

my bilingual teachers were the strongest and to ensure, you know, that like for STAAR 

they might have taken the STAAR in Spanish and being successful. But I will always 

made them take a practice test in English to make sure they can also be successful in 

English and they were. They just always scored higher in Spanish, so we always tested 

them in Spanish. And here you give them in both and they would fail in both, and that 

was sad, and that’s when I realized we have some issues. We got…and that’s is kind of 

where I’m working. Now it’s my second year I saw what the strengths and weaknesses 

were. Last year, I was against interventionist. I did not want to hire interventionist 

because I really believe is the job of the teacher to educate the child. That’s what the 

teacher do, be able to differentiate. They shouldn’t expect an interventionist to come and 

rescue them by pulling low kids, I think that’s the way… that’s my philosophy and that’s 

how we did it in Dallas, but after last year I saw that there’s just a need I could see why 

teachers could be overwhelmed because we got really low kids that are two, three years 

below grade level and it’s … they need that extra support, so this year I went ahead and 

hired interventionist because I realized, oh my God! You all are not kidding you need that 

extra help, you know, because in Dallas my teachers did it all. They did the Tier I, Tier II 

and Tier III. They were there before school, after school, and here it’s just too many kids. 
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Like we were even talking about it. We would have retained half of first grade last year if 

we could have based on the DRA levels and everything, so we placed a lot of kids in 

second. So I see the new, I am trying to work with the teachers, and kind of see what the 

needs are, the kids, and what we need to do to take them on grade level. 

Interviewer: 

 I have a question here that I missed about data, so based on that data that you 

analyzed do you plan any specific professional development for teachers? 

Interviewee: 

 Yes, that’s … the data drives our professional development, ah so for example, 

writing is one of our weaknesses like in the STAARS, so that’s definitively, we had a 

PLC on Lucy Calkins the Units of Writing, so now we are, you know working that out. 

You know with math, with my math specialist –inaudible word- teachers and not doing 

Number Talks and –inaudible- to PLC, we are looking at all teachers who are having 

trouble with learning stations, you know we hold a training on Debbie Diller, so 

depending on the needs of the teacher that’s what drives our professional development. 
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Participant Code: SP8 

Date: September 29, 2015 

Type of Interview: Face-to-Face Interview 

School Type: Title I elementary school with ELLs that obtained a positive academic 

progress in reading and math. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you delegate instructional responsibilities to ensure the academic success 

of ELLs?  

Interviewee: 

 Well, I have one of my campus administrators, um, she is bilingual, and also our, 

we have interventionists on campus as well that are also bilingual, and so my 

instructional aids. So, I make sure that we are ells      and that they are growing and 

moving proficient wise from the TELPAS goals, not just in the classroom alone. The 

district currently has the, we are moving to the early transitional model, in the past we 

had the late transitional model, so along with my staff and APs we watch carefully how 

the students are progressing in the classroom. Instructionally, we do PLC with our 

teachers to make sure that we hearing what is happening in the classroom with ELL 

learners and that they are making progress and we are not leaving anyone behind. 

Interviewer: 

 Who monitors the academic progress of ELLs in your campus? Who observes the 

classrooms?  
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Interviewee: 

 I observe. Actually, I have two assistant principals, so I observe the classrooms as 

well as my two assistant principals. They observe as well. I also have a reading 

specialists and math specialists, I am trying to find more specialists, but I have the two of 

them. They also go into the classrooms and they also do what we call snap shots, so they 

take a quick glimpse, you know how ELLs are moving in the classroom as well as the 

instruction that is being given to them. They also report that to me, so we can look into 

individuals to make sure they are moving academically. Honestly, is like a family type 

deal.  We have our share of get in there and looking to see what is happening. We also 

have two PLC coaches, they monitor my PLC implementation in campus, but they also 

go to the classroom to see, you know, best practices and what happened with the kids in 

the classroom as well. It’s quite a few people here and there. 

Interviewer: 

 How do you implement parental involvement strategies in order to involve 

parents of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 We have what is called a parent educator on campus. In most Title I in Great ISD 

we have one and that person which they reach out to all the parents to make sure when 

they come into the school –inaudible- content area like for example the family night, the 

math night and science night and we try to encourage our parents to come into the 

building. For our ELLs’ parents, we offer the classes to how to speak English. That tends 

to bring them and we have events to such as how to work math problems solve that –
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inaudible- homework. We also have our PTO. They also work with us to have parents to 

come into the building. As well support to bring them in.              

Interviewer: 

 How do you prioritize the steps needed to obtain academic success with ELLs? 

What data do you analyze in order to ensure the academic success of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 Well, the data we use, we use quite a few data.   We use for the low grades we 

have the PAPI data, the EDL and DRA we have that to track the ELL students’ reading 

progress. As they become older we have the STARR data and we have TELPAS across 

the board. We use that data as well for our ELL students. We also give weekly CFA’s, 

common formative assessments, for the students. It’s a way to track it that way as well. 

Right now because we are transitioning phase in which we are trying to determine in 

which language are tested rather is English or Spanish. That way we are tracking what is 

the best move for them if they stay where are they right now or immerse them in English 

until they are able to test in the English language or the Spanish language.  So, it’s quite a 

few tracking, but I don’t do it by myself, I have to put it out there like I said. My 

specialists keep track of data with me. My counselor tracks the data as well, and of 

course, my Assistant Principals. So, we all have our bit tracking and then we come 

together and then we start looking at students, group of students. We look at individual 

students and see ok, these students are not making progress, so we may do something 

different. And then we have our campus compliance coordinator who does or helps with 

the RTI’s piece to have a response to these kids that are not making progress, how we 

should handle It, and how should we be moving forward.  
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Interviewer: 

 Ok the implementation. The last question is: What are your personal perspectives 

regarding the successful education of ELLs? Do you believe either the bilingual or ESL 

programs are necessary in the education of ELLs? 

Interviewee: 

 I honestly do, I mean not just for ELLs, any student that speak another language 

and becomes an English language learner; but I think the program the district has set for 

immerse them in English, I think is a good program when implemented correctly, and 

like we do the SIOP training right now to assist with that. I think if everybody does their 

part like, you know, correctly. We are trying to get teachers who are ESL certified. So, 

they can have those strategies to assist students in the classroom. I think it will work, but 

I think people are not knowledgeable of how to teach them and how get them the learning 

and that’s the downfall, but I think when provided appropriate professional development. 

I think if we hold the people accountable for the students’ learning. I think the program 

will be very successful. 

Interviewer: 

 Do you know about the change in the bilingual program? We are changing from 

the Late Exit Transitional program (K-5) to the Early Exit Transitional program (K-3). 

What do you think about that? 

Interviewee: 

 Ah, ok, you know, I guess I am probably I am kind of torn between the two. I’m 

going to be honest with you I’ve always, coming originally, I taught in Aldine for years, 

and Aldine has an Early Transitional Model to where students exit by third grade. By 
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third grade they are rolling you know. Here in Great ISD, we had the Late Transitional 

Model to where they allow them more time to exit the program, and I’ve seen the benefits 

of both. And I know sometimes some students need more time to really learn the English 

language. In the upper grade levels, the only downfall I have that I can see with the Late 

Transitional Model is that sometimes when they exit, go out of fifth grade, and   they are 

still in bilingual and they still are getting that, by sixth grade they just cut them loose. 

They have no support after that. The teachers there are not always bilingual to assist them 

and give them the extra support they need. Sometimes they are not put in ESL and give 

them that support, they’re just out there.  I think with the Early Exit Transitional Model 

we have here on campus they do exit the program. They still those that are here can assist 

them, you know, with the language and really help them out. So, I’m not against either 

or, you know, but I see the benefits of both. I know that they need – inaudible- studies 

show that when they are younger they pick up the English language better. But I see the 

benefits of both.  I just think that whatever we do as a campus, whether is  the early or the 

late exit, we do it well.

	  


